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Recently, multi-source feedback has been a popular way 

of providing performance-related feedback to individuals in 

many organizations. Many who use multi-source feedback 

consider Rating Convergence, others seeing target 

individuals as they see themselves, to be a positive outcome 

of this process. However, the variables that account for 

Rating Convergence are not known. This study investigated 

whether the personality factor Extroversion and Behavioral 

Consistency, acting as a moderator variable, could account 

for Self-other Rating Convergence, particularly the 

Convergence between self and peer Ratings. The sample 

consisted of 235 mid-level managers from a variety of 

industries who were participants in individual career 

development workshops. Using structural equation modeling, 

the results indicated that a model consisting of a single 

Extroversion factor could account for the convergence of 



self-peer ratings. This finding calls into question the 

significance of Rating Convergence when using multi-source 

rating instruments that provide feedback on trait 

characteristics since it may be heavily influenced by a 

single personality factor rather than observers' 

comprehensive understanding of the ratee's performance. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Multi-source Feedback 

Multi-source feedback refers to the process by which 

ratings of employee performance, personality, behavior, or 

some other potentially observable factor, are collected from 

more than one source. A typical strategy in an 

organizational setting calls for key constituencies (e.g., 

direct reports, peers, supervisors, customers, suppliers, 

etc.) to rate a manager, who also rates him or herself. 

Multi-source feedback has enjoyed years of popularity 

in organizations throughout the United States. The main 

goal of using a multi-source feedback tool is to provide 

individuals with multiple perspectives from internal 

constituencies (e.g., peers, direct reports, customers, 

vendors, etc.) on job-related factors, often performance-

related behaviors and personal characteristics. When the 

ratings made by others converge with, or are similar to, 

those made by the employee, it is thought to be a favorable 



result (Yammarino & Atwater, 1993). Additionally, overly 

positive self-evaluations are associated with career 

derailment, particularly for those in management positions 

(McCauley & Lombardo, 1990). 

However, not much is known about these multi-source 

rating instruments and what determines the degree of 

convergence between self and other ratings. Is it possible, 

as the main hypothesis of this study suggests, that self-

other rating convergence can be predicted, to a significant 

degree, by knowing an individual's level of Extroversion. 

Can one personality factor predict rating convergence? Is 

it possible that a organizational rating procedure in which 

so many have placed faith (Yammarino & Atwater, 1993) can be 

simply explained by the social style of the ratee? Having 

self-other rating convergence associated strongly with a 

single social personality construct may call into question 

the usefulness of multi-source rating instruments. 

Purpose of the Study 

This study is designed to address the need for an 

empirical examination of the relationship between self-

report personality ratings and the ratings of personality 

made by outside observers. The primary goal of the study is 



to understand one of the reasons why ratings converge by 

building and testing structural models of the relationship 

between personality self-descriptions and the convergence of 

self-other ratings of personality. 

Although much research has addressed the relationship 

between self-report personality description and observer 

ratings, a review of the literature has revealed that there 

is considerable disagreement as to which source of 

personality description is more predictive of actual 

behavior (e.g., Funder & Colvin, 1988; Mount, Barrick, & 

Strauss, 1994; Schrauger & Osberg, 1981). However, in a job 

candidate assessment process (a common application of 

personality assessment), the restrictions of limited time 

and limited access to outside sources of information (i.e., 

past supervisors, peers, and others) yield to greater 

reliance on the candidate for self-descriptive information 

an unavoidable reality. Whether the purpose of the 

assessment is for candidate selection or personal 

development, through assessment feedback, the individual is 

likely to be an important source of personality information. 

In an organizational setting, the impact an individual 

makes on important others within the organization is 



critical to their eventual success (Kumar & Beyerlein, 

1991). While much of an individual's efforts are likely to 

be directed towards enhancing his or her attractiveness, 

both positive and negative personal characteristics are 

likely to be exhibited through the course of one's 

performance in an organization. 

In this study, important others within the organization 

act as formal raters of an individual's personality and 

behavior. Although it can be argued that this personality 

information is not necessarily more descriptive of actual 

behavior or "accurate," the perceptions of others can be 

important in assessing whether or not self-reported 

personality has behavioral impact in an organization 

setting. 

Accuracy, therefore, takes on new meaning in the 

context of this study. Accuracy implies the convergence of 

one's own personality description with personality 

descriptions offered by others. It has been shown that 

self-other rating convergence has instrumental value and may 

be related to individual success and goal attainment 

(Yammarino & Atwater, 1993). McCauley and Lombardo (1990) 

found that overly positive self-evaluations were associated 



with career derailment and that managers whose self-

evaluations where consistent with their co-workers' were 

more likely to be promoted. 

Evaluations from self and others are important, but how 

does the evaluative process occur? The next three sections 

outline the main concepts that form the basis for 

understanding how people evaluate themselves and others: 

The self-concept (and its development), self-presentation, 

and impression formation. The final two sections will focus 

on self-report and observer-rating personality measurement 

tools and techniques. The general merits and liabilities of 

these methods will be discussed along with a brief review of 

pertinent research that characterizes the relationship 

between the two main methods of personality measurement. 

Through this foundational understanding of personality and 

behavior, self- versus other-observation, and the methods of 

personality measurement, an empirical study of the 

relationship between these factors can begin. 

The Self-concept 

In order to describe personality and behavior, humans 

are likely to possess an internal, memory-resident data base 

from which to draw inferences about themselves. When asked 



to describe themselves and/or depict how they would respond 

to various situations, as people often do when responding to 

personality questionnaires, individuals are likely to draw 

self-understanding from what many psychologists have called 

self-concept or self-schema. 

The contents of the self-concept or self-schema varies 

from person to person, and these cognitive data bases often 

contain verbal and visual information (Markus, 1977) . 

According to Markus, not only does the self-concept contain 

information regarding personality, behavior and the verbal 

labels people affix to this information, but it holds visual 

data about how people look (or believe they should look). 

Researchers (Markus, Crane, Bernstein, & Saladi, 1982) 

have found that common personality trait descriptors are 

often central to peoples' self-concepts. However, people 

differ as to which specific descriptors are central to them; 

some traits may be central to one person's self-concept, but 

relatively irrelevant to another's. For example, the trait 

"strong-willed" may be very important in a manager's 

description of her personality, and she may use this term 

when elucidating her approach to people, as well as her 



decision-making style. To another person, the term may have 

no useful application in describing one's own behavior. 

For this study, an understanding of the development of 

the self-concept is important. By developing an 

understanding of the foundations upon which the self-

concept, self-presentation, and outside observations rest, 

the relationship between peoples' descriptions of their 

personalities and behavior and descriptions offered by 

others can be further explored. 

Development Of The Self-concept 

In the beginning of self-concept research, Sullivan 

(1953) suggested that people see themselves as others see 

them; this idea has become known as the "principle of 

reflected appraisals." At various periods in individuals' 

lives, groups of people become relatively more important. 

It is from these important others that humans gain self-

understanding; as children, they understand themselves from 

their parents' perspective, as teenagers, their friends 

begin to have more influence, and as adults, their spouses 

become primary sources of self-understanding (Deaux & 

Wrightsman, 1988) . 



While other people play an important role in the 

formation of one's sense of self, observing one's our own 

actions and the outcomes of those actions also helps to 

define self. Individuals controlling or manipulating their 

environment learn about their capacity to act; this is 

called self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986). For example, when 

people handle certain types of puzzles, they begin to 

discover something about their problem-solving abilities. 

It is the successive outcomes, the puzzles being either 

solved or not, which become part of the continually 

developing self-concept. It is through these outcomes, and 

the perceived success or failure therein, that individuals 

begin to describe themselves as "good at solving puzzles" or 

not. 

Thus, people can often be active observers of their own 

behavior (e.g., Bern, 1967, 1972; Duval & Wicklund, 1972). 

Bern would add. that people do not seem to have a great deal 

of inside information about who they are or why they do 

things. Much like how one person observes another, people 

look at what they do and infer reasons for their own 

behavior (1972, p.5). 



It appears that the information people gather from 

their actions is more important than the information they 

gather from their inaction (Fazio, Sherman & Herr, 1982) . 

To make this clearer, employees are much more likely to 

describe themselves in terms of those characteristics which 

relate to identifiable actions they have taken on the job, 

and thus, are more likely to be observed by others. 

Therefore, it is less likely that a person would label 

himself or herself "inconsiderate" after failing to 

acknowledge a coworker's desire to speak up during a 

meeting. 

Not only does self-understanding follow from observing 

one's actions, it also appears that specific actions follow 

one's self-understanding. Meyer and Starke (1982) found 

that people who believe they have little ability at a 

particular task would avoid the task situation as much as 

possible. People who describe themselves as having 

considerable ability at a task will seek out situations to 

exhibit their ability. 

Related to the idea that people seek out activities 

which they are adept at performing is the theory of the 

"self-serving attribution bias" (Zuckerman, 1979) . By 
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analyzing studies that examined people's explanations for 

their performance, Zuckerman found that people tended to 

believe that their success on a task was due more to their 

abilities or the amount of effort they exerted than other 

factors. However, if these people failed at a task, they 

were more likely to attribute their failure to situational 

variables. 

The performance of specific tasks and the attributions 

people make as to the reasons for their success and failure 

seem to relate to the formation of the self-concept. Heider 

(1958) suggests that the tendency for people to avoid tasks 

that may lead to a high failure probability and their 

tendency to attribute failure to environmental rather than 

personal factors, both serve to maintain a consistent self-

concept and avoid emotionally adverse changes in self-

understanding . 

It appears that humans are not mere passive observers 

of their own behavior. When people are asked to describe 

themselves, they often reference their thoughts and feelings 

about a behavior and pay less attention to their actual 

behavior (Anderson, Lazowski, & Donisi, 1986). For example, 

people may label themselves as generous, because they 
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believe strongly in charities, but they may not necessarily 

have donated to charities for quite some time. Numerous 

studies have shown that there is a significant lack of 

consistency between expressed attitudes and behavior (e.g., 

Fazio, 1986; Wicker, 1979). 

To further complicate matters, people may also tend to 

judge their self-concept against multiple standards. 

Higgins (1989) theorizes that people evaluate themselves 

against two major standards: (1) their "ideal self," that 

represents what the person would like to be, and (2) the 

"ought self," that represents what people feel they should 

be. Higgins suggests that people often understand 

themselves in relation to the ideal and ought self-standards 

and that discrepancies can exist between the actual self and 

these standards. These discrepancies can potentially lead 

people to experience negative emotions. For example, 

thinking of oneself as an exceptional worker and receiving a 

bad performance review can lead a person to feel sadness or 

anger. It follows that when people are asked to describe 

themselves, they may not necessarily evaluate from actual 

self-information, but may be consulting ideal- or ought-self 

representations. 
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Social comparison theory offers an additional 

perspective on how people use others as additional outside 

standards against which they judge their own beliefs and 

abilities (Festinger, 1954; Hogan, 1991; Latane, 1966; 

Miller, 1984; Suls & Miller, 1977). Without objective or 

physical standards of comparison, people seek social 

influences (e.g., film stars, rock singers, teachers, 

political figures, parents) to define their self-concept. 

In many cases, the social models people choose are closer to 

their ideal selves than their actual selves; Festinger 

(1954) termed this the "unidirectional drive upward." Thus, 

individuals may ascribe to beliefs and behaviors of other 

people whom they are striving to be like, but not 

necessarily who the individuals really are themselves. 

Peoples' understanding of themselves, contained in the 

self-concept, provides a framework for their self-

descriptions. Their self-concept also offers specified 

modes of self-expression and behavior that are observable by 

others. However, as the following section reveals, both the 

expressed self and the act of observation are influenced by 

numerous extraneous and subjective factors. 
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Self-presentation 

An objective assessment of behavior is made even more 

difficult because people seem to make choices as to how they 

present themselves to others. The conscious or unconscious 

efforts made to create a desired social image has been 

called "impression management" (Schlenker, 1980; Swann, 

1986). Goffman (1967) has gone so far as to describe social 

interaction as a theatrical performance in which individuals 

say their carefully chosen lines (i.e., conversation via 

"scripted" dialogue) in order to maintain their own self-

image and to help maintain the projected self-images of 

others. 

While deliberate alteration of peoples' self-

presentation can be construed as dishonest or manipulative, 

Tetlock and Manstead (1985) offer a different perspective. 

By choosing a particular mode of self to present, people may 

be choosing between "equally true selves." Rather than 

being untrue, people may merely be presenting themselves as 

they believe themselves to be. 

Goffman (1967) calls the exchange of lines "face-work," 

and he considers these efforts to be the necessary 

background to positive social relationships. Any deviation 
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from proper self-presentation may threaten the survival of 

the relationship and may cause one or all participants to 

"lose face." Thus, the regulation of peoples' self-

presentation appears critical to the smooth functioning of 

social interactions. 

Goffman (1967) appears to have identified one of the 

reasons behind individuals' self-presentation strategies; 

however, Jones and Pittman (1982) suggest that there may 

actually be five goals of self-presentation: (1) 

Ingratiation, (2) Intimidation, (3) Self-promotion, (4) 

Exemplification (or Martyrdom), and (5) Supplication (or 

Sympathy). Depending on the goal, people change their self-

presentation to achieve the desired results. The authors, 

however, assert that the selection of a goal does not 

necessarily make people dishonest in their self-

presentation, but that selection of a particular goal likely 

reflects the underlying self. 

People also seem to alter their self-presentation based 

upon their understanding of the person or persons with whom 

they will be interacting. A number of studies (e.g., Deaux 

& Major, 1989; von Baeyer, Sherk, & Zanna, 1981) have shown 
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that people will behave and even dress differently in order 

to meet the expectations of others. 

It seems that there are individual differences in the 

extent people will change their self-presentation to meet 

conditions or the expectations of others. Much research has 

been done on what has come to be termed as "self-monitoring" 

(e.g., Snyder, 1979; Lippa, 1978). High self-monitoring 

people seem more aware of the expressions and behaviors of 

others, and they appear to use this information to alter 

their own self-presentation for a variety of impression 

management purposes. Snyder differentiates self-monitoring 

from self-consciousness; people who are self-conscious may 

be aware of the impressions they are making, but they do not 

necessarily act on this information. 

While it appears that considerable effort can be made 

to present the self in a certain way to achieve specified 

goals, there also seems to be a residual effect on the self-

concept that comes from altering self-presentation. 

Rhodewalt and Agustsdottir (1986) have called the impact 

self-presentation makes on the self-concept "carryover 

effects." When people choose to engage in a behavior which 

may conflict with previous definitions of themselves, the 
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behavior may lead to a change in the way people see 

themselves. As an example, a woman may think of herself as 

stingy, but gives a donation to a charity organization in 

order to impress her boss. The act of giving may lead her 

to view herself as more generous than she did previously. 

As the self-presentation literature illustrates, there 

is much potential complexity behind "simple" human behavior. 

The picture is further complicated by the act of observing, 

which, as the next section will illustrate, is also far from 

simple. 

Impression Formation 

How observers of behavior form impressions is a 

critical aspect of the current study. Considerable research 

and theory on impression formation has come from social 

psychology and will be briefly reviewed here. 

Some of the theories and research in impression 

formation focuses on physical appearance. People who are 

considered more physically attractive tend to be described 

more favorably across a number of characteristics (Dion, 

1986; Patzer, 1985). People seem to think that physical 

features provide information regarding individuals' 

underlying character and future behavior (Berry & McArthur, 
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1986). The same research does not suggest that peoples' 

gathered impressions, based on physical features, are in any-

way an accurate appraisal of underlying personality 

characteristics. 

When people do form impressions of others, regardless 

of the source or features from which they gather their 

information, they appear to offer very common character or 

personality descriptions (Asch, 1946; Rosenberg, 1979). 

What have come to be termed "central traits" seem often used 

and highly influential descriptors of human character. For 

example, the dimension warm/cold is commonly used to 

describe people, and this dimension, when applied to 

observed others, strongly affects the organization of 

observers' impressions. Thus, information received about a 

person through features or behavior leads us to form 

impressions, and if the information received pertains to 

central traits, the information's impact can be substantial 

in peoples' eventual judgments. 

After people have formed an initial impression, new 

information can alter the impression formed; new data can 

confirm or disconfirm existing impressions (Rothbart & Park, 

1986). Rothbart and Park also found that initially 
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favorable impressions can be very short-lived if negative 

behaviors and a salient unfavorable impression is later 

made. However, initially unfavorable impressions are very 

difficult to change; once an unfavorable impression has 

formed, it takes many examples of positive behaviors to 

change the first impression. 

As indicated in the review above, certain assigned 

traits and how "favorable" they seem can impact the overall 

impressions people form. People appear to observe 

behaviors, construe underlying traits, and make impressions 

from this information. However, not all this information is 

weighted equally. Anderson (1974) believes that people use 

a "weighted averaging model" when forming impressions. As 

an example, central traits and unfavorable behaviors would 

have greater weight than positive behaviors and less central 

traits. 

Anderson's weighting averaging model suggests that 

people develop a type of personality theory with which they 

interpret human behavior and make predictions. These often 

unconscious "implicit personality theories" (Deaux & 

Wrightsman, 1988) allow people to tie overt behavior to an 

underlying personality trait, and these personal theories 
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also link together traits and behaviors to form higher order 

characterizations of people. 

One negative ramification of implicit personality 

theories is to lead people to over-generalize far beyond 

their observations. Stereotypes, biases, and prejudices 

share common developmental roots with implicit personality 

theories (Dovidio, Evans, & Tyler, 1986). These personal 

theories tend to persist despite incoming evidence to the 

contrary, and changing the cognitive organization of these 

theories is very difficult (Anderson & Sechler, 1986) . 

Often times people hold on to their implicit 

personality theories, because they erroneously believe that 

other people share their understanding of human nature 

(Ross, Greene, & House, 1977). Kelly (1955) calls these 

personal theories "construct systems" and postulates that 

people seek out social contacts and experiences that serve 

to validate their personal constructs. Kelly goes on to say 

that information which seems contrary to the construct 

system is invalidating, tends to have a negative emotional 

affect, and is thus actively avoided. 

To develop these implicit personality theories, people 

have to come to some understanding of why the individuals 
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observed do what they do. The most common explanation of 

how people assign responsibility for behavior is Kelley's 

(1967) "principle of covariation." 

Kelley (1967) proposes three general explanations that 

people use when they attempt to understand another's 

behavior: they attribute the behavior to the "actor," they 

attribute the behavior to the "entity" (or target), or they 

attribute the behavior to the "circumstances." For the 

observer, each of the above explanations are possible; 

however, a decision must be made as to which is the "real" 

reason behind the behavior. 

To make the final decision, the observer uses three 

types of information (Kelley, 1967): (1) consensus, 

information about how others behave in similar 

circumstances, (2) consistency, information about how the 

actor behaved on other occasions, and (3) distinctiveness, 

information about how unusual or common was the behavior of 

the targets. Kelley suggests that with these three types of 

information, peoples' causal explanations can be predicted 

(see Table 1). 

By referencing Table 1, for example, we may attribute 

cause to the entity (i.e., person or thing subjected to 
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behavior) if consensus is high (i.e., others share this 

attribution), consistency is high (i.e., the entity is often 

subjected to the behavior), and distinctiveness is high 

(i.e., only this entity is subjected to the behavior). 

Research has generally supported Kelley's (1967) model 

(e.g., Major, 1980; McArthur, 1972), but it is rare that 

people have all the information necessary to make completely 

accurate predictions. In these cases, Kelley relies on the 

principle of "causal schemas" which suggests that people 

make use of general beliefs about cause and effect 

relationships to explain behavior. 

From data gathered through social experience, humans 

develop cognitive bases of information which help 

individuals reach judgment when pertinent information, about 

the actor, entity, or circumstances, is missing (Kelley, 

1967). As an example, one knows that John is currently 

dating Mary, but John is seen holding hands and kissing 

Joan, Mary's good friend, during a party. Did John entice 

Joan, or did Joan entice John? As an example, rather than 

attribute the kiss to the circumstances, one consults one's 

causal schema regarding the subject that says, "it takes two 

to tango." Thus, one concludes that both John and Joan are 
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responsible; therefore, both causes provide a sufficient 

explanation. 

In the above section, how people come to understand the 

behavior of others, assign trait labels and attribute cause 

has been explored. As we move to explore more formal 

assessment of personality, it is important to understand 

that some of the same self and other impression formation 

processes impact the assessment of personality. As the next 

section of this review will illustrate, different 

personality assessment modalities, self-report and observer 

ratings, are subject to different biases. These biases 

share common foundations with the previously discussed self 

and other observation tendencies. 

Self-report Personality Measurement 

Psychologists frequently use self-report measures of 

personality, and in the past ten years, their use has 

substantially increased (Mischel & Shoda, 1995). It is 

likely that the most salient reason why self-report measures 

are used today is that they are relatively easy to 

administer and score. However, there also appear to be a 

number of conceptual reasons for using self-report methods. 
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People seem to possess a great deal of information 

about themselves; they probably possess a larger data base 

of information than any outside observer (Jones & Pittman, 

1982). Not only do individuals have a larger sample of 

behaviors to self-observe, but they also have unique 

acquaintance with their own inner states, feelings and 

dispositions, as well as the changes in these features over 

time. 

People also seem to be more sensitive than external 

observers to situational determinants of their actions and 

are less likely to over-attribute behaviors to disposition 

factors (Festinger, 1954). While people are more likely to 

have situational and internal information about themselves, 

it appears that people have more stability in their self-

perceptions. Also, Thornton (1980) found that self-report 

measures are less affected by halo effects, allowing an 

impression on one factor unjustifiably carry over to 

another, than are external ratings. 

In a majority of the studies reviewed by Shrauger and 

Osberg (1981), self-assessments were better predictors of 

test scores, grades, raters' evaluation of academic 

performance, vocational choice, psychotherapeutic outcomes, 
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job performance, post-hospitalization adjustment and peer 

ratings than other assessment procedures. These authors 

argued for increased use of self-report methodology to 

increase predictive power. 

Self-report personality measurement tools are often 

used for practical and conceptual reasons, yet despite these 

reasons for using self-report measurement, there is some 

persistent reluctance to use this source of data (Mabe & 

West, 1982; Shrauger & Osberg, 1981). 

Reluctance to use self-report personality data comes 

from three main sources. One source is the psychoanalytic 

concept of the unconscious which leads to the assumption 

that most people are generally unaware of their underlying 

feelings and motivations and are thus incapable of rendering 

objective judgment about themselves (Shrauger & Osberg, 

1981) . 

The second source of reluctance comes from the idea 

that people often try to present themselves in socially 

desirable ways (Crowne & Marlow, 1964). In one study, self-

assessments tended to be more lenient and less varied than 

supervisory ratings (Thornton, 1980). Therefore, self-
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report information is subject to error resulting from self-

enhancement desires. 

The third source of reluctance derives from research 

reporting generally low correlations between self-report 

personality ratings and behavioral ratings made by well-

acquainted peers (Funder & Colvin, 1988; McCrae, 1982; 

Mischel, 1981; Watson, 1989). Additionally, a review of 

studies reveals a general lack of consistency between 

expressed attitudes and observed behavior add to doubts 

about the utility of self-report measures (Fazio, 1986) . 

Observer Assessments 

Despite the contradictory evidence, self-report 

measures continue to be frequently used. Still, some 

consider observers' assessments of personality to be even 

more valuable as predictors of future behavior (e.g., Hogan, 

1991). Indeed, as McCrae (1982, p. 293) observed, "[if our 

perceptions of others were not valid,] no longer could we 

trust our impressions of our friends, family, or co-workers; 

instead, we might need to count behaviors and substitute 

actuarial predictions for inferences based on presumed 

motives and dispositions." 
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The above does not suggest, however, that only family 

and friends can make valid observations. Research has shown 

that the length of acquaintance has little impact on the 

validity of ratings (Funder, 1987). Also, in a review of 

research on acquaintance and rating agreement, Albright, 

Kenny, and Malloy (1988) found little evidence to support 

the idea that acquaintance increases consensus in 

observations. Kenney et al. suggest that social information 

is very likely to be consistent over time, and thus, 

relatively short social contact can be very revealing. 

Hogan (1991) concurs that individuals' social 

reputations, built by a consistent flow of social data, are 

the most appropriate perspective when the goal is 

prediction, as in personnel selection. Since past behavior 

is possibly the best predictor of future behavior (Wernimont 

& Campbell, 1968), peoples' social reputations, particularly 

if gathered at work by observers in this setting, should be 

valid for prediction purposes in the same setting. The 

value of observer ratings for prediction is well supported 

by research (e.g., Digman, 1972; Smith, 1967), but arguments 

do exist against their use. 
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On the side against the use of observer ratings are the 

assertions of Snyder and Monson (1975) who reported that 

people are frequently more aware of situational determinants 

of their behavior than are external evaluators. These 

authors suggest that outside observers may tend to over-

generalize dominant character traits. An additional bias 

may be added if one considers how inter-rater agreements can 

be inflated by stereotypes shared by observers (Dovidio, 

Evans, & Tyler, 1986). Although considered valid, at times 

more valid than self-report sources, observer ratings are 

not without potential bias. 

Previous Research on Rating Agreement 

Recent explorations of self-report and observer ratings 

of personality (Albright, Kenney & Malloy, 1988; Funder & 

Colvin, 1988; Mount, Barrick & Strauss, 1994; Watson, 1989; 

Weiss, 1979) has generally shown that agreement 

(correlations ranging from .30 to .40) among observer 

ratings is greater than the agreement between self-ratings 

and observer ratings. This research suggests that people 

have somewhat different views of their own personalities 

than do their observers. Also, these studies have shown 

that others' views may be more predictive of actual observed 
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behavior, if ratings are on items related to the constructs 

Extroversion or Conscientiousness, than self-reports. 

Finding observer rating convergence gives additional 

support to the idea that agreement on personality ratings 

can be used as an index of cross-situational behavioral 

consistency (Koestner, Bernieri, and Zuckerman, 1994). The 

thinking has been that unless behavior is consistent, there 

will be little agreement among judges (including one's self) 

who observe the target person in different circumstances. 

While self-report and observer ratings show differing 

levels of consistency and methods of assessing personality 

have both supporting and refuting evidence, it is common 

practice to validate self-report measures by using observer 

(often peers) ratings. Examination of the correspondence 

between self-reports and observer ratings has been occurring 

for nearly forty years. Gough (1957) used observer ratings 

as empirical criteria for the development of several 

California Personality Inventory (CPI) scales. Also, a 

number of studies have reported high correlations (e.g., £ = 

.55) between self-report personality measures and peer 

ratings for single scales (e.g., Beck, Weissman, Lester, & 
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Trexler, 1974; McGowan & Gormly, 1976; Zuckerman, Miyake, 

Koestner, Baldwin, & Osborne, 1991). 

How long should the observer know the ratee before 

general personality ratings become valid? Funder & Colvin 

(1988) reported that close acquaintances predicted 

interpersonal behaviors as well as, if not better, than 

self-reports. However, according to Watson (1989), 

approximately fifteen minutes is enough time for ratings of 

general personality. Through his own research and through 

his review of similar studies (Norman & Goldberg, 1966; 

Passini & Norman, 66), Watson concluded that unacquainted 

peers were as equally able to rate the personalities of 

ratees as were well acquainted others. He found evidence of 

convergent validity in stranger's judgments of five broad 

personality factors. 

While the research evidence appears to suggest that 

observer ratings are solid criteria for judging the accuracy 

of self-report personality descriptions, disagreement 

lingers. Inconsistency in findings may be due to a failure 

to search for variables responsible for convergence between 

self and other ratings. No previous research has attempted 

to understand whether certain personality traits relate to 
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degree of convergence between rating sources. Watson (1989) 

did find that the personality traits Extroversion, 

Conscientiousness, and agreeableness showed high self-peer 

agreement, but individual differences on these traits was 

not examined. 

Major Hypotheses 

This empirical study uses a database of self-report and 

observer ratings (i.e., multi-source feedback) of 

personality to further explore the relationship between self 

and other sources of trait information. The primary goal is 

to help explain the relationship ratee personality 

characteristics, rater sub-group membership, and behavioral 

consistency have with self-other rating convergence through 

an application of structural equation modeling. 

1. Hypothesis 1 suggests that a socially outgoing 

personality (e.g., Extroversion, assertiveness, sociability, 

interpersonal warmth, or friendliness) is likely to be a 

primary component of a model predicting self-other rating 

convergence. It is hypothesized that extroverted or 

socially active individuals who more often express their 

thoughts and feelings to others provide more self-relevant 

information to observers. Therefore, observers can use this 
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"steady stream" of data to form impressions and thus 

increase the chance that observers rate individuals as the 

individuals see themselves. As a basis for comparison, the 

self-descriptive personality construct Conscientiousness 

will also be included in the model. It is further 

hypothesized that the Extroversion factor will show greater 

association to the convergence measures than the 

Conscientiousness factor. Hence, hypothesis 1 states that 

the outgoing or extroverted personality factor is positively 

correlated with convergence measures. 

2. It is also hypothesized that the relationship 

between rating convergence and ratee personality will be 

stronger for self-peer ratings than for either self-direct 

report or self-supervisor ratings. The worth of examining 

sub-groups in this study may stem from the dynamics of role 

relationships at work. Role relationships in the work place 

have numerous boundaries and limitations, but it is the 

boss-subordinate relationship that involves the most defined 

and limited interpersonal exchanges (Lieberman, 1965) . 

Lieberman adds that one is more likely to "be oneself" when 

with peers (those in the same job-type or organizational 

level), and one is more likely to engage in non-work 
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activities with one's peers than one's boss or direct 

reports. It is hypothesized that peer relationships provide 

more self-relevant information to be exchanged which, in 

turn, reveals much about individuals' relatively stable, 

underlying personality systems. Therefore, the relationship 

between self-other rating convergence and the outgoing 

personality construct will also be stronger for self-peer 

rating convergence than either self-direct report of self-

supervisor measures of rating convergence. 

3. The third hypothesis concerns behavioral 

consistency and its relationship to rating convergence. The 

findings of Bern and Allen (1974) have prompted researchers 

to view behavioral consistency as a variable influencing the 

correspondence between self-ratings of personality and other 

assessments of the same constructs. Paunonnen and Jackson 

(1985) argue that behavioral consistency can be used as a 

moderator variable to improve the predictability of 

personality assessments. The moderator variables "modify" 

(make conditional) the relation between variables or, in 

other words, the association between predictor and criterion 

varies as a function of the moderator variable. The above 

suggestion that behavioral consistency may play an 
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influencing role in self-other ratings of personality merits 

its inclusion in the proposed structural model. It is 

hypothesized that behavioral consistency will moderate the 

relationship between the socially active personality 

construct and rating convergence. 

The above hypotheses will be tested using structural 

equation modeling and to help clarify the models presented 

later, Figure 1 is presented. Figure 1 represents the null 

model where all variables (V's) under consideration are 

presented, but with no associations between variables (as 

typically denoted by one or two-way arrows between variables 

and factors). 

From the null model shown in Figure 1, the next logical 

progression is the measurement model that denotes the 

association between factors and loaded variables (Figure 2). 

In Figure 2, the ovals represent latent factors (F), the 

rectangles represent measured variables (V), and error terms 

are represented by the letters D and E. Later models will 

include arrows that represent the hypothesized relationships 

between factors, variables, and error. 

To further explain the contents of this model, Factor 

One (Fl) pertains to the self-report personality factor 
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Extroversion (with personality variables VI through V3 

loading on this factor) and Factor Two (F2) pertains to 

self-report personality factor Conscientiousness (with 

personality variables V4 and V5 loading on this factor). 

Variable Six (V6) represents the proposed moderator variable 

Behavioral Consistency. 

The factors on the right side of Figure 1 pertain to 

the Self-peer (F3, F4, and F5) and Self-other (F6, F7, and 

F8) Rating Convergence. With each convergence factor are 

associated variables that were identified as loading on 

these factors during the analysis of the measurement model 

to be discussed in the results section. 

The proposed model in Figure 3, suggested by the 

hypotheses discussed above, indicates the hypothesized 

relationships between factors and variables by using arrows 

to connect key model components. It is hypothesized that 

the self-report personality factor Extroversion will be a 

primary component of the model and positively associated 

with the convergence measures. The second hypothesis states 

that the Self-report Extroversion factor will show stronger 

association with the Self-peer Convergence factors than the 

Self-other Convergence factors. Therefore, the inclusion of 
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factor one (F1 - self-report extroversion), the self-peer 

convergence factors (F3 - F5), and a path (arrow) between 

these components follows hypotheses one and two. The 

inclusion of the moderator variable behavioral consistency 

(V6) follows from the third hypothesis and its placement 

between F1 and the Self-peer Convergence factors suggests a 

moderating role. 



CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Subjects 

For eight years, career development workshops were 

conducted for employees of organizations being served by an 

Industrial/Organizational (I/O) Psychology consulting firm. 

The goal of these workshops was to provide personality and 

multi-source feedback data, so that participants could 

engage in a planned approach to self-improvement and career-

enhancement could be facilitated. Subjects' multi-source 

feedback data was drawn from these developmental workshops 

delivered between 1992 and 1995. 

Multi-source feedback refers to the process by which 

employee ratings of performance, personality, behavior, or 

some other potentially observable factor, are collected from 

more than one source. The general strategy in an 

organizational setting calls for key constituencies (e.g., 

subordinates, peers, supervisors, customers, suppliers, 

etc.) to rate a manager, who also rates him or herself. 

•3 c 
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Multi-source feedback was collected as part of 

developmental workshops. Research has indicated that self-

report and observer ratings gathered for developmental 

purposes tend to have less response variation due to halo 

effect, be less lenient, more differentiating, more 

reliable, and more valid than the same information gathered 

for evaluative purposes (Schmidt & Ryan, 1993). 

The types of organizations represented in this study 

include semiconductor manufacturers, computer hardware and 

software producers, fossil fuel exploration/mining, airline 

travel and related services, retail sales, engineering, and 

consulting. Job titles represented in this sample include 

managers, supervisors, technical professionals, engineers, 

scientists, and consultants. However, all of the 

participants had managerial responsibilities and supervised 

others on a regular basis. 

Individuals volunteering for multi-source feedback were 

given a packet of personality rating instruments and 

envelopes (addressed to the consulting firm conducting the 

workshops) which they distributed to others with whom they 

work. Participants were asked to distribute packets to the 
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following ratees: boss or bosses, peers, direct reports, and 

others (e.g., customers, suppliers, contractors) who had 

detailed knowledge of the participants and their work. 

Ratees were selected by the participants with 

guidelines to select a set number of representatives, at 

least three ratees (except for boss), for each group. In 

selecting these individuals, the participant was to 

consider: (1) who knows the target individual best; and (2) 

who can best give feedback which will prove significant to 

the target individual1s development as an employee of the 

organization. 

Multi-source Feedback Tool: Development and Description 

Available research on the development of multi-source 

feedback tools is scarce. Many of the more commonly 

available instruments are proprietary and very expensive to 

administer and score. Large organizations often spend 

considerable time and money developing or customizing 

instruments to fit their unique purposes. The multi-source 

feedback instrument used in this study was originally 

developed for a single organization, but has since evolved 

into a general tool called The Survey of Personal Impact 

(SPI). 
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The motivation for developing the SPI stemmed from 

personality feedback workshop participants requesting an 

"outside" perspective in addition to the self-report 

personality feedback that they were receiving. Since the 

Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey (GZTS) and the Dynamic 

Factors Opinion Survey (DFOS), developed jointly by 

Guilford, Zimmerman & Guilford (1976), were the self-report 

personality instruments used in the workshops, it was 

decided that the multi-source feedback tool, the SPI, should 

address similar personality and behavioral constructs. 

Thus, people received detailed self-report personality 

feedback and related information from others on similar 

personality dimensions. 

The GZTS, and its sister instrument the DFOS, are 

considered two of the most widely used, in occupational 

settings, standardized personality instruments. The 

following is a quick history of these instruments. 

The GZTS is actually a combination of a number of 

Guilford and Guilford's (1936) smaller multiple scale 

instruments, the first of which was developed in 1936. By 

using the Spearman-Dodd test of dimensionality and early 

factor analytic techniques, Guilford and Guilford identified 
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a number of factors which were later assessed via three 

instruments: the Inventory of Factors GAMIN, the Inventory 

of Factors STDCR. and the Personnel Inventory. These 

initial instruments and the GZTS are still in use and have 

been extensively employed and researched, since they were 

published in the early 1940's (e.g., Guilford & Martin, 

1944) . 

Guilford (Guilford & Martin, 1944) also developed the 

DFOS. The focus of the DFOS is on the assessment of 

motivational dispositions (e.g., Need for Attention). Ten 

factors were originally included in the DFOS, but in the 

most recently published test, eight personality scales are 

used. The scales Masculinity/Femininity and Artistic 

Inclinations were dropped due to their inappropriateness to 

most modern work settings. 

Most existing multi-source feedback instruments use 

adjectives or short statements with which raters describe a 

target person. For the SPI, adjectives were chosen based 

upon items and constructs closely matching those constructs 

measured by the GZTS and DFOS. Existing personality 

instruments like the Adjective Checklist (Gough, 1976) 
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offered additional items to measure GZTS and DFOS 

constructs. 

For the actual structure of the SPI, it was decided to 

use a checklist format since most multi-source feedback 

instruments are constructed in this manner. Raters, 

including the target person, were asked to consider the 

target person's work behavior and to check the adjectives, 

in an alphabetically sorted list of 125 items, they believed 

to be descriptive of the target person most of the time. 

The space after an adjective was left blank if it did not 

describe the target person most of the time. 

As a secondary task, raters were asked to indicate 

whether the target person should be more, less, or the same 

for every adjective on the list, whether it was checked or 

not. This additional task was instituted to help provide 

participants further information about personality areas 

needing development. 

An example of the SPI multi-source feedback tool is 

found in Appendix C. The items and dimensions of the SPI 

were determined by factor analytic methods and by the expert 

judgment of three Industrial/Organization Psychologists. 
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From a subject sample on which GZTS, DFOS, and SPI data 

were collected, correlations between GZTS/DFOS and SPI 

scales were obtained. The SPI appears to be measuring 

constructs similar to those in the GZTS and DFOS; scale 

correlations on self-ratings were all significant and range 

from .72 (Emotional Positiveness and Emotional Evenness) to 

.93 (Assertive with Others and Assertiveness). 

Rating Convergence Computation 

The measure of rating convergence can be computed using 

the SPI rating checklist which is similar to most adjective 

checklist instruments in that it has the rater place a mark 

in a space next to the adjectives which are descriptive of 

the ratee. Each adjective is part of a personality 

dimension consisting of other adjectives that measure the 

same construct. A personality dimension score then consists 

of the number of items checked within the dimension. 

For each personality dimension, the self-rated score 

minus the mean rating of peers or combined other ratings 

yields a difference score. The rationale for grouping peer 

ratings and all other ratings is explained below. After 

taking the absolute value of the difference score, each 

difference score is transformed to make it consistent with 
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the convergence construct. Simply, the difference value is 

subtracted from the maximum value for the dimension to yield 

a value where a low score indicates difference in ratings 

and a high score indicates convergence. The dimension 

convergence scores are then standardized (z-scores) to 

eliminate differences in scale. 

It should be noted that the computation of convergence 

ratings produces scores operationally unique from the self-

report personality scores although the convergence measures 

are based upon the same items and scales. The interaction 

of self-ratings and the ratings of others increase the range 

of possible scores that are not dependent upon self-ratings 

alone, but on the combined ratings of at least three other 

raters. 

Since self-supervisor and self-direct report ratings 

were to be combined into self-other convergence ratings, it 

was necessary to determine if the raters in these groups 

agreed in their assessments. The within group interrater 

agreement statistic, rwg, was used (James, Demaree, and 

Wolf, 1993), since it provides a useful index of consensus 

among raters. George and Bettenhausen (1990) suggest that 

values of .70 or better are indicative of good agreement. 
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Within each group, ratings were highly consistent with 

alpha reliability statistics, across all personality 

variables, of .82 for supervisors, .87 for peers, and .91 

for direct reports. The average value, also across all 

personality variables, of r^ for self-supervisor and self-

direct report convergence ratings was .73, indicating good 

agreement between these ratings. However, the average value 

of these convergence ratings with self-peer convergence 

ratings was .62 and .59, respectively, indicating poor 

agreement. Therefore, these results provided rationale for 

combining self-supervisor and self-direct report convergence 

ratings into ratings called "self-other." The self-peer 

convergence ratings did not show good agreement with those 

ratings now classified as "self-other" and thus can remain a 

separate measure of rating convergence. 

Hypothesis 2 of this study states that the observer 

ratings provided by peers are likely to show higher 

convergence with the self ratings than are those provided by 

combined others. However, as Watson (1989) has shown, self-

other rating correlations tend to rise as the number of 

raters increase. He proposes that the increase likely 

reflects the increasing reliability of the averaged observer 
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ratings. Mount, Barrick, and Strauss (1994) also suggest 

that aggregation is likely to provide a more reliable and 

more valid measure of the personality constructs. Since 

aggregation is likely to impact the resulting index of 

convergence and to keep the impact of aggregation similar 

across collapsed groups, the number of "combined other" 

ratings will be the same as the number of peer ratings. 

Previous investigators of the factors influencing self-

other rating agreement have also examined differences in 

ratings based upon the gender of the raters and ratees. 

These studies have consistently found little to no gender-

related impact on rating convergence (Watson, 1989; Norman & 

Goldberg, 1966). Since this study uses a database of 

ratings that is overwhelmingly male, the impact of gender 

differences will the very slight. However, the male bias of 

the sample may limit generalization of the study results. 

Behavioral Consistency 

A measure of behavioral consistency is inherent in an 

adjective checklist type instrument. For a particular 

scale, checking all items within the scale (essentially 

saying that all the items are self-descriptive) implies 

consistency on that trait dimension (Paunonen & Jackson, 



46 

1985) . Since within scale consistency is not of primary-

interest in this study, an across scale average measure of 

behavioral consistency will be used in the model. 

Statistics & Design Issues 

It is proposed that structural equation modeling be 

used to model the relationship ratee personality 

characteristics and behavioral consistency have with self-

other rating convergence of rating sub-groups. Structural 

equation modeling allows the use of correlational and 

nonexperimental data to determine the plausibility of 

theoretical models in specific populations (Fassinger, 

1987). Fassinger (1987) adds, "Hypothesized in the 

structural equation model (SEM) is a specified causal 

structure among a set of unobservable constructs, each 

measured by a set of observed indicator variables; this 

model can then be tested for its fit in the population." (p. 

425) . 

Figure 3 describes the SEM to be tested in this study. 

This SEM will be tested using the EQS computer program 

(Bentler, 1995) and will use the maximum likelihood method 

of covariance structure analysis. The input data in this 

study is in the form of a covariance matrix and thus Bentler 
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(1995) recommends the ML method. Model goodness of fit will 

be assessed by the Comparative Fit Index (CFI). According 

to Bentler (1995), CFI values of .90 and greater represent 

acceptable model fit. 

Before the total model is tested, the measurement model 

must be developed through factor analytic procedures. In 

this study, the measurement model pertains to the 

personality factors (e.g., Extroversion, Conscientiousness, 

and Emotions) derived from the Self-report and Self-other 

Convergence variables. While many factor analyses have 

supported the existence of these higher-order factors (see 

French, 1954 for a review), it is critical to the total 

model that the variables making up these factors are 

identified in this data set. Separating the analysis of the 

measurement model from the analysis of the structural model 

reduces the likelihood that relationships between latent 

variables of interest will be misinterpreted because of poor 

unidimensional construct measurement (Barry & Stewart, 

1997) . 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Sample Reduction 

Workshops using the Survey of Personal Impact (SPI) 

occurred over a three-year period and nearly five hundred 

individuals received SPI feedback. However, not all this 

data met the criteria for use in this analysis. When 

individuals with incomplete ratings (i.e., no boss rating 

and/or an insufficient number [at least three] of peer or 

direct report ratings) were removed, 235 subjects remained 

for analysis. 

Survey of Personal Impact Factors 

The SPI contains 124 items which can be sorted into 

sixteen previously determined dimensions (Bigby, 1996). 

Each item was included in only one dimension and the 

dimensions into which each item was sorted were determined 

by an earlier factor analysis on a sample of 680 

participants (Bigby, 1996) . 

48 



49 

If an item is checked, indicating that it is 

descriptive of the target person, it is given a value of one 

and summed into a dimension score. Means and standard 

deviations for all SPI dimensions are listed on Table 3. 

The SPI contains a large number of items from which 

factors can be derived. However, fit indices can sometimes 

be misleading when the number of common factors is small 

relative to the number of observed variables (Schmit and 

Ryan, 1993) . Therefore, factor analyses were conducted to 

reduce the number of observed variables making up these key 

factors. 

For the self-report personality ratings, confirmatory 

factor analysis was conducted using observed factors related 

to the two constructs of interest, and Table 4 indicates 

these factor loadings. All factor loadings approaching .50 

indicate convergent validity (Barry & Stewart, 1997) and 

these Self-report Personality variables were retained for 

input into the structural model. 

After forcing a two-factor solution, the Extroversion 

factor contained variables measuring extroversion (.903), 

assertiveness (.783), and interpersonal warmth (.705). The 

Conscientiousness factor included conscientiousness (.989) 



50 

and responsibility/dependability (.700). Eliminated from 

both factors were variables related to constructs such as 

acceptance of direction, work pace, emotional positiveness, 

composure, criticism tolerance, negative emotions, 

practical/realistic thinking, objective thinking, and 

perceptiveness. 

As with the Self-report Personality Ratings, separate 

factor analyses were conducted with the Self-peer and Self-

other Convergence Ratings; Tables 5 and 6 indicate these 

factors and the variable loadings. As with the Self-report 

personality ratings, factor loadings exceeding .50 indicated 

convergent validity (Barry & Stewart, 1997) and these 

factors were retained for input into the structural model. 

Three factors were identified with Self-peer Convergence 

Ratings and include Extroversion, Emotions, and 

Conscientiousness. Variables measuring extroversion (.654) 

and interpersonal warmth (.609) loaded on the Extroversion 

factor. The Emotions factor is made up of variables 

measuring emotions (.653) and criticism tolerance (.417) . 

The third factor, Conscientiousness, is relatively weak with 

variables measuring detail (.454) and conscientiousness 

(.374). This third factor is included, despite the 
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relatively poor loadings, to balance the structural equation 

model which includes three similar Self-other Convergence 

factors with strongly loaded variables measuring similar 

constructs. This balance is necessary to compare the Self-

report Personality factor's association to the Self-peer 

versus Self-other Convergence rating groups. 

As mentioned, there are three Self-other Convergence 

factors: Extroversion, Emotions, and Conscientiousness. 

Variables measuring extroversion (.722), interpersonal 

warmth (.718), and assertiveness (.590) loaded on the 

Extroversion factor. The Emotions factor is made up of 

variables measuring emotions (.628) and criticism tolerance 

(.528). The third factor, Conscientiousness, has variables 

measuring responsibility/dependability (.643) and detail 

(.550) . 

Zero-order correlations among the study variables are 

displayed in Table 7. These correlations lend support for 

Hypothesis 1 that states that self-report personality 

variables related to Extroversion will be significantly 

associated with rating convergence measures. Also, the 

variables related to the Conscientiousness factor are less 

likely to show strong association with the convergence 
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measures. The correlations in Table 7 show that the 

variables related to the Extroversion factor are 

significantly correlated with most Self-peer and Self-other 

Convergence measures (24 of 3 9 correlations significant a p 

< .05), and the Conscientiousness variables show generally-

poor correlations with these measures (4 of 26 correlations 

significant at p < .05). 

Examining the self-report variables related to 

Extroversion in greater detail reveals that the correlations 

are higher for these variables and the Self-peer Convergence 

- Extroversion factor variables (average correlation = .174) 

than the Self-other Convergence - Extroversion factor 

variables (average correlation = .118). This information 

provides moderate support for Hypothesis 2 that there will 

be a stronger relationship between the Self-report 

Extroversion construct and Self-peer Rating Convergence than 

Self-other Rating Convergence. 

Testing Structural Models 

The extent to which the hypothesized model accounted 

for observed covariances among the study variables was 

tested with EQS Version 3.0 (Bentler, 1995). Fit to the 

covariance matrix was determined by using the Comparative 
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Fit Index (CFI) which is the index of choice in most studies 

using structural equation analysis (Bentler, 1990). Values 

for the CFI range from zero to 1.00 and are derived from the 

comparison of a proposed model with the "null model." The 

null model refers to a model with complete independence of 

all variables included (i.e., in which all correlations 

among variables are zero). The null model serves as a good 

baseline against which to compare alternative models for 

purposes of evaluating the gain in improved fit. 

The CFI provides a measure of complete covariation in 

the data. A CFI value greater than .90 indicates acceptable 

fit to the data (Bentler, 1990). The formula for the CFI, 

is as follows: 

t [X 0
2-df0) - (X k

2-dfk) , 
CFI = 

(X 0
2-df0) 

where AL0
2 = the null model, X ,.2 = the hypothesized model, 

df0 = degrees of freedom for the null model, df1: = degrees of 

freedom for the hypothesized model, and || indicates 

trimming to place its value into the 0.0 - 1.0 range. 

As the above equation suggests, the null model (Figure 

1) derives a CFI = 0, but the null model is often an 

appropriate place to start when testing models and allows 
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paths to be added to systematically while stepping closer to 

the hypothesized model. 

As a step beyond the null model, a model can be tested 

that represents all factors and their associated variables, 

or what is essentially the measurement portion of the model. 

Without designated paths between factors, the CFI is not 

meaningful and the information that is provided in the model 

test merely confirms the results of the previously conducted 

factor analyses with loadings similar to those in Tables 4, 

5 and 6. 

However, EQS Version 3.0 (Bentler, 1995) has special 

functions (Lagrange Multiplier [LM] and Wald Tests) which 

assist in determining which paths would be beneficial to 

improving fit to the covariance matrix. The LM Test 

determines whether fixed parameters, such as "missing paths" 

or covariances manually set to zero, are really non-zero in 

the population, and hence would be better treated as free 

parameters and estimated in a future model run. The Wald 

Test essentially does the opposite. It is designed to 

determine whether sets of parameters that were treated as 

free in the model could in fact be set to zero, or paths 

deleted, without substantial loss in model fit. 
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Examination of the LM Test output after the Measurement 

Model (Figure 2) run suggests that adding three paths from 

Fl, the Self-report Personality Extroversion factor, to F3 

(Self-peer Rating Convergence - Extroversion), F4 (Self-peer 

Rating Convergence - Emotions), and F5 (Self-peer Rating 

Convergence - Conscientiousness) would greatly improve fit. 

Testing of the proposed model (Figure 3) supports the 

initial suggestions of the LM Test. The results of the 

proposed model (Figure 3) test indicated acceptable fit to 

the covariance matrix (CFI = .926). This result lends 

further support to the all hypotheses, yet the LM and Wald 

Tests provided additional information that suggests even 

further improvements to the model. 

Testing Alternative Models 

In the case of the proposed model, examination of the 

Wald Test output suggested removal of the Behavioral 

Consistency moderator variable to allow a direct path to 

each of the Self-peer Rating Convergence factors. This 

suggestion is further supported by the previously mentioned 

Lagrange Multiplier Test results. 

Subsequent testing of this suggested model (Figure 4) 

indicated improved fit to the covariance matrix (CFI = 
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.947). Additionally, all paths in the structural model, as 

indicated on Figure 4, were statistically significant (p < 

.05). It should be noted, however, that the path between 

Self-report Extroversion and Self-peer Convergence -

Conscientiousness factor shows an inverse relationship; the 

implications of this finding will be further explored in the 

discussion section. 

Results of the suggested model test provide support for 

Hypotheses 1 and 2. Hypothesis 1 proposes a stronger 

association between Extroversion and Rating Convergence, and 

Hypothesis 2 goes one step further in suggesting the 

relationship will be stronger between the Self-report 

Extroversion factor and Self-peer Rating Convergence 

measures (rather than Self-Other Convergence measures). 

Hypothesis 2 is further supported by the finding that 

an additional model (Alternative Model 1 shown in Figure 5) 

including the Self-report Extroversion factor (Fl) with 

paths to the Self-Other Convergence measures (F6, F7, and 

F8) reproduced the covariance matrix with a poor fit (CFI = 

.804), and thus showing a weaker relationship than the Self-

report Extroversion to Self-peer Convergence measure paths. 
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Table 8 represents all tested models, a description of 

their included factors and variables, and associated 

measures of model fit. It includes two additional model 

tests, Alternative Models 2 and 3, which were run to provide 

additional support for the hypotheses beyond the tested 

models and the Lagrange Multiplier and Wald Test results. 

Alternative Model 2 tested the Self-report 

Conscientiousness Factor (F2) with a direct path to Self-

other Convergence measures and showed marginal fit to the 

covariance matrix (CFI = .909). Also, to test whether the 

Self-report factors together could better account for Self-

peer Rating Convergence, Alternative Model 3 was tested. 

With direct paths from F1 and F2 to all three Self-peer 

Convergence measures, the model showed poor fit to the 

covariance matrix (CFI = .733). 

Even in the best fitting model, Behavioral Consistency 

does not appear to moderate the relationship between the 

Extroversion Factor (Fl) and Self-peer Convergence measures 

(F3, F4, and F5) given the reduced CFI when the moderator 

variable (V6) was included (CFI = .926). Therefore, the 

testing of the subsequent "suggested model" removed support 

for Hypothesis 3, that Behavioral Consistency would moderate 
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the relationship between Extroversion and Self-peer Rating 

Convergence. 

In summary, the best fitting model includes direct 

paths from the Self-report Extroversion Factor to the three 

Self-peer Convergence factors. Both Hypotheses 1 and 2 are 

supported by these findings and suggests that a socially 

outgoing personality may significantly impact peer ratings 

of personality and behavioral characteristics. 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

The present study was conducted to understand the 

relationship between self-ratings of personality and ratings 

made by key constituencies in organizations. As was 

hypothesized, Self-report Extroversion was found to have a 

strong relationship to Self-peer Rating Convergence, which 

supports Hypothesis 2. However, contrary to Hypothesis 3, 

Behavioral Consistency was not found to have a moderating 

influence on the relationship between Extroversion and Self-

seer Rating Convergence. 

Conclusions 

The value of using structural equation modeling as an 

analysis methodology is that a specified structure among a 

set of unobservable constructs, each measured by a set of 

observed indicator variables, can be tested for fit in a 

particular population (Fassinger, 1987). What was found in 

this study, however, was that a complex model was not needed 
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to explain the data, but a relatively simple set of 

relationships did fit the population quite well. Therefore, 

the model for understanding rating convergence may be very 

simple. 

In support of Hypothesis 1, the major finding in this 

study was that Extroversion was a key personality factor 

associated with Rating Convergence. This result is 

consistent with the finding that Extroversion is especially 

important in work settings where social interaction is a 

particularly necessary component of work (Barrick & Mount, 

1991). Since most of the subjects in this study had 

managerial responsibilities, social interaction was critical 

to their job performance. 

Barry and Stewart (1997) offer an explanation of the 

key role that Extroversion plays in Rating Convergence. 

They suggest that Extroversion yields an impression 

management effect whereby group members perceive extroverts 

engaging in more positive behaviors which extroverts also 

see themselves exhibiting. What is interesting, however, is 

that there was shown to be an inverse relationship between 

Extroversion and Self-peer Rating Convergence on the 

Conscientiousness factor. While this result does support 
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the association between extroversion and rating convergence, 

it suggests that extroverted individuals see themselves 

differently than their peers in regard to how conscientious 

they are. The data structure does not allow an examination 

of whether peers saw extroverted individuals as more or less 

conscientious than they saw themselves, but only that self 

and peer ratings of conscientiousness were different. 

Future research may pursue such a determination. 

Related to Barry and Stewart's (1997) hypothesis is the 

construct of Self-Monitoring, which may help explain the 

finding that Extroversion is associated with Rating 

Convergence. Snyder (1979) has found that Extroversion is 

correlated with Self-Monitoring (i.e., high self-monitors 

seem more aware of the expressions and behaviors of others, 

and they appear to use this information to alter their own 

self-presentation for a variety of impression management 

purposes). Extroverts may engage in more self-monitoring, 

and thus alter their self-presentation to fit their images 

of themselves. It would follow that their own ratings of 

their personalities and behaviors would be like those of 

their constituencies if self-monitoring and self-

presentation has been successful. 



62 

Another explanation may be, as discussed previously in 

Chapter 1, that Extroverted individuals provide more self-

relevant information to the people around them and thus 

these raters are more likely to rate individuals as they 

would rate themselves. Supporting this explanation through 

research would require a detailed observation and recording 

of the actual interactions of Extroverted versus Introverted 

people to see if greater amounts of information is truly 

being exchanged. 

It is also possible that the alteration of self-

presentation is easier with social and emotional 

characteristics and behaviors than those that are task-

related. This may be one reason for finding a positive 

relationship between Extroversion and Self-peer Convergence 

on the Extroversion and Emotional factors, and an inverse 

relationship between Extroversion and the Self-peer 

Convergence - Conscientiousness factor. 

Hypothesis 2 stated that the relationship between 

Extroversion and Self-Peer Rating Convergence would be 

stronger than the relationship between Extroversion and 

Self-Other Rating Convergence (made up of supervisor and 

direct report ratings). The current data supports this 
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hypothesis and suggests many possible interpretations that 

will need further investigation in future studies. 

One possibility, also suggested previously in Chapter 

1, is that self-peer relationships are more open, honest, 

and less restricted by the bounds of organizational roles. 

Thus, people may be more likely to present their "true 

selves" to peers rather than direct reports or superiors, 

and this view is supported by research (Swann, 1986). 

The "bounds of organizational roles" may also lead the 

perceiver towards certain personality and behavioral 

description rather than a "true evaluation." In their roles 

as "boss" and "direct report," the rater may be describing a 

target individual's organizational role and the personality 

and behavioral expectations of that role, rather than simply 

referencing the target individual's past behavior. Previous 

research does lend some support to this interpretation 

(Dovidio, Evans, & Tyler, 1986). 

To address Hypothesis 3, evidence supporting the 

moderating influence of Behavioral Consistency was not found 

and although its moderating influence was a consistent 

finding in Bern and Allen's (1974) review. It is possible 

that the large variety of personality constructs measured by 
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the Survey of Personal Impact (SPI) may have been 

confounding to a measure of behavioral consistency. In most 

of the studies reviewed by Bern and Allen (1974), a limited 

number of personality constructs were measured, and thus, 

consistency within these limited constructs would be more 

likely. 

Limitations and Future Research 

The most significant limitation of this study may be 

the population from which the sample was drawn and the 

overwhelming inclusion of persons in managerial roles. The 

salience of social interaction in the everyday work of 

managers and professionals in the current sample may have 

biased the finding that Extroversion plays so key a role in 

Self-Peer Rating Convergence. It is possible, yet future 

studies will need to support this, that in jobs where social 

interaction is less important (e.g., accounting), 

extroversion plays a lesser role in Rating Convergence. 

Additional research may need to be conducted with non-

managerial samples to determine whether or not Extroversion 

plays a similar role in rating convergence in these jobs. 

Future studies of Self-Other Rating Convergence might 

include additional measures. One could assess how positive 
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subjects view self and other rated personality traits and 

thus create additional variables by which to test an 

hypothesis proposed by Barry and Stewart (1997). Barry and 

Stewart's hypothesis states that Extroversion yields an 

impression management effect whereby group members perceive 

extroverts engaging in more positive behaviors which 

extroverts also see themselves exhibiting. It is not known 

whether a positive bias existed in the self and other 

ratings since no measure of perception of the rated Survey 

of Personal Impact items was collected. 

It may also be instructive to included a measure of 

Self-Monitoring to deepen our understanding of the 

relationship between Extroversion and Rating Convergence. 

If Extroverts are found to be greater Self-Monitors, then it 

lends further support to the idea that Extroverts may be 

playing a more active role in managing their self-

presentation and the perceptions others have of them. 

To assess whether Extroverts actually provide more 

self-relevant data to others is likely to invite a more 

complicated research study requiring detailed behavioral 

observation. A future study of this nature will likely 

involve in-situ observation of Extroverts and Introverts 
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engaging in daily interactions at work. Quantitative and 

qualitative classifications of interactions, possibly-

borrowing the behavioral observation checklists from the 

work of Goffman (1967), would need to be made. The 

plausibility of such a study in most organizations is 

questionable. 

To better measure Behavioral Consistency, future 

research might include a multi-source feedback tool 

measuring fewer personality or behavioral constructs. Since 

the large number of personality constructs measured by the 

SPI may have been confounding to a measure of behavioral 

consistency, future studies may make use of a multi-source 

feedback measure restricted to just a few of personality 

constructs. 

Also, the question of Behavioral Consistency could be 

posed more directly. A future survey could ask participants 

to rate, for each of the measured constructs, how consistent 

they feel they are. Bern and Allen (1974) have suggested 

this approach and it may yield better results. 

In summary, this study provides some evidence that 

Extroversion is one key variable in determining how similar 

self-perceptions are to the perceptions of others in a 
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multi-source feedback context. Given how important 

similarity of perceptions is to job performance, at least in 

managerial jobs, the implications are potentially-

significant. If perceptual similarity is tied to one social 

personality factor, then a lack of "strength" on that factor 

could be a major determiner of career success in jobs with a 

strong social component. While being extroverted may be a 

job critical factor in some cases, other factors like 

conscientiousness, organization skills, intelligence, and 

many others may play important roles as well. 

In their research on individual and group personality 

factors' impact on self-managed work team performance, Barry 

and Stewart (1997) found that Extroversion had a curvilinear 

relationship to task focus and performance outcomes. In 

this case, too many extroverted individuals detrimentally 

impacted performance in the studied groups. Therefore, 

maintaining focus on social aspects of personality, which 

some multi-source feedback tools might inadvertently do, may 

actually interfere with productive group performance. 

The results of this study suggest that trait-based 

multi-source feedback tools should be used cautiously and 

that Rating Convergence may be associated with individual 
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trait characteristics rather than job performance as is 

often assumed. These results also suggest that multi-source 

feedback instruments that focus too much upon the social 

aspects of work without equally considering the task aspects 

may provide less than comprehensive job-related feedback. 
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Table 1 

Kelley's Model of Attribution: How Attributions Are 

Generally Made (adapted from Deaux & Wriahtsman. 1988) 

Attributions made to: Types of information: 

The actor Consensus is low 

Consistency is high 

Distinctiveness is low 

The entity (or target) Consensus is high 

Consistency is high 

Distinctivenss is high 

The circumstances Consistency is low 
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Table 2 

Scales Measured Bv The Survey of Personal Impact 

SPI Scales: Test Scale Derived From: 

Perceptive/Insightful GZTS 

Objective Thinking 

Work Pace 

Emotional Positiveness 

Composure 

Criticism Tolerance 

Negative Emotions 

Assertive With Others 

Extroversion 

Interpersonal Warmth 

Positive View Of Others 

Detail Minded DFOS 

Self Reliance 

Conscientious 

Responsible/Dependable 

Accepts Direction 

Practical/Realistic 

Reflective Thinking 

Restraint 

Objectivity-

General Activity 

Emotional Evenness 

Assertiveness 

Sociability 

Friendliness 

Trust in others 

Need for attention 

Liking for thinking 

Self-reliance 

Cultural conformity 

Need for freedom 

Realistic thinking 

Need for precision 

Need for diversion 
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Table 3 

Descriptive statistics for dimensions derived from the 

Survey of Personal Impact 

Personality Dimension Self Peer Others 

M SB M SB M SB 

Perceptive/Insightful 2 .92 1 .26 2 .70 .72 2 .68 .94 

Objective Thinking 1 . 17 98 1 .49 .75 1 .46 .90 

Work Pace 4 . 14 1 .56 3 .96 .99 3 .90 1.33 

Emotional Positiveness 1 .35 • 62 1 .39 .39 1 .39 . 54 

Composure 5 .63 1 .40 4 .92 1.06 5 .25 1.23 

Criticism Tolerance 1 .73 • 81 2 .09 .42 2 . 13 .56 

Negative Emotions 2 . 19 1 .01 1 .93 . 67 1 .98 .90 

Assertive With Others 8 . 84 2 .54 7 .90 1.44 7 .91 1.92 

Extroversion 6 .54 1 .36 6 .23 1.05 6 .26 1.34 

Interpersonal Warmth 5 .33 2 . 00 4 .82 1.30 4 . 81 1. 54 

Positive View Of Others 3 .12 • 91 3 .37 .52 3 .36 .59 

Detail Minded 2 .36 1 .21 2 .27 1.21 2 .44 1.02 

Self Reliance 1 . 59 • 57 1 . 54 .36 1 .58 .46 

Responsible/Dependable 3 . 94 1 .50 3 .39 .79 3 .36 1. 08 

Accepts Direction 2 . 01 • 61 1 .99 .49 2 . 06 . 62 

Practical/Realistic 2 . 87 1 . 12 2 .59 . 71 2 . 51 . 89 
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Table 4 

Factor Loadings for Self-report Personality Factors 

Extroversion and Conscientiousness 

Personality Variables 

Extroversion 

Factor (Fl) 

Conscientious. 

Factor (F2) 

Extroversion (VI) .903 

Assertive with Others (V2) . 783 

Interpersonal Warmth (V3) .705 - .393 

Detail Minded .368 - .366 

Self Reliance .298 

Conscientiousness (V4) - . 147 .989 

Responsible/Dependable (V5) .274 .700 

Factor loadings less than .100 not shown. 
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Table 5 

Factor Loadings for Self-peer Rating Convergence Factors 

(SPC) 

Personality Variable 

SPC -

Extroversion 

(F3) 

SPC -

Emotions 

(F4) 

SPC -

Conscientious. 

(F5) 

Ext rove r s i on (V7) .654 -.318 

Interpers. Warmth (V8) .609 -.319 

Emotions (V9) .653 

Criticism Toler. (V10) - . 128 .417 

Detail Minded (Vll) .126 .336 .454 

Conscientiousness (V12) -.147 .374 

Factor loadings less than .100 not shown. 

Variables included in factors shown in bold type. 
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Table 6 

Factor Loadings for Self-other Rating Convergence Factors 

(SQC) 

Personality Variable 

SOC -

Extroversion 

(F 6) 

SOC -

Emotions 

(F7) 

SOC -

Conscientious. 

(F8) 

Extroversion (V13) • 722 -.206 .188 

Interpers. Warmth (V14) . 718 

As sertiveness (VI5) . 590 .390 -.153 

Emotions (V16) .108 . 6 2 8 . 114 

Criticism Toler. (V17) . 126 . 5 2 8 

Responsible/Dep. (V18) .163 .211 . 6 4 3 

Detail Minded (V19) . 5 5 0 

Factor loadings less than .100 not shown. 

Variables included in factors shown in bold type. 
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Table 7 

Zero-Order Correlations and Significance Values 

Zero-Order Correlations 
Vi VS vi V4 V5 v£ V7 V8 V9 V 1 0 V l l vii V 1 3 V14 V 1 5 Vie ; V 1 7 Vifi vi§ 

VI 1.000 
V2 . 7 0 0 1.000 
V3 . 6 3 9 . 5 4 3 1.000 
V4 - . 1 1 3 - . 1 4 2 - . 4 9 2 1.000 
V5 . 2 4 0 . 1 9 7 - . 0 0 6 . 6 5 2 1.000 
V6 . 6 6 4 . 7 2 8 . 6 4 1 - . 2 2 0 . 2 0 5 1.000 
V7 . 1 7 2 . 0 4 9 . 2 0 1 - . 1 8 2 - . 0 8 5 . 1 4 6 1.000 
V8 . 2 0 0 . 1 8 7 . 2 3 3 - . 0 4 2 . 0 3 8 . 2 1 9 . 3 6 1 1.000 
V9 . 1 1 8 . 1 5 5 . 0 4 7 . 0 8 5 . 0 6 9 . 2 4 3 . 0 1 3 . 1 1 9 1.000 
V I 0 . 0 9 8 . 1 4 7 . 0 5 7 . 0 2 9 - . 0 6 2 . 0 5 4 - . 0 5 9 - . 0 2 4 . 1 1 9 1.000 
V I 1 - . 1 6 2 - . 1 5 6 - . 1 3 0 - . 0 3 6 - . 1 1 6 - . 1 4 6 . 0 2 5 - . 0 6 1 . 0 9 6 . 1 0 3 1.000 
V12 - . 1 6 2 - . 1 3 6 - . 2 7 3 . 0 9 1 - . 0 8 3 - . 1 3 1 - . 1 0 0 - . 0 9 4 . 0 8 5 - . 0 6 6 . 0 8 1 1.000 
V I 3 . 1 0 4 . 0 3 3 . 1 6 9 - . 2 1 9 - . 1 2 3 . 1 2 0 . 5 6 3 . 2 3 1 . 0 4 5 - . 1 1 8 - . 0 4 2 - . 0 7 1 1.000 
V14 . 1 9 1 . 1 8 3 . 0 0 0 - . 1 3 4 - . 0 1 2 . 2 1 4 . 2 1 6 . 6 0 2 . 0 4 7 . 0 2 1 - . 0 8 7 - . 0 1 5 . 3 4 1 1.000 
V15 . 1 0 1 . 2 2 6 . 0 5 6 - . 1 2 6 - . 0 2 9 . 2 0 4 . 1 5 0 . 1 7 3 . 2 1 5 . 0 8 1 . 0 6 7 . 0 7 3 . 2 6 0 . 3 6 3 1.000 
V I 6 . 0 4 0 . 1 0 0 . 0 3 5 . 0 2 2 . 0 5 6 . 1 4 3 - . 0 1 9 . 0 2 9 . 5 8 6 . 0 8 9 . 0 9 9 . 0 8 2 . 0 1 4 . 0 8 5 . 4 2 0 1.000 
V17 . 1 3 7 . 1 9 3 . 1 5 8 - . 0 8 8 - . 0 4 1 . 1 2 8 - . 0 6 3 . 0 1 2 . 1 4 0 . 6 5 3 . 1 2 6 - . 1 1 7 - . 0 6 5 . 1 3 7 . 2 3 3 . 2 2 3 1.000 
V I 8 . 2 2 1 . 1 9 2 . 2 7 4 - . 0 3 6 . 1 9 8 . 1 8 5 . 1 9 5 . 0 9 4 . 1 2 1 . 0 5 6 - . 0 1 7 . 0 0 2 . 1 0 3 . 1 1 6 . 1 1 5 . 1 5 2 . 1 8 2 1.000 
V I 9 - . 0 8 4 . 0 1 2 . 0 0 0 - . 0 5 9 - . 0 6 2 - . 0 0 7 - . 0 7 6 - . 0 0 6 . 1 1 3 - . 0 5 3 - . 0 2 8 . 4 3 8 . 0 1 8 . 0 3 6 . 0 2 7 . 0 2 2 - . 0 7 0 . 2 1 2 1.000 

Sigr iif icance (Two -tailed) Note : N = • 235 
V I V2 V3 V4 V5 V6 V7 V8 V9 V I 0 Vii V 1 2 V 1 3 V14 Vi§ V i * ViV V I 8 Vi$ 

V I 
V2 . 0 0 0 
V3 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 
V4 . 0 8 4 . 0 2 9 . 0 0 0 
V5 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 2 . 9 3 0 . 0 0 0 
V6 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 2 
V7 . 0 0 8 . 4 4 9 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 5 . 1 9 0 . 0 2 5 
V8 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 0 . 5 1 7 . 5 6 5 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 0 
V9 . 0 7 0 . 0 1 7 . 4 7 1 . 1 9 3 . 2 9 3 . 0 0 0 . 8 4 3 . 0 6 7 
V10 . 1 3 1 . 0 2 4 . 3 8 2 . 6 6 0 . 9 8 5 . 4 0 8 . 3 6 6 . 7 1 3 . 0 6 7 
V l l . 0 1 3 . 0 1 6 . 0 4 5 . 5 8 1 . 0 7 5 . 0 2 5 . 7 0 1 . 3 5 1 . 1 4 2 . 1 1 2 
V12 . 0 1 2 . 0 3 7 . 0 0 0 . 1 6 1 . 2 0 1 . 0 4 4 . 1 2 6 . 1 5 0 . 1 9 0 . 3 1 2 . 2 1 3 
V I 3 . 1 1 1 . 6 1 5 . 0 1 0 . 0 0 1 . 0 6 0 . 0 6 8 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 4 9 0 . 0 7 1 . 5 2 0 . 2 8 1 
V14 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 0 . 0 4 0 . 8 5 5 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 0 . 4 7 6 . 7 4 6 . 1 8 4 . 8 2 3 . 0 0 0 
V 1 5 . 1 2 2 . 0 0 0 . 3 9 4 . 0 5 4 . 6 5 7 . 0 0 2 . 0 2 2 . 0 0 8 . 0 0 1 . 2 1 9 . 3 1 1 . 2 6 7 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 
V16 . 5 4 7 . 1 2 7 . 5 9 8 . 7 4 1 . 3 9 5 . 0 2 8 . 7 7 2 . 6 5 7 . 0 0 0 . 1 7 5 . 1 3 2 . 2 1 2 . 8 3 2 . 1 9 3 . 0 0 0 
V I 7 . 0 3 6 . 0 0 3 . 0 1 6 . 1 8 1 . 5 3 4 . 0 5 0 . 3 3 6 . 8 5 8 . 0 3 3 . 0 0 0 . 0 5 5 . 0 7 5 . 3 2 2 . 0 3 6 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 1 
V18 . 0 0 1 . 0 0 3 . 0 0 0 . 5 8 4 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 4 . 0 0 3 . 1 5 3 . 0 6 4 . 3 9 0 . 7 9 4 . 9 7 1 . 1 1 6 . 0 7 7 . 0 7 8 . 0 2 0 . 0 0 5 
V I 9 . 2 0 0 . 8 5 6 . 9 9 4 . 3 6 8 . 3 4 4 . 9 1 0 . 2 4 5 . 9 3 1 . 0 8 5 . 4 1 8 . 6 7 1 . 0 0 0 . 7 8 8 . 5 8 0 . 6 8 2 . 7 3 4 . 2 8 4 . 0 0 1 

Key 

Code Variable Code Variable 

VI Self-report personality - Extrovers. Vll Self -peer i Convergence -- Detail 

V2 Self-report personality - Assertive. VI2 Self -peer < Convergence -- Conscient. 
V3 Self-report personality - Int. Warm. VI3 Self -other Convergence - Extrovers. 
V4 Self-report personality - Conscient. V14 Self -other Convergence - Int. Warmth 
V5 Self-report personality - Resp./Dep. VI5 Self -other Convergence - Assertive. 
V6 Behavioral Consistency VI6 Self--other Convergence - Emotions 
VI Self-peer Convergence - Extroversion VI7 Self -other Convergence - Crit. Tol. 
V8 Self-peer Convergence - Int. Warmth VI8 Self--other Convergence - Responsible 
V9 Self-peer Convergence - Emotions V19 Self--other Convergence - Detail 
VI0 Self-peer Convergence - Crit. Tol. 
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Model df CFI 

Null Model (Fig. 1) 

Measurement model (Fig. 2) 1 1 7 3 . 1 4 6 
(0 paths between factors) 

Proposed Model (Fig. 3) 7 4 . 0 8 9 
(F1 to V6 to F3, F4, & F5) 

Suggested Model (Fig. 4) 4 0 . 3 9 3 
(F1 to F3, F4, & F5) 

Alternative Model 1 (Fig. 5) 1 2 3 . 2 9 8 
(F1 to F6, F7, & F8) 

Alternative Model 2 (Fig. 6) 3 0 . 6 0 6 
(F2 to F3, F4 , Sc F5) 

Alternative Model 3 (Fig. 7) 2 0 9 9 6 1 
(F1 Sc F2 to F3, F4, & F5) 

171 

29 

21 

29 

14 

35 

. 000 

. 3 3 9 

. 9 2 6 

. 947** 

. 8 0 4 

. 9 0 9 

. 7 3 3 

A CFI value greater that .90 indicates acceptable f i t . 

** Model which reproduce the covariance matrix with the best f i t . 
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Figure 1 

The Null Model 

Rating Convergence Measures 
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Figure 2 

T h e M e a s u r e m e n t M o d e l 
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Figure 3 

The Proposed Model 
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Figure 4 

The Suggested Model (Best Fit) 
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Figure 5 

Alternative Model 1 
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Figure 6 

Alternative Model 2 
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Figure 7 

Alternative Model 3 

85 

Self-Peer Rating Conver 
Extroversion 

D4 

Self-Report Personality 
Fadtor - Extroversio 

Self?Peer Rating Convergeoc 3 
Emotions 

Self-Report Personality 
Factor - Conscientiousness 

Self-Peer Rating Convert 
Conscientiousness 



APPENDIX C 

SURVEY OF PERSONAL IMPACT 

86 



87 

15484 
Bigby, Ha vis & Associates, Inc., Dallas, Texas 

SURVEY O F PERSONAL IMPACT IN 
O R G A N I Z A T I O N S 

Personal 

Please print your information in capital letters and avoid contact with the edge of the box. 

Organization: 

First Name of Person Being Rated: I. Last Name of Person Being Rated: 

]•[ 
SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER 
OF PERSON BEING RATED 

(write numbers and darken circles) 

CI 

0 

Your relationship to the above 
named person is: 

1 Self Rating 

Co-worker/Peer 

Supervisor 

Direct Report 

- Customer 

- Other 

General Instructions: 

You have been asked by the person above to provide anonymous 
feedback for their personal development. Your responses to this survey 
will be combined with others to give this person an understanding of 
how he/she is seen in the organization. How people see us determines 
much of our ability to perform and accomplish work. Your feedback 
will help this person realize strengths of which they may not be aware as 
well as help them see behaviors that they need to change in order to be 
more effective. 

Please complete this survey candidly and openly. Your responses are 
confidential and will be combined with those of other feedback respondents 
to produce an overall report (except for those of supervisors which will be 
reported separately). 

On this page, please make sure the name and social security number of 
the person for whom you are providing feedback, your relationship to 
them, and your log number have been entered and marked properly. Be 
sure to answer every item 

Please use a Number 2 pencil Ifyou wish to change your answer, erase 
your first mark completely. 

'Darken circles completely like this: 9 
Not like this: X 

Log Number 
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STEP ONE: 
For each adjective, marie i f 
the adjective describes (yes) 
or does not describe (no) this 
person. Darken the circle 
completely. 

Part A; THINKING STYLE 

In this section please complete steps one and 
two as they apply to this person's thinking style. 

STEP TWO: 
For each adjective, mark if this 
person should change (be more, be 
less, or stay the way they are) to be 
better at their job. Darken the circle 
completely. 

0 Yes O No Adaptable O More O Same ? Less 

O Yes ONo Anticipates problems O More O Same C Less 

O Yes O No Decisive O More O Same C' Less 

O Yes C>No Detail-oriented O More O Same C Less 

O Yes O No Emotions, opinions color judgment O More C> Same : Less 

C Yes O No Factual : More ~ Same Less 

: Yes C No Flexible ;; More Same Less 

0 Yes 0 No Good common sense O More O Same I Less 

C Yes C No Good judgment O More C Same : Less 

C Yes : No Idealistic C More :»Same : Less 

I Yes : No Impractical : More •: Same Less 

j Yes : No Indecisive : More : Same Less 

: Yes O No Insightful about issues/problems ; More : Same Less 

1 Yes : No Logical More : Same Less 

; Yes : No Looks at the "big picture" :> More I Same ; Less 

: Yes : No Looks below the surface to see real problems : More O Same ; Less 

; Yes ; No Objective, unbiased O More I Same Less 

: Yes : No Open-minded More Same Less 

: Yes : No Opinionated More Same Less 

: Yes : No Organized in dealing with information More Same Less 

I Yes ; No Practical ; More Same Less 

; Yes : No Realistic More : Same : Less 

. Yes : No Shallow, short-sighted : More : Same 1 Less 

: Yes : No Stubborn I' More j Same : Less 

Yes : No Subjective, biased More : Same Less 

1 Yes ; No Thorough : More ; Same Less 

Social Security Number Log# continued on next page... 
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STEP ONE: 
For each adjective, marie if 
the adjective describes (yes) 
or does not describe (no) this 
person Darken the circle 
completely. 

PartB: WORK STYLE 

In this section please complete steps one and 
two as they apply to this person's work style. 

STEP TWO: 
For each adjective, mark if this 
person should change (be more, be 
less, or stay the way they are) to be 
better at their job. Darken the circle 
completely. 

j Yes O No Accepts direction O More O Same : Less 

O Ves O No Accepts responsibility O More O Same :< Less 

: Yes O No Accurate O More j Same : Less 

: Yes O No Achieves results O More C» Same O Less 

: Yes 0 No Action-oriented : More " Same Less 

:• Yes O No Adaptable C More : Same I Less 
: Yes 0 No Careful O More Same I Less 
: Yes O No Careless C More C> Same : Less 

; Yes O No Dependable O More C Same I Less 
: Yes C No Detail-oriented C More I Same : Less 

Yes No Determined I More I Same Less 
Yes :> No Develops new skills : More I Same : Less 
Yes : No Disorganized : More : Same " Less 

: Yes : No Energetic : More Same Less 
Yes : No Fails to meet deadlines : More : Same : Less 

Yes No Good follow-through More : Same : Less 
Yes No Hard worker 1 More 1 Same ; Less 
Yes No Irresponsible I More Same Less 
Yes : No Keeps commitments More Same Less 
Yes _ No Keeps skills up to date ; More Same Less 

Yes . No Lazy : More . Same _ Less 
Yes No Manages time well : More ; Same ; Less 

~ Yes : No Needs help often More ; Same : Less 
Yes No Needs prodding : More : Same 1 Less 
Yes : No Open to change : More Same Less 

Social Security Number Log# 
continued on next page... 
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STEP ONE: 
For each adjective, mark if 
the adjective describes (yes) 
or does not describe (no) this 
person. Darken the circle 
completely. 

Part B: CONTINUED 
STEP TWO: 
For each adjective, mark if this 
person should change (be more, be 
less, or stay the way they are) to be 
better at their job. Darken the circle 
completely. 

O Yes O No Persistent More <3 Same : Less 

O Yes O No Prioritizes work O More O Same C Less 

C Yes C No Produces high quality work O More O Same : Less 

O Yes C No Productive <0 More 0 Same : Less 

O Yes O No Resists change C More O Same : Less 

O Yes C No Resists direction : More ; Same _ Less 

O Yes C No Responsible I More Same I Less 

O Yes C No Results-oriented : More O Same- C Less 

: Yes 0 No Self-starter O More : Same : Less 

: Yes : No Serious-minded :«More : Same 1 Less 

Yes : No Shows high personal standards : More : Same Less 

„ Yes : No Slow worker More Same Less 

: Yes : No Stubborn, hard-headed More _ Same Less 

; Yes : No Takes initiative More ; Same Less 

: Yes : No Takes initiative for self-development : More _ Same Less 

: Yes : No Unreliable : More : Same I Less 

: Yes : No Well organized : More : Same : Less 

; Yes : No Willing to learn ; More : Same Less 

: Yes : No Won't follow rules More Same Less 

; Yes : No Works independently I More _ Same Less 

I Yes ; No Works on high priorities first _ More : Same I Less 

: Yes No Works quickly : More : Same : Less 

continued on next page... 
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STEP ONE: 
For each adjective, mark if 
the adjective describes (yes) 
or does not describe (no) this 
persoa Darken the circle 
completely. 

Part C: INTERPERSONAL STYLE 

In this section please complete steps one and two 
as they apply to this person's interpersonal style. 

STEP TWO: 
For each adjective, mark if this 
person should change (be more, be 
less, or stay the way they are) to be 
better at their job. Darken the circle 
completely. 

0 Yes 

o
 

z o Abrasive O More C' Same I Less 

C Yes O No Aggressive O More O Same I Less 

C Yes O No Approachable O More O Same : Less 

0 Yes O No Argumentative O More O Same I Less 

: Yes O No Assertive O More C» Same : Less 

0 Yes : No At ease with people : More Same Less 

C Yes o No Blunt : More ; Same ; Less 

: Yes : No Cares about others I More I Same 1 Less 

O Yes o No Cold 0 More O Same : Less 

: Yes : No Competitive O More O Same I Less 

; Yes : No Considerate O More I Same I Less 

: Yes : No Cooperative : More I Same : Less 

; Yes : No Critical of others I More : Same Less 

: Yes : No Demanding I More I Same ; Less 

I Yes : No Distant from others ; More Same I Less 

: Yes : No Dominating I More C Same : Less 

I Yes : No Fair C More I- Same : Less 

~ Yes : No Forceful ;> More : Same Less 

Yes ; No Forgiving I More Same ~ Less 

I Yes : No Friendly More Same Less 

: Yes : No Impersonal : More Same Less 

Yes : No Insensitive I More I Same : Less 

: Yes : No Intolerant of others C More - j Same : Less 

Yes : No Lacks confidence : More : Same : Less 

Yes No Lacks insight about people : More I Same Z Less 

Social Security Number Log# 
continued on next page... 
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STEP ONE: 
For each adjective, mark if 
the adjective describes (yes) 
or does not describe (no) this 
person. Darken the circle 
completely. 

Part C: CONTINUED 
STEP TWO: 
For each adjective, mark if this 
person should change (be more, be 
less, or stay the way they are) to be 
better at their job. Darken the circle 
completely. 

: Yes : No Looks for the best in people C More : Same ; Less 

r Yes : No Mean : More I Same : Less 

: Yes : No Meets new people easily ~ More : Same : Less 

: Yes : No Outgoing O More : Same : Less 

: Yes : No Passive : More : Same I Less 

Yes . No Perceptive about people More ~ Same Less 

: Yes ; No Persuasive More Same Less 

: Yes : No Pushy : More ; Same Less 

Yes : No Reserved : More ; Same Less 

I Yes : No Self-centered j More : Same ; Less 

Yes : No Self-confident : More I Same : Less 

Yes _ No Shy : More I Same Less 

Yes ; No Smooth with others ~ More Same Less 

Yes No Suspicious More Same Less 

Yes . No Tolerant of others More Same Less 

Yes _ No Trusting ; More Same Less 

Yes . No Understands others ; More . Same Less 

Yes No Warm : More ; Same Less 

continued on next page... 
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STEP ONE: 
For each adjective, mark if 
the adjective describes (yes) 
or does not describe (no) this 
person. Darken the circl e 
completely. 

Part D: EMOTIONAL STYLE 

In this section please complete steps one and two 
as they apply to this person's emotional style. 

STEP TWO: 
For each adjective, mark if this 
person should change (be more, be 
less, or stay the way they are) to be 
better at their job. Darken the circle 
completely. 

O Yes ONo Accepts criticism well O More O Same O Less 
O Yes O No Angry O More O Same O Less 
O Yes O No Calm O More O Same j Less 
C Yes O No Composed O More O Same I Less 
C Yes O No Defensive O More O Same C Less 

0 Yes O No Easily discouraged C More C» Same : Less 
0 Yes :• No Even-tempered 0 More C Same : Less 
0 Yes O No Has a temper O More O Same O Less 
O Yes o 

2 o Moody O More C> Same C Less 
: Yes o No Optimistic O More C Same : Less 

I Yes C No Over reacts O More 3 Same : Less 
0 Yes O No Pessimistic C More j Same Less 
0 Yes C No Positive attitude C More j Same I Less 
O Yes O No Recovers quickly from setbacks O More ;> Same : Less 
O Yes O No Sensitive to criticism C More O Same : Less 

0 Yes O No Sensitive to stress 0 More O Same : Less 
: Yes O No Tense O More : Same : Less 
: Yes O No Thin-skinned j More O Same I Less 

Thank you f a completing this survey. Before you return it, please review your responses 
to insure you have completed Steps Qie and Two for every adjective. Mail the survey to 
Bigby, Havis <fe Associates in the enclosed envelope. 
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