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Summary Debates about the utility of conscientiousness as a predictor of job performance have focused
primarily on mean effect size estimates, despite theoretical and empirical reasons to expect
variability across situations. The present study meta-analytically demonstrates that occu-
pation-level situational strength is one important source of this variability. Consistent with
theory, predicted uncorrected conscientiousness—performance correlations ranged from
r=.09 to .23 (overall performance) and r=.06 to .18 (task performance), with stronger
correlations observed in weak occupations. These results highlight the need for continued
inquiry into the nature of situational strength, its impact on other predictor—outcome
relationships, and the implications of these issues vis-a-vis theory and practice. Copyright
© 2009 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

Introduction

In his 1956 Presidential address to the American Psychological Association, Lee Cronbach proclaimed
that psychology has been ‘‘limited by the dedication of its investigators to [experimental psychology or
correlational psychology] rather than to scientific psychology as a whole” (Cronbach, 1957; p. 671).
Cronbach maintained that human behavior is influenced by both the person and the situation, and urged
researchers to value and emphasize both—a perspective known as ““interactionism.” Although many
organizational scientists endorse interactionism (e.g., Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001; Griffin, 1997,
Hattrup & Jackson, 1996; Johns, 2001; Tett & Burnett, 2003), one of the primary issues preventing its
full implementation is a lack of agreement about the structure of situations (Funder, 2006; Johns, 2006).
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Despite this dissensus, however, many have argued that one of the most important characteristics to
consider is situational strength (Kanfer, Chen, & Pritchard, 2008a; Snyder & Ickes, 1985), especially as
a moderator of personality—outcome relationships (Hough & Oswald, 2008; Murphy &
Dzieweczynski, 2005). The present study contributes to this perspective by meta-analytically
examining the moderating effects of occupation-level situational strength on the conscientiousness—
performance relationship, thereby improving our theoretical and practical understanding of this
predictor, situational strength, and their combined effects on personnel selection.

Situational Strength

Situational strength refers to the idea that various characteristics of situations have the capability to
restrict the expression and, therefore, criterion-related validity of non-ability individual differences
(Mullins & Cummings, 1999; Snyder & Ickes, 1985; Weiss & Adler, 1984). When these characteristics
are absent (i.e., when the situation is “weak’’), individuals are more likely to be influenced by their
behavioral proclivities because these tendencies are the most accessible sources of information
regarding potential responses (Mischel & Peake, 1982). When these characteristics are present,
however (i.e., when the situation is “‘strong’”), subsequent behaviors are more homogenous than would
be expected based on individuals’ trait profiles because strong situational cues replace individual
discretion as the most salient source of behavioral information (Chatman, 1989; Forehand & von Haller
Gilmer, 1964; Hattrup & Jackson, 1996; Mischel, 1977). Thus, the psychological outcome of strong
situations is behavioral homogeneity, the statistical result is restricted variance in the criterion, and the
practical effect is attenuated correlations.

The roots of situational strength appear to date back to the work of Rogers (1954), who argued that
individual differences in creativity are most likely when situations provide for psychological freedom,
psychological safety, and freedom from critical evaluation. Later, Hauge (1964) argued that job
specialization reduces the number and variety of behavioral alternatives, while Forehand and von
Haller Gilmer (1964) argued that formal and informal characteristics of situations have the ability to
place “‘bounds upon the set of behaviors that might be selected” (p. 371). More recent discussions,
however, appear to be based primarily on ideas outlined by Walter Mischel.

Mischel (1977) argued that strong situations restrict the expression of individual differences to the
extent that: (1) behavioral cues are salient and uniformly interpreted, (2) appropriate behaviors are
clearly defined, (3) the person possesses the necessary skills to engage in the prescribed behaviors, and
(4) adequate incentives exist. The relative presence or absence of these conditions can be
communicated through factors such as social information, formal policies and procedures, norms, or
job characteristics (Mullins & Cummings, 1999). Situational strength is, therefore, best conceptualized
as a multifaceted force that homogenizes behavior by providing information about the most appropriate
course(s) of action. As a consequence, it is important to understand both the cumulative strength of a
given situation (i.e., the total effects of this force), which can be represented by “a configuration or
bundle of stimuli”’ (Johns, 2006, p. 388), as well as the specific effects of individual facets.

This perspective echoes previous conclusions pertaining to the importance of understanding the
effects of composite and multiple criteria (Schmidt & Kaplan, 1971). As with criteria, composite
moderators help to inform practice by providing information about overall effects, whereas facet-level
moderators emphasize psychological understanding by elucidating the specific behavioral mechanisms
in play. Thus, a global situational strength construct is used here to (a) provide the first meta-analytic
test of the general idea that an important predictor—criterion relationship varies as a function of
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situational strength and (b) examine the practical effects of this variability. But, because the cumulative
strength of a given situation is ultimately a function of numerous and diverse pieces of information, it is
also important to conduct more fine-grained, facet-based analyses that examine the specific
mechanisms through which situational strength likely acts. The foundation of these analyses is
developed here by first examining some of the myriad operationalizations of situational strength that
have been published in the extant literature.

Operationalizations of situational strength

Examples of the diverse operationalizations of situational strength that have been employed in previous
research include: situational ambiguity and/or uncertainty (Bowles, Babcock, & McGinn, 2005; Gill,
Boies, Finegan, & McNally, 2005; Lissek, Pine, & Grillon, 2006), task structure (Meier, 1970), choice
of responses to a problem situation (Withey, Gellatly, & Annette, 2005), situational constraints
(LaFrance, Hecht, & Paluck, 2003; Wallace, Paulson, Lord, & Bond, 2005), metafeatures of the human
resource management system such as consistently enforced rules (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; see also
Davis-Blake & Pfeffer, 1989), industry norms and market uncertainty (Mullins & Cummings, 1999),
perceived control (Lee, Ashford, & Bobko, 1990), feedback regarding specific forms of error
prevention (LePine, Hollenbeck, Ilgen, Colquitt, & Ellis, 2002), climate strength (Liao & Chuang,
2004; Schneider, Salvaggio, & Subirats, 2002), and transformational leadership (Masood, Dani, Burns,
& Backhouse, 2006). Because simultaneously testing the effects of these individual operationalizations
would not only be impossible, but would also provide little in the way of information regarding the
psychological mechanisms that underlie these effects, published examples were grouped into two
broad categories: “constraints’” and “‘consequences’ (see the “Conceptual development™ subsection
of the “Method” section for procedural details).

This is not to say that other broad operationalizations of situational strength do not exist; rather, these
two categories merely represent logically consistent dimensions that can be used to better understand
the ways in which situational strength moderates relevant predictor—outcome relationships. But before
specific hypotheses about these mechanisms can be derived, it is first important to better understand
the behaviors through which the trait in question likely influences the criterion of interest.
Thus, the following section explores the conscientiousness—performance relationship in greater
detail because the facets of situational strength are posited to moderate this relationship to the extent
that they encourage conscientious behaviors among all employees, thereby neutralizing the
competitive advantage that conscientious employees typically enjoy (Fleeson, 2007; Withey et al.,
2005).

The Conscientiousness—Performance Relationship

Conscientious individuals are naturally meticulous, thorough, neat, well-organized, able to hold their
impulses in check, dedicated to their goals, persistent, dependable, trustworthy, industrious, and
achievement-striving (Digman, 1990; McCrae & John, 1992; Roberts, Chernyshenko, Stark, &
Goldberg, 2005). Researchers have found that conscientious employees not only tend to outperform
their less conscientious coworkers (e.g., Barrick & Mount, 1991; Hurtz & Donovan, 2000), but are also
more punctual (Fallon, Avis, Kudisch, Gornet, & Frost, 2000), have more positive attitudes toward
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goals (Conner & Abraham, 2001), and work more diligently than their non-conscientious counterparts
(Gellatly, 1996; Kelly, Johnson, & Miller, 2003).

Given these tendencies, it is not surprising that trait conscientiousness is frequently considered a
distal cause of performance-relevant behaviors (Kanfer, Chen, & Pritchard, 2008b). Although the
specific nature of this relationship is not yet fully understood, some suggest that trait conscientiousness
increases performance at least partially through its impact on motivational states (Parker & Ohly, 2008)
such as goal setting (Barrick, Mount, & Strauss, 1993; Judge & Ilies, 2002), self-efficacy (Chen,
Casper, & Cortina, 2001; Locke & Latham, 2002), and performance expectancies (Gellatly, 1996).
These psychological tendencies are then posited to increase the amount of effort that conscientious
employees expend (Mount & Barrick, 1995), the amount of time spent on-task (Biderman, Nguyen, &
Sebren, 2007), the quantity and quality of one’s work, and subsequent job knowledge, thereby
positively affecting ultimate job performance (see Barrick & Mount, 2000 for more thorough treatment
of this process).

Consistent with the primary postulates of situational strength, this study suggests that the
conscientiousness—performance relationship will be attenuated in occupations containing cues that
encourage conscientious behaviors among al/l employees. The following section builds a specific
theoretical case for the ways in which these behaviors are likely to be influenced by the two broad facets
of occupation-level situational strength examined here (i.e., constraints and consequences).

Hypotheses

The first broad operationalization of occupation-level situational strength examined here is
“constraints,” defined as ‘““the amount of behavioral/decisional restriction placed on an employee
or, conversely, as the amount of autonomy or latitude an employee experiences.” In occupations that
are characterized by high constraints, behavioral variability is restricted by external forces (e.g.,
policies and procedures, government regulations, close supervision) that guide behavior and reduce
opportunities for individual discretion. Said differently, high constraints reduce conscientious
employees’ natural performance advantage by encouraging goal-setting, high expectancies, and
persistence among all employees. Thus, to the extent that constraints exist in a given occupation, the
domain of acceptable responses is minimized, state conscientiousness (i.e., conscientious behavior that
is induced by situational forces) is increased (Fleeson, 2007), variance in the criterion is restricted,
(Snyder & Ickes, 1985) and relevant correlations are attenuated (Johns, 2006).

Conversely, occupations that allow employees to make performance-relevant decisions and to
willingly engage in performance-relevant behaviors (i.e., occupations that generally lack constraints)
are weaker than those wherein procedures are strictly regimented by an outside source because, in the
former, “outcomes depend increasingly on the individual’s own efforts, initiative, and decisions rather
than on the adequacy of instructions from the boss or on a manual of job procedures” (Hackman &
Oldham, 1976, pp. 257-258, italics in original). The “constraints’ operationalization, therefore, taps at
least two of the characteristics of situational strength outlined by Mischel (1977): it homogenizes
behavior by (1) directing employees’ attention toward those aspects of the task that some external
authority has deemed important (i.e., making behavioral cues more salient and uniformly interpreted)
and (2) providing external information about what behaviors are most and least appropriate in a given
context.

In terms of empirical tests of concepts that are conceptually similar to constraints, the criterion-
related validity of conscientiousness has been shown to vary as a function of the perceived job
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autonomy of managers (Barrick & Mount, 1993). Consistent with the theoretical perspective presented
here, these authors argued that conscientious managers outperform their non-conscientious
counterparts in environments that ““allow for a great deal of discretion in selecting the appropriate
work behaviors to be performed” (p. 117), but that this advantage is minimized when employees are
constrained. Additional examples of published operationalizations that fit this category include: task
structure (Fleeson, 2007; Meier, 1970); salience of behavioral cues from supervisors (Beaty, Cleveland,
& Murphy, 2001); and behavioral rule enforcement (Davis-Blake & Pfeffer, 1989).

Two recent empirical tests have also supported the specific mechanisms through which this facet of
situational strength is posited to act. Specifically, conscientiousness was shown to predict provision of
effort significantly better when cues indicate that more behavioral options are available, compared to
scenarios wherein fewer options are available (r =.34—.18, respectively— Withey et al., 2005). Further,
situational characteristics that encourage a task-orientation (e.g., tasks that are imposed on individuals
and/or create a sense of obligation) were shown to minimize the benefits of trait conscientiousness by
encouraging conscientious behaviors among all participants (Fleeson, 2007). Thus, these results
provide support for the general mechanism through which the proposed moderation is posited to occur,
thereby supporting the underlying premise of the present study.

A number of theoretical and empirical sources of evidence, therefore, predict that constraints
will restrict behavioral variability, thereby serving as a psychologically and empirically meaningful
moderator of the conscientiousness—performance relationship.

Hypothesis I: The conscientiousness—performance relationship is stronger in occupations low in
constraints than in occupations high in constraints.

The second broad operationalization of situational strength examined here, “consequences,” is
defined as “‘the presence of contingencies between one’s decisions or behaviors and the outcomes
accruing to oneself, other employees, the organization as a whole, and/or external stakeholders.” In
occupations characterized by high consequences, behavioral variability is restricted due to the salient
negative effects of failure, thereby encouraging goal-setting and persistence among all employees
regardless of their level of trait conscientiousness. When this occurs, the positive effects of trait
conscientiousness are minimized because conscientious behaviors are likely to be demonstrated by all
employees.

Past theorizing generally supports this basic contention by positing ‘“dangerous situations tend to
constrain behavior” (Hattrup & Jackson, 1996, p. 528) and by indicating that a strong emphasis on
quality control and error prevention in occupations wherein outcomes are especially important has led
organizations to implement a variety of interventions designed to encourage uniform behaviors (e.g.
total quality management—Douglas & Judge, 2001; Pfeffer, 1998). Further, other relevant theorizing
such as the “low cost hypothesis™ posits that the effects of personality on behavior are likely to be
reduced as the personal, financial, or psychological costs of a given behavioral alternative increase. The
typical explanation of this phenomenon is that the benefits of avoiding negative outcomes begin to
trump the benefits of exercising one’s personal will as the negativity of those outcomes increases,
thereby homogenizing observed behaviors toward ‘““safer’ alternatives (Bekkers, 2005).

Thus, the “consequences’’ operationalization taps the third and fourth aspects of situational strength
outlined by Mischel (1977) because occupations high in consequences are likely to have (1)
performance management systems that provide employees with the necessary skills to engage in
prescribed behaviors and (2) implicit and explicit incentives/punishers that homogenize task-related
behavior toward those that are least likely to lead to negative outcomes. Thus, although conscientious
behaviors are certainly beneficial in highly consequential occupations, this is not the same as saying
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that high frait conscientiousness will increase performance. Specifically, in occupations wherein
employees’ decisions are not associated with important outcomes (e.g., tour guides), conscientious
behavior is primarily a function of conscientious personality; however, in occupations wherein
employees’ decisions are associated with important outcomes (e.g., explosives workers), conscientious
behavior is also influenced by salient sanctions, well-established norms, and situationally induced task
focus (Funder, 2006).

Consistent with this explanation, a large-scale review of experimental economics studies examined
the effects of financial incentives (a form of “‘consequences’) on performance and found that, although
they do not always increase the mean level of performance, incentives do tend to restrict performance
variability (Camerer & Hogarth, 1999). This review further indicates that these effects are especially
pronounced for effort, task-attention, and persistence, indicating that external incentives can
functionally substitute for a number of the behavioral mechanisms through which conscientiousness is
posited to influence performance.

In a study that directly assessed the differential effects of dispositional versus situational influences
on behavior, Thornton and Knox (2002) found that the personal consequences of a decision affected the
variability of likely behavioral responses. Specifically, variability in students’ likelihood to protest an
administrative decision was high among those who were not likely to be directly affected, whereas most
of the students who were likely to be directly affected reported an increased intent to protest. Thus, the
presence of personally relevant negative consequences served as a situational cue that homogenized
subsequent behaviors—an outcome that is consistent with a situational strength perspective.

A number of theoretical and empirical sources of evidence, therefore, predict that consequences will
restrict behavioral variability, thereby serving as a psychologically and empirically meaningful
moderator of the conscientiousness—performance relationship.

Hypothesis 2: The conscientiousness—performance relationship is stronger in occupations low in
consequences than in occupations high in consequences.

Method

Study selection

Inclusion criteria

The primary studies considered for this meta-analysis were empirical articles that met four criteria.
First, each study had to include a correlation between conscientiousness and individual job
performance, or sufficient information to calculate such a correlation. Second, each correlation had to
be calculated using actual employees; thus, studies in which participants were not employed (e.g., those
using undergraduate students) were excluded. Third, all participants had to have the same occupation,
which was necessary to model the unique effects of each dimension of situational strength. For
example, if a given study reported a correlation between conscientiousness and task performance but
included both clerical workers and factory workers, it would be difficult (if not impossible) to separate
the effects of the clerical environment from those of the factory environment. Fourth, each study had to
report the sample size used to calculate each conscientiousness—performance correlation. This was
necessary because the meta-analytic moderator estimation techniques used here weighted each study
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by a function of its sample size (see ‘“‘analytic procedure’). No studies were ultimately eliminated
based on this criterion because unreported information was obtained by contacting primary study
authors. Lastly, a small number of studies that met each of these inclusion criteria were later excluded
due to data limitations described in the “coding procedure” subsection.

Literature search

Useable primary studies were obtained by examining previous personality—performance meta-analyses
(e.g., Barrick & Mount, 1991; Hurtz & Donovan, 2000), conducting cited-reference searches to locate
studies that cited previous meta-analyses and relevant primary studies, and conducting literature
searches using combinations of pertinent terms in PsycINFO and other relevant databases (e.g., Web of
Science, Google Scholar). Further, an e-mail was sent to the Academy of Management’s Research
Methods Network (RMNET) to solicit unpublished manuscripts. In addition, recent proceedings from
the annual meetings of the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology and the Academy of
Management were manually perused. Finally, of the several consulting firms that were contacted in an
effort to obtain additional data, Hogan Assessment Systems Inc. provided data from 39 studies. Thus,
the total number of primary studies used in this meta-analysis was 114 (representing 13 of the U.S.
Department of Labor’s 23 Standard Occupational Classification codes), the total number of
independent correlations was 162, and the total number of participants was 34 659.

The occupational information network (O*NET)

General information

This study utilized situational data from version 11.0 of the Occupational Information Network
(O*'NET), a database of occupational characteristics developed to replace the Dictionary of
Occupational Titles (DOT). Among other things, O*NET supplies numeric estimates of occupational
requirements (i.e., knowledge, skills, and abilities), work contexts, and required activities for over 1100
occupations (referred to as “occupational units” or OUs; Converse, Oswald, Gillespie, Field, & Bizot,
2004; Peterson et al., 2001). These estimates were derived from ratings provided by job incumbents,
organizational representatives, and trained occupational analysts (Hubbard et al., 2000; Peterson et al.,
2001). Due to the breadth of these data, it is difficult to obtain estimates of their overall reliability and
validity. However, estimates calculated using specific portions of O*NET generally demonstrate strong
psychometric properties (Campion, Morgeson, & Mayfield, 1999; Converse et al., 2004; Jeanneret &
Strong, 2003; McCloy, Waugh, Medsker, Wall, Rivkin, & Lewis, 1999; Peterson et al., 2001). That
being said, it is important to note here that all situational information provided by O*NET occurs at the
occupation level of analysis. Thus, although meaningful situational variability can be found at multiple
levels of analysis, this study will only examine the level afforded by O*NET (we return to this point in
the ““Strengths and limitations™ subsection of the “Discussion”).

Uses in organizational research

Several organizational scientists have used O*NET to address substantive questions involving the
impact of organizational context. For example, Glomb, Kammeyer-Muller, and Rotundo (2004) used
O"NET to conclude that higher levels of emotional labor demands are associated with lower wages for
occupations with low cognitive demands, but higher wages for occupations with high cognitive
demands. Shaw and Gupta (2004) used O*NET to determine that job complexity misfit has a negative
effect on the well-being of low performers, but little effect on high performers. Zimmerman, Christakis,
and Vander Stoep (2004) used O*NET to conclude that the higher rates of depression among lower
socio-economic status employees may partially be driven by their work environments. Lastly,
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Diefendorff, Richard, and Gosserand (2006) used O*NET to determine that “task routineness”
moderates the relationship between hesitation and self-management performance, whereas ‘‘auto-
nomy”” does not. Thus, these studies indicate that O*NET data can be used to help answer myriad
questions relevant to the organizational sciences.

Conceptual development

In order to derive broad categories of occupation-level situational strength, the first and second authors
located published papers that utilized this construct (e.g., Dierdorff & Surface, 2007; Masood et al.,
20006) or closely related concepts such as situational and structural ambiguity (Bowles et al., 2005) or
climate strength (e.g., Schneider et al., 2002). They then independently attempted to create the smallest
number of broad categories that would reasonably account for this set of operationalizations. Both
authors converged on similar two-facet solutions (represented by the aforementioned constraints and
consequences categories), and minor disagreements regarding the best placement of a small number of
specific operationalizations were resolved through discussion.

The ““Occupational Requirements” section of the O*NET content model (http://www.onetcenter.
org/content.html; see also Peterson et al., 2001) was then used to locate those O*NET variables that best
reflected constraints and consequences. Consistent with related studies (i.e., Glomb et al., 2004; Shaw
& Gupta, 2004), we used this category of O*NET variables exclusively when operationalizing
situational strength, because it describes the work itself rather than characteristics of typical employees
(Peterson et al., 2001). Quantitative estimates of occupational requirements are currently available for
the following sub-categories: (1) generalized work activities, defined as *“‘aggregations of similar work
activities or behaviors for the accomplishment of major work functions™ (Peterson et al., 2001; p. 467),
and (2) work context, defined as “‘the social-psychological and physical conditions under which work is
performed” (p. 468).

In order to quantify the two operationalizations of occupation-level situational strength, the first two
authors consensually rated whether each item in the aforementioned O*NET sub-categories was highly
relevant to situational strength, and, if so, whether it should be assigned to constraints or consequences.
(See the Appendix for specific details of the 14 items that were ultimately adjudged relevant. In
contrast, 86 items were determined to be non-optimal representations of situational strength, including
items such as: “interacting with computers” and “‘spend time sitting’’). The first two authors also
discussed whether a high score on each of the final 14 items represented an increase or decrease in
occupation-level situational strength; items with high scores representing a decrease in strength were
reverse-scored, so that high scores always represented increased strength. This is particularly important
because some variable names are misleading; thus, in order to fully understand the nature of each item,
it is important to read its full description, as well as its high and low anchors. Cronbach’s as were .72 for
constraints and .79 for consequences (these values were calculated using the sample of occupations
used in the present meta-analysis, K = 114). Scores for constraints and consequences were then used in
the weighted least squares (WLS) moderator estimation analyses described in the “‘analytic procedure™
subsection below.

Global situational strength

It should be noted that constraints and consequences were effectively orthogonal (r = —.03). Thus,
under the common factor model, which is closely related to classical test theory (MacDonald, 1999), it
is not possible to posit a traditional higher order factor because there is no shared variance. MacKenzie,
Podsakoff, and Jarvis (2005), however, argued that “formative” constructs (constructs caused by,
rather than being the cause of, their indicators) can be created with indicators that: (a) represent
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characteristics rather than manifestations of the construct, (b) capture unique aspects of the construct
space and are therefore not interchangeable, (c) need not be inter-correlated, and (d) need not have
common antecedents and consequences. Because each of these conditions applies to the two
dimensions of occupation-level situational strength utilized here, a composite representing ““global
situational strength” was also created to help maintain the construct validity of situational strength and
allow for a practical examination of the cumulative effects of situational strength on the
conscientiousness—performance relationship.

Meta-analysis procedure

Coding procedure

A three-step coding procedure was used to extract the information necessary for meta-analysis from
each primary study. Steps 1 and 2 were conducted independently by the first and third authors (the latter
of whom was, at the time, blind to the specific hypotheses). Step 1 consisted of coding the primary
studies for various study characteristics (e.g., occupational title, sample size, performance type) and
recording (or calculating) the conscientiousness—performance correlation. This step was similar to the
procedures used in previous personality—performance meta-analyses (e.g., Barrick & Mount, 1991;
Hurtz & Donovan, 2000). Agreement for this step was 93.83%; all discrepancies were resolved through
discussion.

Step 2 consisted of searching O*NET to determine which OU best matched the occupation used in
each primary study. This step was especially important because the accuracy of the hypothesis tests
rested on the assumption that the estimates of occupation-level situational strength derived from
O"NET closely resembled those of the occupation used in each primary study. Studies were excluded if
the occupations they utilized could not be matched to an O*"NET OU (seven cases; e.g., ‘‘peace corps
volunteer’’). Agreement for this step was 92.39%; again, all discrepancies were resolved via
discussion.

Step 3 consisted simply of transferring the situational estimates provided by O*NET to the master
dataset. Unlike Steps 1 and 2, this required neither human judgment nor manual data entry; hence, it
was not independently conducted by the second coder. O*NET estimates of situational conditions for
specific occupations can be obtained by: (1) going to http://online.onetcenter.org, (2) entering the
desired occupation (e.g., “‘accountant’) in the “Occupation Quick Search” box located in the upper right-
hand corner, (3) selecting the O*NET OU that best matches the occupation of interest, and (4) clicking on
the “Details” tab located in the “View Report” toolbar located near the top of the O*NET report.

Three performance criteria were utilized in this study: task performance, contextual performance,
and overall performance. Based on Borman and Motowidlo (1993), task performance was defined as
““the proficiency with which job incumbents perform activities that contribute to the organization’s
technical core either directly by implementing a part of its technological process, or indirectly by
providing it with needed materials or services” (p. 73), and contextual performance was defined as
activities that ‘“‘support the organizational, social, and psychological environment in which the
technical core must function™ (p. 73). Measures of overall performance included those that specifically
operationalized this construct or those that included aspects of both task and contextual performance.
Whenever available, specific items from the criterion measures used by each primary study were
examined for content to assist coding efforts; coder agreement on the type of criterion used (a subset of
Step 1 coding) was 92.97%. A meta-analytic correlation matrix describing the relationships among the
three criteria, generated from primary study samples that measured more than one criterion, is
presented in Table 1. As expected (e.g., Viswesvaran, Schmidt, & Ones, 2005), the three criteria exhibit
large positive inter-correlations (based on Cohen’s, 1988, rules-of-thumb).
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Table 1. Meta-analytic correlation matrix for all criteria

Criterion type

Overall performance Task performance Contextual performance
Overall performance .84
Task performance 71 (.83)" 87
Contextual performance 59 (.69)f 54 (64)F .85

Note: Correlations were weighted by sample size (V) and were calculated using primary studies that provided information on
more than one criterion. Meta-analytic internal consistency reliability estimates are provided along the diagonal (in italics).
Correlations uncorrected for unreliability (i.e., mean r) are outside the parentheses, whereas correlations corrected for
unreliability (i.e., mean p) are inside the parentheses. K=number of samples used to estimate the relationship; N = total
number of individuals across the K samples.

*K=8, N=1707.

TK=6, N=1337.

'K =8, N=1405.

Analytic procedure

In order to model their moderating effects, constraints, consequences, and global situational strength
were used as predictors of conscientiousness—performance correlation coefficients in modified WLS
regression equations (Hedges & Olkin, 1985). WLS methods are preferable to other available
moderator estimation techniques such as ordinary least squares (OLS) regression and ‘‘sub-group
analysis” for several reasons (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001). First, WLS weights each study by a function of
its sample size (referred to as the inverse variance weight), which allows studies with more participants
to have a greater impact on analyses. OLS, on the other hand, treats each study as equally meaningful,
regardless of its sample size. Second, WLS and OLS are preferable to sub-group analysis because both
allow meta-analysts to simultaneously test multiple, continuously distributed moderators, whereas sub-
group analysis requires that continuously distributed moderators be artificially divided into two or more
sub-groups, thereby reducing statistical power (Chaplin, 1991; Cohen, 1983). Moreover, a recent
Monte-Carlo study (Steele & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2002) demonstrated that WLS outperformed all
other meta-analytic moderator estimation methods under virtually all conditions, as it was robust
against the negative effects of multicollinearity, small N and K (i.e., the sample size across all primary
studies and the number of independent primary studies, respectively), and skewed distributions.
Because SPSS calculates meta-analytic WLS significance tests incorrectly (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001), an
SPSS-add-on package named ZumaStat (Jaccard, 2000), which calculates them correctly, was used.

Results

Preliminary analyses

Mean effect size estimates

Uncorrected (i.e., observed) mean effect size estimates (r) and effect size estimates corrected for
unreliability in the predictor and criterion (p) were first calculated for the conscientiousness-
performance relationship with respect to each of the three criteria (i.e., overall performance, task
performance, and contextual performance). Mean uncorrected correlations were .15 for overall
performance, .13 for task performance, and .16 for contextual performance. Mean corrected
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Table 2. Mean meta-analytic effect size estimates for the conscientiousness—performance relationship, obtained
in this and similar studies

Current study Barrick and Mount (1991) Hurtz and Donovan (2000)

K N r o K N r ot K N r o

Overall 82 10943 15 .19 92 12893 A3 23 45 8083 .14 22

Task 33 4528 13 15 17 3585 13 23 12 2197 .10 .16
Contextual 16 2570 .16 20 — — —  — 20 379 .l a7t

*Mean uncorrected correlation.

fMean correlation corrected for unreliability in predictor and criterion.

iMean correlation corrected for range restriction as well as unreliability in the predictor and the criterion.

SMean correlation corrected for range restriction and unreliability in the criterion.

['Value estimated by taking the average of the uncorrected conscientiousness-job dedication and conscientiousness-interpersonal
facilitation correlations reported by the original authors.

Value estimated by taking the average of the corrected conscientiousness-job dedication and conscientiousness-interpersonal
facilitation correlations reported by the original authors.

correlations were .19 for overall performance, .15 for task performance, and .20 for contextual
performance. The uncorrected estimates obtained here do not differ substantially from those found in
previous meta-analyses (see Table 2). Thus, restricting the primary studies to those that were
homogenous in terms of occupation did not appear to bias the average effect size estimates.

Moderator detection

A significant O-test of homogeneity (Hedges & Olkin, 1985) rejects the null hypothesis that effect size
estimates are drawn from a single population. In the present study, all Q-tests were significant.
Moreover, all credibility intervals (based on corrected correlations; Whitener, 1990) were relatively
wide and at least approached O (see Table 3). These results, coupled with the theoretical rationale
outlined previously, indicate that a more accurate picture of the conscientiousness—performance
relationship may be gained by elucidating the specific sources of this variability (Lipsey & Wilson,
2001; Schneider & Hough, 1995). Tests of moderation, however, were only conducted on overall and
task performance because the number of studies that used contextual performance and met our
inclusion criteria was too small to yield stable effects. Before examining the results of these analyses,
however, it is first necessary to examine examples of strong and weak occupations in order to assess the
validity of the operationalizations used here.

Table 3. Moderator detection analyses

Uncorrected estimates Corrected estimates’
r Q cv? p Q cv
Overall performance A5 137.7* — .19 212.2* .08, .30
Task performance 13 74.1% — 15 105.1% .00, .30
Contextual performance .16 57.1" — .20 82.2" .00, .40

Note: CV =90% credibility interval.

*p<.0l.

fCorrected for unreliability in predictor and criterion.

jﬁCredibility intervals are only calculated using corrected values (Whitener, 1990).
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Table 4. Descriptive data for proposed moderators

Operationalization of situational strength Mean Range LQ uQ
Constraints 40.07 20.21-59.04 32.75 45.18
Consequences 58.91 43.04-85.21 46.80 69.57
Global situational strength 49.49 38.48-61.70 43.73 54.89

Note: The values provided in this table were calculated using the sample of occupations used in this study. The theoretical range
for each moderator is 0-100. LQ =Lower quartile of the observed range of moderator scores; UQ =upper quartile of the
observed range of moderator scores.

Occupational examples

Some of the strongest O*NET occupations with respect to constraints are “subway and streetcar
operators,” and ‘“medical transcriptionists,” both of which allow for little discretion regarding how or
when to complete relevant tasks, whereas some of the weakest occupations regarding constraints are
“recreation workers,” and ““fitness trainers,”” both of which have substantial flexibility regarding tasks
and the completion thereof. Some of the strongest occupations with respect to consequences are
“surgeons,” and ‘““first-line supervisors/managers of police and detectives,” both of which can lead to
negative outcomes if performed incorrectly, whereas some of the weakest occupations regarding
consequences are ‘‘telemarketers,” and “‘tour guides,” neither of which is typically associated with
serious repercussions. With respect to global situational strength, some of the strongest occupations are
“airline pilots,” “nuclear equipment operation technicians,” and ‘“‘subway and streetcar operators,”
whereas some of the weakest occupations are ‘““curators,” ““poets, lyricists, and creative writers,” and
“personnel recruiters.” Thus, although it is possible that additional operationalizations could
legitimately be developed, the dimensions used here yield face-valid exemplars of strong and weak
occupations. Descriptive data (obtained means, ranges, and confidence intervals) for each
operationalization of situational strength are provided in Table 4.

Hypothesis tests

For each hypothesis, the operationalization of situational strength in question was entered as the lone
predictor variable into a single WLS regression equation, with the conscientiousness—performance
relationship serving as the criterion variable. A negative regression coefficient associated with
situational strength indicates that, as hypothesized, the magnitude of the conscientiousness—
performance relationship increases as occupation-level situational strength decreases. As recom-
mended by Raudenbush (1994), two-tailed t-tests (with df =K — P — 1, where K is the number of
studies and P is the number of predictors in the model) were used to determine if the slopes of the
regression lines differed significantly from 0. The use of two-tailed #-tests (rather than z-tests or one-
tailed 7-tests) makes our hypothesis tests especially conservative. Results of these tests are presented in
Table 5.

Hypothesis 1 (constraints) stated that the conscientiousness—performance relationship is stronger in
occupations wherein employees’ behavioral and decisional discretion is not restricted. In the case of
overall performance, constraints significantly moderated the conscientiousness—performance
relationship in the expected direction (8= —.16, p <.05). In the case of fask performance (which
utilized a substantially smaller sample of primary studies), this effect was only marginally significant,
but also in the expected direction (8 = —.16, p <.10). Thus, Hypothesis 1 was supported in the case of
overall performance and marginally supported in the case of task performance.
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Table 5. Weighted least squares (WLS) tests of the moderating effects of operationalizations of situational
strength

Overall performance Task performance
Operationalization of situational strength N K B N K B
H1—constraints 10769 81 —.16" 4499 31 —.16""
H2—consequences 11143 82 —.23" 4507 32 —21"
Global situational strength 10769 81 —.26™ 4499 31 —.22"

Note: = Standardized WLS regression coefficient. A negative S indicates that, as hypothesized, the magnitude of the
conscientiousness—performance relationship decreases when the strength of the situation increases. H=Hypothesis number.
N =Number of participants. K=Number of primary studies. Statistical significance is assessed via two-tailed t-tests with
df =K — P — 1 (Raudenbush, 1994), where P (number of predictors) = 1. N and K differ within criteria due to missing O*"NET
data.

“p<.10, “p<.05, " p< .0l

Hypothesis 2 (consequences) stated that the conscientiousness—performance relationship is stronger
in occupations wherein employees’ decisions and actions do not affect important outcomes. The results
of this hypothesis test indicated that consequences significantly moderated the conscientiousness—
performance relationship in the expected direction for both overall performance (= —.23, p <.05)
and rask performance (8= —.21, p <.05). Thus, Hypothesis 2 was supported with respect to both
criteria.

It is also important to note that, consistent with the above tests and the underlying theory of this
study, global situational strength had a significant moderating effect in the expected direction for both
overall performance (8= —.26, p<.0l) and task performance (8= —.22, p <.05). Further, the
“practical significance’ of these effects can be examined by calculating expected conscientiousness—
performance correlations for occupations representing extreme levels of situational strength
(operationalized here as plus and minus two standard deviations of global situational strength).
These analyses demonstrate uncorrected effects for overall performance ranging from r=.09 in
prototypically strong occupations such as “‘nuclear equipment operation technician,” wherein
behaviors are regulated by external sources and have the potential to impact others’ health and safety, to
r=.23 in prototypically weak occupations such as ‘“barber,” wherein employees typically have
substantial behavioral/decisional latitude and errors generally do not have serious effects.
Commensurate effects for task performance ranged from r=.06 to .18 for the same occupations.

Discussion

Summary of findings

Despite a long and continuing history of psychological thought stressing the importance of individual
differences and situational characteristics on behavior, personnel selection focuses primarily on the
former. This study highlights the benefits of also incorporating the latter, by meta-analytically
demonstrating that the criterion-related validity of conscientiousness varies as a function of three
operationalizations of occupation-level situational strength. Specifically, meta-analytic WLS
moderator analyses indicate that the conscientiousness-overall performance and conscientiousness—

Copyright © 2009 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. J. Organiz. Behav. 30, 1077-1102 (2009)
DOI: 10.1002/job



1090 R. D. MEYER ET AL.

task performance relationships are moderated by constraints (albeit with marginal significance in the
case of task performance), consequences, and global situational strength. In other words, the present
results meta-analytically demonstrate that the criterion-related validity of conscientiousness is higher
in characteristically weak occupations than in characteristically strong occupations. Given that these
effects were predicted a priori and confirmed via a conservative meta-analytic test, we believe they
have several important implications.

Implications for theory and research

This paper adds to existing situational strength theory by positing (and demonstrating) that two
dimensions can be used to operationalize this construct at the occupational level of analysis. Moreover,
constraints and consequences can be combined to create a formative composite representing global
situational strength. Each of these three constructs behaves in a manner consistent with a priori
expectations, by influencing the criterion-related validity of a common dispositional predictor (i.e.,
conscientiousness). Thus, these results not only reinforce the validity and importance of situational
strength as a general concept, but they also help to clarify its nature. Although, we do not argue that ours
is necessarily the structure of situational strength (more research into this question is certainly needed),
we do believe it represents important progress by encapsulating many extant operationalizations in a
manner consistent with previous theorizing.

Once the ultimate structure of situational strength is determined, a standardized measure of this
construct can be developed, thereby allowing researchers and practitioners to accurately assess its
presence in specific occupations. Such an instrument could be used alongside traditional job analytic
tools “to analyze the context within which the job is embedded” (Murphy & Dzieweczynski, 2005, p.
349), thereby providing locally collected situational strength scores to be used in conjunction with
results such as those presented here to better understand and forecast cross-occupational variability in
the validities of relevant predictors. This is especially important given that situational strength is
posited to restrict behavior in general, thereby highlighting the importance of studying its effect on a
variety of other relationships (e.g., other personality—performance relationships). Thus, the most
important implication of this study may be its potential to inform the debate about the utility of
personality as a predictor.

Implications for the personality debate

Questions concerning the criterion-related validity of trait-based measures of personality have divided
the organizational sciences for decades (Guion, 1998). We believe this manuscript makes a meaningful
contribution to the most recent iteration of this debate (see Morgeson, Campion, Dipboye, Hollenbeck,
Murphy, & Schmitt, 2007b) by showing that questions such as ‘“‘does personality predict job
performance?” fail to adequately capture this issue’s psychological complexity. Instead, more
meaningful answers can be obtained by asking “under what conditions do specific personality traits
predict specific outcomes?”’ Our results demonstrate that the validity of conscientiousness varies in
practically and theoretically meaningful ways as a function of occupation-level situational strength.
Thus, we agree with those who conclude that conscientiousness can be a meaningful predictor of
performance, but we also agree with those who state that “‘there are still compelling reasons for caution
when using personality inventories in personnel selection” (Murphy & Dzieweczynski, 2005, p. 354).
Said differently, one way to begin resolving the personality debate is to actively conceptualize the role
that situational forces play in the expression of valued work outcomes (Barrick & Mount, 2005; Hattrup
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& Jackson, 1996; Hough & Oswald, 2008; Johns, 2006; Tett & Christensen, 2007). Our results begin
doing this by demonstrating that situational strength is one such force that deserves continued practical
and theoretical attention.

This study also has methodological implications for the personality debate. For example, some have
recently pointed out that personality—performance meta-analyses should not focus exclusively on
corrected validity estimates because uncorrected estimates better reflect the effects that are expected in
practice (Morgeson, Campion, Dipboye, Hollenbeck, Murphy, & Schimitt, 2007a). These authors go
on to state, however, that “corrections for range restriction are appropriate when data are available
indicating such restriction has occurred” and that corrections for unreliability ‘““‘are appropriate only
when considering unreliability in the criterion” (p. 1034). Given that situational strength restricts
criterion variability, and others have argued that criterion unreliability “is a function of, rather than
independent of, the situational variables that moderate validities’” (James, Demaree, Mulaik, & Ladd,
1992, p. 3), these corrections may mask the impact of situational strength by assuming its effects are
statistical artifacts. Thus, although we agree with the importance of examining uncorrected validity
estimates, we also urge further research into the appropriateness of meta-analytic corrections of
criterion ‘““deficiencies’ that may, in fact, be the logical outcome of situational strength.

Strengths and limitations

This study possesses a number of features that complement and extend recent attempts to identify
moderators of the conscientiousness—performance relationship. First, it used an interactional
perspective and method to meta-analytically model relevant effects. This included basing hypotheses
on a single theoretical framework (situational strength) and testing for moderation using the best
available meta-analytic technique (WLS regression; Steele & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2002). Second, it
utilized a large N and K (especially for overall performance), thereby increasing the likelihood of
obtaining stable mean effect sizes and moderator estimates. Third, it estimated mean effect sizes for
three forms of job performance (overall, task, and contextual), and moderating effects for two of these
(overall and task)—an important step given the multi-dimensional nature of job performance (Borman
& Motowidlo, 1997). Finally, this was the first study to meta-analytically test whether situational
strength moderates the conscientiousness—performance relationship—or even, more generally,
whether any situational characteristic moderates any personality—behavior relationship.

The primary limitation of this study stems from its use of O*NET estimates, which are essentially
averages representing the conditions one would expect to find in a “typical” setting within a given
occupation (Harvey & Wilson, 2000). The present study was, therefore, not able to assess the
moderating effects of variability in situational strength that exists within the same occupation but in
different organizations (see O’Reilly, Chatman, & Caldwell, 1991), nor variability that exists within the
same organization at alternative levels of analysis (e.g., work group). This is important because
situational strength likely varies across organizations, across positions within the same organization,
and potentially even across time and circumstances within the same position (e.g., constraints may be
reduced as tenure increases, consequences may be greater for those decisions or actions that directly
affect the organization’s bottom line). Additionally, research on ‘‘tightness—looseness” (e.g., Gelfand,
Nishii, & Raver, 2006), a construct similar to situational strength, raises the intriguing possibility that
situational strength varies across societies or cultures.

Thus, the multi-level nature of situational strength has a number of important implications for the
future development and application of this construct. First, the question of relevant levels of analysis
(and specific operationalizations of situational strength therein) should be a focal point of any
continued theoretical development of situational strength. Second, any test of situational strength
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should be explicit about what level(s) of analysis is/are being assessed. Lastly, researchers and theorists
should be open to the possibility that the effects of any single operationalization may not be consistent
across levels. For example, it is possible that the effects of ““constraints’ are more pronounced at micro
levels of analysis (e.g., constraints imposed by one’s immediate supervisor) than at macro levels of
analysis (e.g., constraints imposed by governmental regulations). By measuring situational strength at
the occupational level of analysis, the present study provides an initial test of the impact of this
construct but also emphasizes the importance of continued investigations at other levels of analysis.

Conclusions

The present study meta-analytically demonstrates that occupation-level situational strength
(operationalized here as constraints, consequences, and a formative global situational strength
composite) moderates the conscientiousness—performance relationship, such that conscientiousness
better predicts performance in characteristically weak occupations than in characteristically strong
occupations. These findings demonstrate that situational strength can be used to improve the theory,
research, and practice surrounding personnel selection by helping to calculate more accurate estimates
of the expected criterion-related validity of non-cognitive predictors. Thus, we caution against relying
exclusively on corrected, bivariate, mean effect size estimates without additionally accounting for
variability induced by situational strength. We also encourage future theoretical and empirical
investigations into the nature of situational strength as well as its influences on other personality—
outcome relationships, at additional levels of analysis. It is only when such inquiry becomes
commonplace that we will truly achieve the ideals outlined by Lee Cronbach more than 50 years ago.

Acknowledgements

The authors thank Michael Campion, Jessica Foster, Laurent Lapierre, James LeBreton, and Charlie
Reeve for their constructive feedback, as well as Fabian Elizondo for his help with data retrieval from
Hogan Assessment Systems, Inc., and Rod McCloy at HumRRO for his O*NET expertise.

Author biographies

Rustin Meyer is a PhD candidate in Industrial/Organizational Psychology at Purdue University and
will start as an Assistant Professor of I/O Psychology at the Georgia Institute of Technology in the fall
of 2009. His research interests focus primarily on better understanding person-situation interactions as
they affect workplace behaviors.

Reeshad Dalal is an Assistant Professor of Industrial/Organizational Psychology at George Mason
University. His research interests include person-situation interactions, deviant/counterproductive
work behavior, organizational citizenship behavior, advice-giving and advice-taking, and job attitudes.
Silvia Bonaccio is an Assistant Professor of Human Resource Management and Organizational
Behaviour Management at the University of Ottawa’s Telfer School of Management. Her research

Copyright © 2009 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. J. Organiz. Behav. 30, 1077-1102 (2009)
DOI: 10.1002/job



CONSCIENTIOUSNESS-PERFORMANCE MODERATORS 1093

interests include advice-giving and advice-taking, decision making, and the study of individual
differences as they relate to workplace behaviors.

References

Note: References marked with an asterisk indicate studies included in the meta-analysis.

* Abraham, J. D., & Morrison, J. D. (2003). Relationship between the performance perspectives inventory’s
conscientiousness scale and job performance of corporate security guards. Applied H.R.M. Research, 8, 45-48.

*Barling, J., Kelloway, E. K., & Cheung, D. (1996). Time management and achievement striving interact to predict
car sales performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81, 821-826.

Barrick, M. R., & Mount, M. K. (1991). The big five personality dimensions and job performance: A meta-analysis.
Personnel Psychology, 44, 1-25.

Barrick, M. R., & Mount, M. K. (1993). Autonomy as a moderator of the relationships between the big five
personality dimensions and job performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78, 111-118.

* Barrick, M. R., & Mount, M. K. (1996). Effects of impression management and self-deception on the predictive
validity of personality constructs. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81, 261-272.

Barrick, M. R., & Mount, M. K. (2000). Select on conscientiousness and emotional stability. In E. A. Locke (Ed.),
The Blackwell handbook of principles of organizational behavior (pp. 15-28). Maldern, MA: Blackwell.
Barrick, M. R., & Mount, M. K. (2005). Yes, personality matters: Moving on to more important matters. Human

Performance, 18, 359-372.

Barrick, M. R., Mount, M. K., & Judge, T. A. (2001). Personality and performance at the beginning of the new
millennium: What do we know and where do we go next? International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 9,
9-30.

* Barrick, M. R., Mount, M. K., & Strauss, J. P. (1993). Conscientiousness and performance of sales representa-
tives: Test of the mediating effects of goal setting. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78, 715-722.

* Barrick, M. R., Stewart, G. L., & Piotrowski, M. (2002). Personality and job performance: Test of the mediating
effects of motivation among sales representatives. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 43-51.

Beaty, J. C., Jr., Cleveland, J. N., & Murphy, K. R. (2001). The relationship between personality and contextual
performance in “‘strong” versus ‘“weak’ situations. Human Performance, 14, 125-148.

Bekkers, R. (2005). Participation in voluntary associations: Relations with resources, personality, and political
values. Political Psychology, 26, 439-454.

Biderman, M. D., Nguyen, N. T., & Sebren, J. (2007). Time-on-task mediates the conscientiousness-performance
relationship. Personality and Individual Differences, 44, 887-897.

* Black, J. (2000). Personality testing and police selection: Utility of the big-five. New Zealand Journal of
Psychology, 29, 2-9.

“ Bluen, S. D., Barling, J., & Burns, W. (1990). Predicting sales performance, job satisfaction, and depression by
using the achievement strivings and impatience-irritability dimensions of type A behavior. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 75, 212-216.

Borman, W. C., & Motowidlo, S. J. (1993). Expanding the criterion domain to include elements of contextual
performance. In N. Schmitt, & W. C. Borman (Eds.), Personnel selection in organizations (pp. 71-98).
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Borman, W. C., & Motowidlo, S. J. (1997). Task performance and contextual performance: The meaning for
personnel selection research. Human Performance, 10, 99—109.

* Borman, W. C., Rosse, R. L., & Abrahams, N. M. (1980). An empirical construct validity approach to studying
predictor-job performance links. Journal of Applied Psychology, 65, 662—671.

*Bosshardt, M. J., Carter, G. W., Gialluca, K. A., Dunnette, M. D., & Ashworth, S. D. (1992). Predictive validation
of an insurance agent support person selection battery. Journal of Business and Psychology, 7, 213-224.

Bowen, D. E., & Ostroff, C. (2004). Understanding HRM-firm performance linkages: The role of the “‘strength’ of
the HRM system. Academy of Management Review, 29, 203-221.

Bowles, H. R., Babcock, L., & McGinn, K. L. (2005). Constraints and triggers: Situational mechanics of gender in
negotiation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 89, 951-965.

Copyright © 2009 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. J. Organiz. Behav. 30, 1077-1102 (2009)
DOI: 10.1002/job



1094 R. D. MEYER ET AL.

*Burke, L. A., & Witt, L. A. (2002). Moderators of the openness to experience-performance relationship. Journal
of Managerial Psychology, 17, T12-721.

* Burke, L. A., & Witt, L. A. (2004). Personality and high-maintenance employee behavior. Journal of Business
and Psychology, 18, 349-363.

Camerer, C. F., & Hogarth, R. M. (1999). The effects of financial incentives in experiments: A review and capital-
labor-production framework. Journal of Risk and Uncertainty, 19, 7-42.

Campion, M. A., Morgeson, F. P., & Mayfield, M. S. (1999). O*'NET’s theoretical contributions to job analysis
research. In N. G. Peterson, M. D. Mumford, W. C. Borman, P. R. Jeanneret, & E. A. Fleishman (Eds.),
An occupational information system for the 2Ist century: The development of O'NET (pp. 297-304).
Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

* Cellar, D. F,, Miller, M. L., Doverspike, D. D., & Klawsky, J. D. (1996). Comparison of factor structures and
criterion-related validity coefficients for two measures of personality based on the five factor model. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 81, 694-704.

* Cellar, D. F.,, DeGrendel, D. J. D., Klawsky, J. D., & Miller, M. L. (1996). The validity of personality, service
orientation, and reading comprehension measures as predictors of flight attendant training performance. Journal
of Business and Psychology, 11, 43-54.

* Chan, D., & Schmitt, N. (2002). Situational judgment and job performance. Human Performance, 15, 233-254.

Chaplin, W. F. (1991). The next generation of moderator research in personality psychology. Journal of
Personality, 59, 143-178.

Chatman, J. A. (1989). Improving interactional organizational research: A model of person organization fit.
Academy of Management Review, 14, 333-349.

Chen, G., Casper, W. J., & Cortina, J. M. (2001). The roles of self-efficacy and task complexity in the relationships
among cognitive ability, conscientiousness, and work-related performance: A meta-analytic examination.
Human Performance, 14, 209-230.

Cohen, J. (1983). The cost of dichotomization. Applied Psychological Measurement, 7, 249-253.

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2nd ed.). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Conner, M., & Abraham, C. (2001). Conscientiousness and the theory of planned behavior: Toward a more
complete model of antecedents of intentions and behavior. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 27,
1547-1561.

*Conte, J. M., & Jacobs, R. R. (2003). Validity evidence linking polychronicity and big five personality dimensions
to absence, lateness, and supervisory performance ratings. Human Performance, 16, 107-129.

* Conte, J. M., & Gintoft, J. N. (2005). Polychronicity, big five personality dimensions, and sales performance.
Human Performance, 18, 427-444.

Converse, P. D., Oswald, F. L., Gillespie, M. A., Field, K. A., & Bizot, E. B. (2004). Matching individuals to
occupations using abilities and the O*NET: Issues and an application in career guidance. Personnel Psychology,
57,451-487.

* Cortina, J. M., Doherty, M. L., Schmitt, N., Kaufman, G., & Smith, R. G. (1992). The “big-five” personality
factors in the IPI and MMPI: Predictors of police performance. Personnel Psychology, 45, 119-140.

* Crant, J. M. (1995). The proactive personality scale and objective job performance among real estate agents.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 80, 532-537.

Cronbach, L. J. (1957). The two disciplines of scientific psychology. American Psychologist, 12, 671-684.

* Dalton, M., & Wilson, M. (2000). The relationship of the five-factor model of personality to job performance for a
group of Middle Eastern expatriate managers. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 31, 250-258.

Davis-Blake, A., & Pfeffer, J. (1989). Just a mirage: The search for dispositional effects in organizational research.
Academy of Management Journal, 14, 285-400.

* Day, D. V., & Silverman, S. B. (1989). Personality and job performance: Evidence of incremental validity.
Personnel Psychology, 42, 25-36.

*Deluga, R.J., & Mason, S. (2000). Relationship of resident assistant conscientiousness, extraversion, and positive
affect with rated performance. Journal of Research in Personality, 34, 225-235.

Diefendorff, J. M., Richard, E. M., & Gosserand, R. H. (2006). Examination of situational and attitudinal
moderators of the hesitation and performance relation. Personnel Psychology, 59, 365-393.

Dierdorff, E. C., & Surface, E. A. (2007). Placing peer ratings in context: Systematic influences beyond ratee
performance. Personnel Psychology, 60, 93—126.

Digman, J. M. (1990). Personality structure: Emergence of the five-factor model. Annual Review of Psychology, 41,
417-440.

Douglas, T. J., & Judge, W. Q. (2001). Total quality management implementation and competitive advantage: The
role of structural control and exploration. Academy of Management Journal, 44, 158—169.

Copyright © 2009 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. J. Organiz. Behav. 30, 1077-1102 (2009)
DOI: 10.1002/job



CONSCIENTIOUSNESS-PERFORMANCE MODERATORS 1095

* Fallon, J. D., Avis, J. M., Kudisch, J. D., Gornet, T. P., & Frost, A. (2000). Conscientiousness as a predictor of
productive and counter productive behaviors. Journal of Business and Psychology, 15, 339-349.

* Ferris, G. L., Witt, L. A., & Hochwarter, W. A. (2001). Interaction of social skill and general mental ability on job
performance and salary. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 1075-1082.

Fleeson, W. (2007). Situation-based contingencies underlying trait-content manifestation in behavior. Journal of
Personality, 75, 825-862.

Forehand, G. A., & von Haller Gilmer, B. (1964). Environmental variation in studies of organizational behavior.
Psychological Bulletin, 62, 361-382.

Funder, D. C. (2006). Towards a resolution of the personality triad: Persons, situations, and behaviors. Journal of
Research in Personality, 40, 21-34.

* Furnham, A. (1991). Personality and occupational success: 16PF correlates of cabin crew performance.
Personality and Individual Differences, 12, 87-90.

Gelfand, M. J., Nishii, L. H., & Raver, J. L. (2006). On the nature and importance of cultural tightness-looseness.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 91, 1225-1244.

Gellatly, I. R. (1996). Conscientiousness and task performance: Test of a cognitive process model. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 81, 474—482.

* Gellaty, 1. R., & Irving, P. G. (2001). Personality, autonomy, and contextual performance of managers. Human
Performance, 14, 229-243.

Gill, H., Boies, K., Finegan, J. E., & McNally, J. (2005). Antecedents of trust: Establishing a boundary condition
for the relation between propensity to trust and intention to trust. Journal of Business and Psychology, 19, 287—
302.

Glomb, T. M., Kammeyer-Mueller, J. D., & Rotundo, M. (2004). Emotional labor demands and compensating
wage differentials. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89, 700-714.

Griffin, M. A. (1997). Interaction between individuals and situations: Using HLM procedures to estimate
reciprocal relationships. Journal of Management, 23, 759-773.

Guion, R. (1998). Assessment, measurement, and prediction for personnel decisions. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates.

Hackman, J. R., & Oldham, G. R. (1976). Motivation through the design of work: Test of a theory. Organizational
Behavior and Human Performance, 16, 250-279.

Harvey, R. J., & Wilson, M. A. (2000). Yes Virginia, there is an objective reality in job analysis. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 21, 829-854.

Hattrup, K., & Jackson, S. E. (1996). Learning about individual differences by taking situations seriously. In K. R.
Murphy (Ed.), Individual differences and behavior in organizations (pp. 507-547). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-
Bass.

* Hattrup, K., O’Connell, M. S., & Wingate, P. H. (1998). Prediction of multidimensional criteria: Distinguishing
task and contextual performance. Human Performance, 11, 305-319.

Hauge, G. (1964). The individual in the modern economic world. Pittsburg, PA: Carnegie Press.

* Hayes, T. L., Roehm, H. A., & Castellano, J. P. (1994). Personality correlates of success in total quality
manufacturing. Journal of Business and Psychology, 8, 397-411.

Hedges, L. V., & Olkin, 1. (1985). Statistical methods for meta-analysis. Orlando, FL: Academic Press.

“Hogan, J., & Hogan, L. M. (2005). Criterion-related validity evidence of the Hogan personality inventory across
various occupations. Unpublished raw data.

“Hogan, J., Rybicki, S. L., Motowidlo, S. J., & Borman, W. C. (1998). Relations between contextual performance,
personality and occupational advancement. Human Performance, 11, 189-207.

Hough, L. M., & Oswald, F. O. (2008). Personality testing and I-O psychology: Asking questions, offering
answers, discussing unknowns, and providing direction. Industrial and Organizational Psychology: Perspective
on Science and Practice, 1, 272-290.

Hubbard, M., McCloy, R., Campbell, J., Nottingham, J., Lewis, P., Rivkin, D., et al. (2000). Revision of O*"NET
data collection instruments. Technical Report. Raleigh, NC, Center for O"NET Development, Employment
Security Commission.

* Hunthausen, J. M., Truxillo, D. M., Bauer, T. N., & Hammer, L. B. (2003). A field study of frame-of-reference
effects on personality test validity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 545-551.

Hurtz, G. M., & Donovan, J. J. (2000). Personality and job performance: The big five revisited. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 85, 869-879.

Jaccard, J. (2000). ZumaStat (Version 3.0), Computer software. Miami, FL, Applied Scientific Analysis.

* Jacobs, R. R., Conte, J. M., Day, D. V., Silva, J. M., & Harris, R. (1996). Selecting bus drivers: Multiple
predictors, multiple perspectives on validity, and multiple estimates of utility. Human Performance, 9, 199-217.

Copyright © 2009 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. J. Organiz. Behav. 30, 1077-1102 (2009)
DOI: 10.1002/job



1096 R. D. MEYER ET AL.

James, L. R., Demaree, R. G., Mulaik, S. A., & Ladd, R. T. (1992). Validity generalization in the context of
situational models. Journal of Applied Psychology, 77, 3—14.

Jeanneret, P. R., Borman, W. C., Kubisiak, U. C., & Hanson, M. A. (1999). Generalized work activities. In N. G.
Peterson, M. D. Mumford, W. C. Borman, P. R. Jeanneret, & E. A. Fleishman (Eds.), An occupational
information system for the 21st century: The development of O*NET (pp. 105-125n) Washington, DC: American
Psychological Association.

Jeanneret, P. R., & Strong, M. H. (2003). Linking O*NET job analysis information to job requirement predictors:
An O*NET application. Personnel Psychology, 56, 465-492.

* Jenkins, M., & Griffith, R. (2004). Using personality constructs to predict performance: Narrow or broad
bandwidth. Journal of Business and Psychology, 19, 255-269.

Johns, G. (2001). In praise of context. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 22, 31-42.

Johns, G. (2006). The essential impact of context on organizational behavior. Academy of Management Review, 31,
386—408.

Judge, T. A., & Ilies, R. (2002). Relationship of personality to performance motivation: A meta-analytic review.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 797-807.

Kanfer, R., Chen, G., & Pritchard, R. D. (2008a). The three C’s of work motivation: Content, context, and change.
In R. Kanfer, G. Chen, & R. D. Pritchard (Eds.), Work motivation: Past, present, and future (pp. 1-16). New
York: Routledge.

Kanfer, R., Chen, G., & Pritchard, R. D. (2008b). Work motivation: Forging new perspectives and direction in the
post-millennium. In R. Kanfer, G. Chen, & R. D. Pritchard (Eds.), Work motivation: Past, present, and future
(pp- 601-632). New York: Routledge.

Kelly, W. E., Johnson, J. L., & Miller, M. J. (2003). Conscientiousness and the prediction of task duration. North
American Journal of Psychology, 5, 443-450.

* Kolz, A. R. (2000). Personality predictors of retail employee theft and counterproductive behavior. Journal of
Customer Service in Marketing and Management, 6, 99.

* Konovsky, M. A., Elliot, J., & Pugh, S. D. (1995). Citizenship behavior and its determinants in Mexico. Paper
presented at 1995 National Academy of Management Meeting, Vancouver, BC, Canada.

LaFrance, M., Hecht, M. A., & Paluck, E. L. (2003). The contingent smile: A meta-analysis of sex differences in
smiling. Psychological Bulletin, 129, 305-334.

* LaHuis, D. M., Martin, N. R., & Avis, J. M. (2005). Investigating nonlinear conscientiousness-job performance
relationships for clerical employees. Human Performance, 18, 199-212.

Lee, C., Ashford, S. J., & Bobko, P. (1990). Interactive effects of “type A” behavior and perceived control on
worker performance, job satisfaction, and somatic complaints. Academy of Management Journal, 33, 870-881.

LePine, J. A., Hollenbeck, J. R., Ilgen, D. R., Colquitt, J. A., & Ellis, A. (2002). Gender composition, situational
strength, and team decision-making accuracy: A criterion decomposition approach. Organizational Behavior
and Human Decision Processes, 88, 445-475.

Liao, H., & Chuang, A. (2004). A multilevel investigation of factors influencing employee service performance and
customer outcomes. Academy of Management Journal, 47, 41-58.

Lipsey, M. W., & Wilson, D. B. (2001). Practical meta-analysis. In L. Bickman, & D. J. Rog (Eds.), Applied Social
Research Methods Series: Vol. 49. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Lissek, S., Pine, D. S., & Grillon, C. (2006). The strong situation: A potential impediment to studying the
psychobiology and pharmacology of anxiety disorders. Biological Psychology, 72, 265-270.

Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. P. (2002). Building a practically useful theory of goal setting and task motivation: A
35-year odyssey. American Psychologist, 57, 705-717.

*Love, K. G., & DeArmond, S. (2007). The validity of assessment center ratings and 16PF personality trait scores
in police sergeant promotions: A case of incremental validity. Public Personnel Management, 37, 21-32.

*Loveland, J. M., Gibson, L. W., Lounsbury, J. W., & Huffstetler, B. C. (2005). Broad and narrow personality traits
in relation to the job performance of camp counselors. Child and Youth Care Forum, 34, 241-255.

* Lyons, T. J., Bayless, J. A., & Park, R. K. (2001). Relationship of cognitive, biographical, and personality
measures with the training and job performance of detention enforcement officers in a federal government
agency. Applied H.R.M. Research, 6, 67-70.

MacDonald, R. P. (1999). Test theory: A unified approach. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

MacKenzie, S. B., Podsakoff, P. M., & Jarvis, C. B. (2005). The problem of measurement model misspecification in
behavioral and organizational research and some recommended solutions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90,
710-730.

* Martocchio, J. J., & Judge, T. A. (1997). Relationship between conscientiousness and learning in employee
training: Mediating influences of self-deception and self-efficacy. Journal of Applied Psychology, 82, 764-773.

Copyright © 2009 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. J. Organiz. Behav. 30, 1077-1102 (2009)
DOI: 10.1002/job



CONSCIENTIOUSNESS-PERFORMANCE MODERATORS 1097

Masood, S. A., Dani, S. S., Burns, N. D., & Backhouse, C. J. (2006). Transformational leadership and
organizational culture: The situational strength perspective. Proceedings of the Institution of Mechanical
Engineers, Part B: Journal of Engineering and Manufacture, 220, 941-949.

McCloy, R., Waugh, G., Medsker, G., Wall, J., Rivkin, D., & Lewis, P. (1999). Determining the occupational
reinforcer patterns for O*NET occupational units. Raleigh, NC: National Center for O'NET Development
Employment Security. Commission.

McCrae, R. R., & John, O. P. (1992). An introduction to the five-factor model and its applications. Journal of
Personality, 60, 175-215.

“McManus, M. A., & Kelly, M. L. (1999). Personality measures and biodata: Evidence regarding their incremental
predictive value in the life insurance industry. Personnel Psychology, 52, 137-148.

Meier, N. R. F. (1970). Male vs. female discussion leaders. Personnel Psychology, 23, 455-461.

* Meronek, J. S., & Tan, J. A. (2004). Personality predictors of firefighter job performance and job satisfaction.
Applied H.R.M. Research, 9, 39-40.

Mischel, W. (1977). The interaction of person and situation. In D. Magnusson, & N. S. Endler (Eds.), Personality at
the crossroads: Current issues in interactional psychology (pp. 333-352). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates.

Mischel, W., & Peake, P. K. (1982). Beyond déja vu in the search for cross-situational consistency. Psychological
Review, 89, 730-755.

Morgeson, F., Campion, M. A., Dipboye, R. L., Hollenbeck, J. R., Murphy, K., & Schmitt, N. (2007a). Are we
getting fooled again? Coming to terms with limitations in the use of personality tests for personnel selection.
Personnel Psychology, 60, 1029-1049.

Morgeson, F., Campion, M. A., Dipboye, R. L., Hollenbeck, J. R., Murphy, K., & Schmitt, N. (2007b).
Reconsidering the use of personality tests in personnel selection contexts. Personnel Psychology, 60, 683-729.

* Morrison, J. D., Abraham, J. D., & Dennis, G. B. (2004). Relationship between the performance perspectives
inventory’s leadership scales and job performance of quick service restaurant managers. Applied H.R.M.
Research, 9, 31-34.

Mount, M. K., & Barrick, M. R. (1995). The big five personality dimensions: Implications for research and practice
in human resource management. In G. R. Ferris (Ed.), Research in Personnel and Human Resources Manage-
ment (Vol. 13, pp. 153-200). Stamford, CT: JAI Press.

* Mount, M. K., Barrick, M. R., & Strauss, J. P. (1994). Validity of observer ratings of the big five personality
factors. Journal of Applied Psychology, 79, 272-280.

*Mount, M. K., Barrick, M. R., & Strauss, J. P. (1999). The joint relationship of conscientiousness and ability with
performance: Test of the interaction hypothesis. Journal of Management, 25, 707-721.

* Mount, M. K., Witt, L., & Barrick, M. R. (2000). Incremental validity of empirically keyed biodata scales over
GMA and the five factor personality constructs. Personnel Psychology, 53, 299-323.

Mullins, J. M., & Cummings, L. L. (1999). Situational strength: A framework for understanding the role of
individuals in initiating proactive strategic change. Journal of Organizational Change Management, 12, 462—
479.

“Munson, L. J. (2002). Assessing job affect’s and job satisfaction’s influences on job behaviors. Paper presented at
the 17th annual Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology conference, Toronto, ON, Canada.
Murphy, K. R., & Dzieweczynski, J. L. (2005). Why don’t measures of broad dimensions of personality perform

better as predictors of job performance? Human Performance, 18, 343-357.

* Neuman, G. A., & Kickul, J. R. (1998). Organizational citizenship behaviors: Achievement orientation and
personality. Journal of Business and Psychology, 13, 263-279.

* O’Connell, M. S., Doverspike, D., Norris-Watts, C., & Hattrup, K. (2001). Predictors of organizational
citizenship behavior among Mexican retail salespeople. The International Journal of Organizational Analysis,
9, 272-280.

* O’Connell, M. S., Hattrup, K., Doverspike, D., & Cober, A. (2002). The validity of “mini” simulations for
Mexican retail salespeople. Journal of Business and Psychology, 16, 593-599.

O’Reilly, C. A., Chatman, J., & Caldwell, D. F. (1991). People and organizational culture: A profile comparison
approach to assessing person-organization fit. Academy of Management Journal, 34, 487-516.

* Oakes, D. W., Ferris, G. R., Martocchio, J. J., Buckley, M. R., & Broach, D. (2001). Cognitive ability and
personality predictors of training program skill acquisition and job performance. Journal of Business and
Psychology, 15, 523-548.

O NET Content Model. Occupational Information Network: Resource Center. Retrieved 3 February 2009 from
http://www.onetcenter.org/content.html

O NET Online. Occupational Information Network. Retrieved 3 February 3 2009 from http://online.onetcenter.org/

Copyright © 2009 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. J. Organiz. Behav. 30, 1077-1102 (2009)
DOI: 10.1002/job



1098 R. D. MEYER ET AL.

Parker, S. K., & Ohly, S. (2008). Designing motivating jobs: An expanded framework for linking work
characteristics and motivation. In R. Kanfer, G. Chen, & R. D. Pritchard (Eds.), Work motivation: Past,
present, and future (pp. 233-284). New York: Routledge.

Peterson, N. G., Mumford, M. D., Borman, W. C., Jeanneret, P. R., Fleishman, E. A., Levin, K. Y., et al. (2001).
Understanding work using the occupational information network (O*NET): Implications for practice and
research. Personnel Psychology, 54, 451-492.

Pfeffer, J. (1998). Understanding organizations: Concepts and controversies. In D. T. Gilbert, S. T. Fiske, & G.
Lindzey (Eds.), The Handbook of Social Psychology (Vol. 11, 4th ed., pp. 733-777). Boston, MA: McGraw-Hill.

* Piedmont, R. L., Hill, D. C., & Blanco, S. (1999). Predicting athletic performance using the five-factor model of
personality. Personality and Individual Differences, 27, 769-777.

* Puffer, S. M. (1987). Prosocial behavior, noncompliant behavior, and work performance among commission
salespeople. Journal of Applied Psychology, 72, 615-621.

Raudenbush, S. W. (1994). Random effects models. In H. Cooper, & L. V. Hedges (Eds.), The handbook of research
synthesis (pp. 301-321). New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

* Robertson, 1. T., Baron, H., Gibbons, P., Maclver, R., & Nyfield, G. (2000). Conscientiousness and managerial
performance. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 73, 171-180.

Roberts, B. W., Chernyshenko, O. S., Stark, S., & Goldberg, L. R. (2005). The structure of conscientiousness: An
empirical investigation based on seven major personality questionnaires. Personnel Psychology, 58, 103—139.

* Robie, C., & Ryan, A. M. (1999). Performance monitoring as a moderator of the relations between two
conscientiousness measures and task performance. Journal of Business and Psychology, 13, 391-406.

Rogers, C. R. (1954). Toward a theory of creativity. ETC: A Review of General Semantics, 4, 249-260.

* Sackett, P. R., Gruys, M. L., & Ellingson, J. E. (1998). Ability-personality intereactions when predicting job
performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83, 545-556.

* Salgado, J. F, & Rumbo, A. (1997). Personality and job performance in financial services managers.
International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 5, 91-100.

Schmidt, F. L., & Kaplan, L. B. (1971). Composite vs. multiple criteria: A review and resolution of the controversy.
Personnel Psychology, 24, 419-434.

Schneider, B., Salvaggio, A. N., & Subirats, M. (2002). Climate strength: A new direction for climate research.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 220-229.

Schneider, R. J., & Hough, L. M. (1995). Personality and industrial/organizational psychology. In C. L. Cooper, &
I. T. Robertson (Eds.), International Review of Industrial and Organizational Psychology (Vol. 10, pp. 75-129).
Chichester, NY: Wiley.

Shaw, J. D., & Gupta, N. (2004). Job complexity, performance, and well-being: When does supplies-values matter?
Personnel Psychology, 57, 847-879.

Snyder, M., & Ickes, W. (1985). Personality and social behavior. In G. Lindzey, & E. Aronson (Eds.), Handbook of
social psychology (3rd ed., pp. 883-948). New York: Random House.

Steele, P. D., & Kammeyer-Mueller, J. D. (2002). Comparing meta-analytic moderator estimation techniques
under realistic conditions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 96—111.

Strong, M. H., Jeanneret, P. R., McPhail, M., Blakley, B. R., & D’Egidio, E. L. (1999). Work context: Taxonomy
and measurement of the work environment. In N. G. Peterson, M. D. Mumford, W. C. Borman, P. R. Jeanneret, &
E. A. Fleishman (Eds.), An occupational information system for the 21st century: The development of O*NET
(pp. 297-304). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

Tett, R. P., & Burnett, D. D. (2003). A personality trait-based interactionist model of job performance. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 88, 500-517.

Tett, R. P., & Christensen, N. D. (2007). Personality tests at the crossroads: A response to Morgeson, Campion,
Dipboye, Hollenbeck, Murphy, & Schmitt (2007. Personnel Psychology, 60, 967-993.

* Thoresen, C. J., Bradley, J. C., Bliese, P. D., & Thoresen, J. D. (2004). The big five personality traits and
individual job performance growth trajectories in maintenance and transitional job stages. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 89, 835-853.

Thornton, B., & Knox, D. (2002). “Not in my backyard”: The situational and personality determinants of
oppositional behavior. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 32, 2554-2574.

* Timmerman, T. A. (2004). Relationships between NEO PI-R personality measures and job performance ratings of
inbound call center employees. Applied H.R.M. Research, 9, 35-38.

Viswesvaran, C., Schmidt, F. L., & Ones, D. S. (2005). Is there a general factor in ratings of job performance? A
meta-analytic framework for disentangling substantive and error influences. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90,
108-131.

Copyright © 2009 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. J. Organiz. Behav. 30, 1077-1102 (2009)
DOI: 10.1002/job



CONSCIENTIOUSNESS-PERFORMANCE MODERATORS 1099

Wallace, D. S., Paulson, R. M., Lord, C. G., & Bond, C. F. (2005). Which behaviors do attitudes predict? Meta-
analyzing the effects of social pressure and perceived difficulty. Review of General Psychology, 9, 214-227.

* Warr, P, Bartram, D., & Martin, T. (2005). Personality and sales performance: Situational variation and
interactions between traits. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 13, 87-91.

Weiss, H. M., & Adler, S. (1984). Personality and organizational behavior. Research in Organizational Behavior, 6,
1-50.

Whitener, E. M. (1990). Confusion of confidence intervals and credibility intervals in meta analysis. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 75, 315-321.

Withey, M. J., Gellatly, 1. R., & Annett, M. (2005). The moderating effect of situation strength on the relationship
between personality and provision of effort. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 35, 1587-1608.

* Witt, L. A. (2002). The interactive effects of extraversion and conscientiousness on performance. Journal of
Management, 28, 835-851.

* Witt, L. A., Andrews, M. C., & Carlson, D. S. (2004). When conscientiousness isn’t enough: Emotional
exhaustion and performance among call center customer service representatives. Journal of Management, 30,
149-160.

“Witt, L. A., Burke, L. A., Barrick, M. R., & Mount, M. K. (2002). The interactive effects of conscientiousness and
agreeableness on job performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 164—169.

*Witt, L. A., & Ferris, G. R. (2003). Social skill as moderator of the conscientiousness-performance relationship:
Convergent results across four studies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 809—820.

Zimmerman, F. J., Christakis, D. A., & Vander Stoep, A. (2004). Tinker, tailor, soldier, patient: Work attributes and
depression disparities among young adults. Social Science and Medicine, 58, 1889-1901.

Copyright © 2009 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. J. Organiz. Behav. 30, 1077-1102 (2009)
DOI: 10.1002/job



R. D. MEYER ET AL.

1100

(s[eos pue ‘sonuiorid
‘$)[SB) QUIULIDJOP 0} JIIOM
U} SuIMO[[e uRY) JoyIel
‘IOYIOM AU} JOJ PAINONIS

(Pa109S ISIAAI)
JI0M parnjonnsun

6S SJUTRIISUOD) JXJUOD YIOM painjonns A19A =" qof S1y) ST JUAX2 Jeym oJ, $NS424 PAINIONNS
(190
pamnjonnsun A1oA = H qofl oty seop ‘uorsiazedns (pe102s
WOPaATJ NI AIoA =T JNOYIIM ‘WOPARI Furjew 9SIOAQI) SUOISIOAP
LS SJuTRIISUOD) JXJUOD YIOM WOPAAIJ AAISUXH = H -UOISIOdP Yonw MOH YeW 0] WOPIAL]
sarnpasoid
IO UOTIOUNJ S[IOM JRIPIWWIT 0} Juduasoduwr
10 93uryd dWOS 10} suonsa33ns SuLyO =1
SIoUWI0ISND suonNNQLIIUOD JNISIIR
)1 pue uoneziuesio ue Yloq I0j sjuowrasoidur Surpnyour ‘sjonpoid 10
[enue)sqns ur jpnsar [im pue joedwr peardsopim ‘swaIsAs ‘sdrysuonerar
QABY [[IM MOJJO QATIBAID AY) AIYM ‘SIIF)eNS ‘seapt ‘suonjeordde
SONIATIOR YIOM Io ‘sjonpoid ‘s[eriajewt ‘sar3ojouyod) ‘soonoeid mau Funead 1o (P2I109s 9SIAI)
96" SJUIRIISUOD) Ppazi[eIduan) uaaold 9g-031-1o£ pue mou Funuaaur 1o unear) =H ‘urudisop ‘Surdojoraq A1eAnea1d Junjuryg,
joedwl JoUTW 9ABY [[IM SUOIIN[OS IO SUOISIOAP
AU} pue ‘pauyep [[om A[[ensn are jey) sadI0Yd
M3J © SULIOPISUOD I9)JB SUOISN[OU0D JUIYILdy =]
joedwi Juedoyrugis A19A € oAey [[Im uodn
POPIOAP SUONNOS AY) PUEB SUOISIOAP [euy Juryoear sworqoxd
910Joq PAIOPISUOD 9q ISNW JBY) SOATJEUI)[E puk QAJOS puUE UOTNJOS
syurodmara Sunodwod are a19y) AIYM oBNSqR IO 159q ) S00YD 0} (P2I109s 9SIAI)
SANIATIOR YIOoM snongiquie ualjo dIe ey} SIOI0YD JO Jaquinu JoJIe| S)[nsal unen[ead pue sworqoid Jurajos
I Sjurensuo)) pozIfeIouUdD) © SULIOPISUOD Id}J8 SUOISN[OUO0d Sulyoedy = H uoneuwlojul SulZA[eUy  pue SUOISIOAP SuDyRIN
D11 UuoISuUQWIp 901os LAN,O _sloyoue wa)f uonIuyap Wojf Qweu W)L
JUBAQ[OY

sousodwod yi3uans [euonenIs JonNsuod 03 pasn swall TN, O Jo IS “Xipuaddy

J. Organiz. Behav. 30, 1077-1102 (2009)

Copyright © 2009 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

DOI: 10.1002/job



1101

CONSCIENTIOUSNESS-PERFORMANCE MODERATORS

<)

8Y

0¢

60

€s

e

soouanbasuo)

soouanbasuo)

soouanbasuo)

SJUTRI)SUOD)

SJUTRI)SUOD)

SJUTRI)SUOD)

IXQIUOD) JIOM

IXIUOD) JIOM

SAMIADOY YIOM

pozieIouan

IXQUOD) JIOM

IXUOD) JIOM

IXUOD) SJIOM

[enueisqns KIoA = H

Aniqisuodsar ou ‘QuUON =]
[enueisqns K10A = H

Kouowr 10 S95INOSAI JO SUT[[ONUOD
10 Surojiuour 9N op 0} SUIPAAN =T

1o8pnq o31e[ © SurSeuew SuIpnouUl ‘S92INOSAI JO
Ioquinu 9318 B SUI[[0NUOD puk SULIOIUOIN = H

IOAIN =T

uayjo drow 10 ALNOH = H
A1dde jou seoq =11

juenodw APwanxyg =H
A1dde jou seoq="1
jueytodwr Ajowanxyg =H

{SIIOM
I9U10 JO S)nsal pue
SQWO00INO YIOM JOJ IONIOM
oy st 9[qisuodsor MOH

(qol sty ur s1aylo Jo Ajoyes
pue [I[eay oy Jojy 1Y)
st Ayipiqisuodsar yonw Moy

Kouow jo Surpuads oy)
SUI09SIOA0 pUB  S0INOSAI
Sur[onuod pue FULIOITUOIA

[ saurpeap Jo1ns
190Ul 0} II0oM oY) dxmbar
qol s1y) se0p U9Jo MOH

(-qol stp

uo sown [[e 38 Asnq Jurdooy
0] 19J2I 10U S0P SIYL)
(Arouryoewr 10 juowdimba
Jo paads ay) Aq pauruILlop
st 9oed oy 1ey) qof

s1y) 03 91 st juertodw Moy

(qof sy Sururroyrad

0} ‘Surddois noyyim ‘IoA0
PUE I9A0 (193PQ] B UT SALIUD
Sunyooyo “3'9) seniAnoe
[eiuow 1o (Anua Aoy “3-9)
san1anoe [eorsAyd swes oy
Suneadar st jueyodwr moy

SINSOY pue SAWOoNNQ
103 Aypiqisuodsoy

K195eS pue yeoy
SI0y)Q 10§ o[qIsuodsay]

$90IN0SAI JUI[[ONUOD

pue SULIOJTUOIA

aInssald Quwly,

juowdinbyg jo peadsg
Kq pauru)d( doed

sysey awes Juneodar
Jo 9oueyroduwy

J. Organiz. Behav. 30, 1077-1102 (2009)

Copyright © 2009 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

DOI: 10.1002/job



R. D. MEYER ET AL.

1102

"UII0J PIOdS

9s10Ad1-a1d JIOY) UT UaNLIM TR PUR ‘(666) OIPISH, (1 PUB ‘AS[R[{ ‘[IPYJOIN IRIouuLf ‘Suong pue (666 1) UOSURH PUB “YRISIQNY] ‘UewLioq ‘Ja1ouueaf £q papraoid 950} 1o9jal SI0yduy
"UOTIR[ALIOD [BJ0)-WY = D] YSIy=H ‘M0 =" 210N

(14

NS

€9

0¢”

soouanbasuo)

soouanbasuo)

soouanbasuo)

soouanbasuo)

1XQJUOD) YIOA

IXQJUOD) NIOM

IXQIU0D) JIOM

IXQIU0D) SJIOM

A1dde jou seoq =11
jueyrodw Ajowanxyg =H

IOASN =T

uQ)jo dIow 10 A[INOH = H
SI[NSAI JouTwW AIOA =T

s}nsal awanxy = H

snouas AP =1
snowas A[ewenxg = H

(9ol sy Suruojrad
ur 9JeIndoe A[y3Iy Jo joexa
A1oa Suraq stiuepodwir MOH

juoneziuesio

oy Jo uoneindar pue
93ew o) J0/pUE ‘SAOINOSAI
[eroueuy oy} ‘ojdoad

IOUJO JI9Je JBY) SUOISIOAP
yewr 0) paimnbar 1ayiom
Ay} st Appuanbaly moH

(Auedwod oy 10 SIUAIO
‘SIOYIOM-0D JO SISl A}
joedwr soyew aKkojdw
ue SUOISIOAP A} Op MOH

{P1qrI091I0D

A[Ipeal jou sem jey)
YEISTW B QpBUl JOYIOM
Q) JT 2q A[rensn jynsor
AU} P[NOM SNOLIdS MOH

QBINIY 10 JOBXH
Surog jo ooueproduy

Sun{RIN-UOISIOAJ
Jo Aouanbaig

SIOIOMOD)
uo suoIsIa( Jo joedwy

Joug jo douanbasuo)

OLI

uorsuawrIp
JUBA[OY

221n0s LAN,O

sloyoue wayf

UOT)IUYAP W]

wreu wall

(penunuo)) -xipuaddy

J. Organiz. Behav. 30, 1077-1102 (2009)

Copyright © 2009 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

DOI: 10.1002/job



