
 

Abstract 
 

Thompson, John Alexander III.  Investigating the Dimensionality of Job Performance and 
Its Relationship to Human Attributes Using a Sample of U.S. Army Special Forces 
Candidates  (Under the direction of Dr. Mark Alan Wilson.)  
 

The two primary research objectives of this study were to look at (a) how 

different dimensions of job performance (i.e., task and team player) may influence 

overall performance and (b) how three human attributes (i.e., GMA, personality, and 

biodata) may explain variance in job performance.  To achieve these objectives the 

current study used 256 U.S. Army soldiers attending the Special Forces Assessment and 

Selection (SFAS) course. There were four research findings in the present study that are 

particularly noteworthy.  Two of the reported findings support the first objective while 

the final two results support the second objective.  First, team player performance was 

highly significant at predicting overall job performance where task performance was only 

marginally significant to nonsignificant.   Second, the peer assessment method (i.e., 

rating and ranking) used to measure overall job performance significantly influenced the 

relationship the two dimensions of job performance had with overall job performance.  

Third, there was a moderate relationship between personality and biodata and a 

nonsignificant relationship between the GMA construct and either personality or biodata 

constructs.  Finally, only the ability construct (i.e., GMA) significantly explained 

variance in job performance (i.e., task performance).  
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Investigating the Dimensionality of Job Performance and Its Relationship to Human 

Attributes Using a Sample of U.S. Army Special Forces Candidates 

Job performance has been of central concern in Industrial/Organizational (I/O) 

Psychology for more than a hundred years (Austin & Villanova, 1992; Schmidt & 

Hunter, 1998).  It is considered one of the most important constructs in this field because 

of its role to our understanding of many functions that take place in the work 

environment.  This construct also helps to explain the value and utility that each 

employee adds to an organization.  It is for these reasons that organizations find this 

construct critically important.  However, organizations tend to focus more on predicting 

employee job performance rather than understanding its dimensionality.  Consequently, 

research has placed a greater focus on predictors of job performance rather than on 

criteria.  Only in recent years has research begun to refocus its attention on defining and 

understanding job performance as a criterion (Guion, 1998).     

The purpose of this dissertation is twofold.  One purpose is to further our 

understanding of the dimensionality of job performance for soldiers attending a U.S. 

Army Special Forces Assessment and Selection (SFAS) course.   Specifically, this 

research will look to see how two dimensions of job performance relate to overall job 

performance.   As well, this study will investigate how various measures used to 

operationalize overall job performance may influence the relationship each dimension of 

job performance shares with overall performance.  The second purpose of this study is to 

build on the abundant body of research that has focused on predictors of performance.  

While there are numerous studies that have investigated general mental ability (GMA), 

personality and biographical data (biodata), few have incorporated these three human 



Dimensionality and Prediction of Job Performance 2 
 
 
attributes into a single study (Mount, Witt, & Barrick, 2000).  Not only will this research 

contribute to the literature by including all three attributes in a single study but it will also 

examine their relationship at the latent level.  Additionally, this study will investigate the 

amount of variance each attribute is able to explain in a soldier’s performance in SFAS.   

This literature review will build a case for the current study by examining the 

many facets that shape and define job performance.  In particular, this paper will look at 

several general definitions of job performance and discuss their commonalities.  Once a 

general definition of job performance has been established, this paper will introduce 

various models of job performance and discuss some recent literature that supports each 

model.   As well, this literature review will look at studies that have used GMA, 

personality, and biodata to predict job performance.  Having an understanding of what 

previous research has found regarding both models of job performance and the 

relationship three human attributes (i.e., GMA, personality and biodata) share with job 

performance will provide a foundation for the research being investigated in this study.  

Specifically, this literature review will help to support the two-factor model used in the 

current study.  Additionally, the expected relationship each human attribute should share 

with job performance will be based on what previous research has found.   

Job Performance Defined 
 

Before discussing job performance it is important to establish a generally 

accepted definition.  Defining job performance helps provide a common understanding of 

what behaviors constitute job performance.  Campbell (1990) defines job performance as 

only the behavior or actions that are relevant to an organization’s goals.  He also clarifies 

that job performance is not the consequences or results of an action but rather the action 
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itself.  In short, job performance is the behavior that contributes to the organization’s 

goals.  Motowidlo, Borman, and Schmidt (1997) provide a similar definition, arguing that 

job performance is behavior that can be evaluated in terms of the extent to which it 

contributes to organizational effectiveness. Viswesvaran and Ones (2000) introduced a 

more recent definition of job performance as “scalable actions, behavior and outcomes 

that employees engage in or bring about that are linked with and contribute to 

organizational goals” (p.216).  All three definitions basically maintain that job 

performance involves behaviors that contribute to organizational goals.   

Number of Performance Dimensions 

To measure job performance, then, requires an observer to make a value judgment 

as to the extent to which the one being evaluated is behaving in a way that contributes to 

the organization’s goals.  However, Campbell (1990) points out that organizational goals 

are also value judgments made by individuals empowered to establish these goals.   

Therefore, the measurement of job performance is based on three interacting systems: (a) 

the goals established by the organization; (b) the behaviors demonstrated by the person 

being assessed (ratee); and (c) the evaluator’s ability to accurately interpret the ratee’s 

behavior in relation to organizational goals (Ilgen & Feldman, 1983).  Facets of each 

system can contribute to inaccurate and biased evaluations that create problems in our 

understanding of job performance (Borman, White, Pulakos & Oppler, 1991).  One way 

that psychologists can minimize the inaccuracies and biases in job performance 

measurement is through a procedure known as performance modeling.   

Performance modeling provides a framework for psychologists to investigate the 

latent constructs that define job performance.  Over the past several decades performance 
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modeling has allowed psychologists to develop a richer understanding of the nature of 

job performance.   Historically, job performance was viewed as a single construct (i.e. 

“overall” job performance), but researchers now agree that job performance is a 

complicated multidimensional factor (Austin & Villanova, 1992; Campbell, 1990; 

Dunnette, 1963; Grant, 1996; Guion, 1991; Thayer, 1977; Thorndike, 1949; Wilson, 

1983).   Several salient models that express this concept include a two-factor model that 

separates job performance into a task dimension and a contextual dimension (Borman & 

Motowidlo, 1993), an eight-factor model of job performance (Campbell, 1990), and a 

three-factor model of job performance (Grant, 1996).  Campbell (1999) believes that 

many of the job performance models that have been introduced into the literature are 

compatible and hierarchical.  With this in mind, the following will provide a brief 

discussion of what research has found concerning the dimensionality of job performance.     

Katz and Kahn (1978) introduced a two-factor model of job performance by 

separating job performance into a factor that is made up of organizational behaviors that 

are prescribed to the actual task and a factor that is made up of behaviors that are 

considered discretionary.  Other researchers have also separated an additional factor from 

the core tasks requirements of the job, which include Brief and Motowidlo’s (1986) 

prosocial organizational behavior, Organ’s (1988) organizational citizenship, and George 

and Brief’s (1992) organizational spontaneity.  Borman and Motowidlo (1993) describe a 

two dimensional model that separates job performance into a task dimension and a 

contextual dimension.  They describe task performance as activities related to production 

(transforming raw materials into the products and services of the organization) and to 

servicing and maintaining the core task requirements. The second factor, contextual job 
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performance, is behavior that indirectly supports the core task requirements by supporting 

the work environment in which the core tasks must function.   

Some research that has investigated the two-factor model includes Werner’s 

(1994) study, which he separated job performance into role prescribed (inrole) 

characteristics and citizenship (extrarole) characteristics.   Werner (1994) tested the 

extent to which experienced supervisors used both inrole and extrarole ratee 

characteristics when evaluating job performance.   The results of his study support the 

view that raters use both inrole and extrarole information when they make appraisal 

ratings (Werner, 1994).  In another study, Motowidlo and Van Scotter (1994) tested a 

group of U.S. Air Force mechanics on their task performance, contextual performance, 

and overall job performance.  They found that task performance explains from 17% to 

44% of the variance in overall job performance beyond the variance explained by 

contextual performance while contextual performance explains from 12% to 34% of the 

variance in overall job performance beyond the variance explained by task performance. 

Both of these studies provide evidence for the existence of a two-factor model.   

While there is evidence to support the two-factor model of performance, 

Campbell (1990) offers a more detailed eight-factor model of job performance, which he 

believes is “sufficient to describe the top of the latent hierarchy in all jobs in the 

Dictionary of Occupational Titles (DOT)” (p. 708).  The eight factors include:  a Job-

specific Task Proficiency factor, a Non-job-specific Task Proficiency factor, a Written 

and Oral Communication Tasks factor, a Demonstrating Effort factor, a Maintaining 

Effort factor, a Maintaining Personal Discipline factor, a Facilitating Peer and Team job 

performance factor, a Supervision factor, and a Management/Administration factor 
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(Campbell, 1990).  While these eight factors are sufficient in describing the latent 

structure of all jobs in the DOT, all eight may not apply to every job.   

Campbell explains that the eight factors in his model are a function of three 

underlying determinants (Declarative Knowledge, Procedural Knowledge, and 

Motivation).  He defines Declarative Knowledge to be an individual’s understanding of 

facts and information.  Procedural Skill and Knowledge is defined as having the ability or 

knowledge to be able to perform.  The final determinant is made up an individual’s 

choice to expend effort, the choice to determine the level of effort, and the choice to 

persist at exerting that level of effort.  These three choices are considered the motivation 

determinant (Campbell, 1990).  Campbell (1990) argues that, “performance is directly 

determined only by some combination of these three elements”(p. 708).   He asserts that 

an individual must choose to perform at some level of effort before job performance will 

occur.  As well, the individual must first have the declarative knowledge to know what 

should be done before he or she can perform a task.  Furthermore, deficiencies in 

procedural skill or knowledge will have an adverse impact on an individual’s job 

performance.    

Campbell (1999) further presumes that several indirect determinants of job 

performance such as ability, personality and interest will impact the three direct 

determinants of job performance.   For instance, differences in declarative knowledge 

may be guided by differences in ability.  Likewise, the individual differences in 

procedural skills and knowledge may be partly influenced by differences in declarative 

knowledge.  Therefore, the differences in job performance may be attributed to the 
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differences in declarative knowledge and procedural skills and knowledge, which are 

both a function of ability.   

Grant (1996) suggests that instead of using Campbell’s eight performance 

components for describing the latent structure of job performance, her three-factor model 

should be considered.  Her study examined the latent structure of job performance using a 

large sample of North Carolina Highway Patrol (NCHP) officers.  She was unable to 

explain her results with either the two or the eight factor models of job performance but, 

instead, found that a three-factor model best fit the data.  To further support the three-

factor model she successfully cross-validated it with a second sample.   Her alternative 

model included a Do-Inrole dimension, a Know-Inrole dimension, and an Extrarole job 

performance dimension, not unlike two of Campbell’s three determinants of job 

performance.   Specifically, the Do-Inrole is similar to Campbell’s declarative knowledge 

determinant and the Know-Inrole is similar to the Procedural Skills and Knowledge 

determinant.  Grant’s Extrarole dimension may more accurately reflect Motowidlo and 

Van Scotter’s  (1994) contextual job performance dimension and Werner’s extrarole 

factor than Campbell’s motivation determinant.  In comparison to the eight-factor model, 

the Do-Inrole is considered similar to Campbell’s (1990) Job Specific factor, while the 

Know-Inrole dimension relates to the Non-Job Specific factor.  The Extrarole job 

performance dimension is similar to and a combination of Campbell’s Maintaining 

Personal Discipline and Demonstrating Effort factors (Grant, 1996).   Grant also suggests 

that the inrole factor, defined in the two-factor model (Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994; 

Werner, 1994), corresponds to her Do-Inrole and Know-Inrole factors.  In short, Grant’s 

(1996) research supported the argument that her three-factor model of job performance 
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was a superior measure of performance when compared to both the two-factor model of 

performance and the eight-factor model of performance.   

It is clear that there is a growing body of research that is beginning to offer 

several models of job performance.  Specifically, this literature review has explored three 

models that have received some attention in recent years.  While there is support for each 

model of job performance there is still no definitive answer as to how many dimensions 

truly underlie job performance, and this may always be the case.  Still, ongoing 

investigations of this problem are essential because a better understanding of what truly 

underlies job performance will be critical to predicting an individual’s behavior and the 

impact this behavior will have on the goals of an organization.  To this end and for the 

sake of parsimony, the current study will investigate the two-factor model of job 

performance.  Specifically, the present study extends what is already known about a two-

factor model of job performance by investigating a two-factor model of performance 

similar to the one examined in Motowidlo and Van Scotter's (1994) study.   

Methods of Peer Assessment 

The decision to use peer evaluations in the present study was based on a careful 

consideration of the literature supporting the efficacy of this performance assessment 

approach.  There has been a broad range of research in numerous working environments 

that has shown peer evaluation methods to have a high degree of validity (Dayan, Kasten 

& Fox, 2002; Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Lewin & Zwany, 1976; Norton, 1992; Reilly & 

Chao, 1982; Zazanis, Zaccaro & Kilcullen, 2001).  As well, literatures that have reviewed 

the different methods of peer assessment have found evidence to support acceptable 

levels of reliability and validity (Kane & Lawler, 1978; Love, 1981a).    Peer assessments 
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also share several advantages over other sources that are used to assess performance.  

One advantage is that peer assessments typically include larger sample sizes.  As well, 

peers usually have better opportunities to observe context specific behaviors that other 

sources are not able to view, and they have more frequent opportunities to observe typical 

behavior (Dayan, Kasten & Fox, 2002).  One study that supports these assertions is Reilly 

and Chao’s (1992) research, which found that peer evaluation validity is often higher than 

that derived from supervisor evaluations.     

The three commonly researched methods of peer assessment include peer rating, 

peer nomination and peer ranking. The peer rating method has been the most widely used 

and thoroughly researched method of the three (Kane & Lawler, 1978).  Schmidt and 

Hunter (1998) reported that the predictive validity of peer ratings of job performance was 

.47.  The rating technique has also been shown to be the superior method for analyzing 

inter-group assessments (Schoffield & Whitley, 1983).  For individual evaluations the 

peer nomination method is considered superior because there is typically greater 

agreement among evaluators when assessing the extremes of a distribution rather than the 

entire distribution (Borman, 1974).   Peer ranking, the third method of peer assessment, is 

considered the most discriminating of all the peer assessments.   However, the peer 

ranking method has received very little empirical evaluation (Kane &Lawlers, 1978).  

Love (1981a) concurs by explaining that the validity of peer rankings is noticeably absent 

from the literature. Kane and Lawler's (1978) meta-analysis found that: 

The tendency for peer rankings to correlate more highly with the rankings 
than with the ratings provided by other sources suggests that ranking may 
either contribute some unique method variance that has nothing to do with 
the job performance being assessed or may in fact be more valid than 
rating methods  (p. 582).   
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A few studies have incorporated multiple methods of peer assessment in their 

research to operationalize job performance (Love, 1981b; Zazanis et al., 2001) but only 

one was found that directly compared the unique contribution that two peer evaluation 

methods made to actual performance.   Schwarzwald, Koslowsky and Mager-Bibi (1999) 

used a sample of 133 female soldiers to compare peer ratings and peer nominations.  

Their research found that the nomination method was a superior peer assessment method 

in predicting performance.   

Because so little is known about the relationship between peer ratings and peer 

rankings, this study will use both types of peer assessments to operationalize the overall 

job performance construct.  Namely, this study will compare the relationship each of the 

two factors of job performance has with overall performance when using both methods of 

peer assessment to operationalize overall job performance. It is thought that the 

contribution each factor of job performance will make to overall job performance will be 

influenced by the way in which overall job performance is operationalized.   

Predictors of job performance 

While understanding the latent structure of job performance is important for 

assessing a soldier’s performance in SFAS it is also equally important to predict how 

soldiers will perform in SFAS.  With this in mind, this study will examine three human 

attributes that may prove to be significant predictors of job performance for Special 

Forces.  Specifically, General Mental Ability (GMA), personality and biodata measures 

are three human attributes that have proven to be valid predictors of job performance for 

many different work settings and for a wide range of criterion types (Mount et. al., 2000). 

The following will discuss each of these predictors and the contribution each makes in 
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explaining the variance in job performance.  It will also discuss some of the literature that 

has used a combination of these predictors to explain the variance in performance.   

There has been a great deal of controversy over the existence and/or the 

dimensionality of “g,” which is a term that refers to a construct that represents an 

individual’s  GMA. Some authors argue that the dimensionality of ‘g’ is made up of a 

single factor that underlies an individual’s GMA (Gottfredson, 1986; Jensen, 1986) while 

others contend that GMA consists of multiple factors with only a weak underlying single 

factor (Horn, 1985; Sternberg, 1988).   Not only is there controversy over the 

dimensionality of “g” but there are also differing opinions as to the heritability of “g.”  

Several authors have taken the position in making a clear distinction between GMA and 

intelligence in that often people attribute intelligence to genetic potential whereas GMA 

is more a concept of a developed ability to learn (Hunter, 1986; Hunter & Schmidt, 1996; 

Schmidt, 2002).  Though there is a great deal of controversy over the different views held 

on what GMA is and how it should be measured, there is little debate over the strong 

relationship this construct holds with job performance.    

There has been extensive research over the past 20 years that has shown that 

GMA is related to job performance for virtually all jobs (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998; 

Sternberg & Hedlund, 2002).  The literature acknowledges the existence of abilities other 

than GMA, which are relevant to job performance and learning on many jobs (i.e., 

psychomotor ability, social ability and physical ability).  However, compared to GMA 

the validity for these other abilities is much more variable across jobs and has a much 

lower average validity across jobs.  In contrast, GMA measures tend to have the strongest 

validity in comparison to any other method (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998) with an average 
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validity for jobs of medium complexity of .51 (Hunter & Hunter, 1984).  As well, GMA’s 

validity increases as job complexity increases and is lower for less complex jobs (Hunter 

& Hunter, 1984; Kehoe, 2002; Sternberg & Hedlund, 2002).  Research has also shown 

that GMA validity generalizes almost as well across completely different jobs as it does 

within a single job (Schmidt, 2002).  Although GMA is significantly related to job 

performance, the majority of variance in the criterion remains unaccounted for.  

Lefkowitz and his associates (Lefkowitz, Gebbia, Balsam, & Dunn, 1999) have suggested 

that noncognitive measures may be able to account for some of this unexplained variance. 

Personality constructs are one type of noncognitive measure that research have 

shown to account for some of the variance in job performance.   Early personality 

research found that personality measures were not good predictors of job performance 

(Ghiselli, 1973; Guion & Gottier, 1965; Reilly & Chao, 1982; Schmitt, Gooding, Noe, & 

Kirsch, 1984) but over the past decade there has been a considerable growth in the use of 

personality assessment within personnel selection.  This growth has led researchers to 

move more to a position where there is confidence that personality can play a role in 

personnel selection (Robertson & Smith, 2001).  Several researchers have attempted to 

address the issue of the appropriate level of analysis when using personality assessment. 

One view maintains a narrow approach to predicting job performance by using specific 

personality factors (Hough, 1992) whereas another more popular view is that five broad 

factors of personality are the best level of analysis for describing personality.    There has 

been a sizeable amount of research that has shown that these five factors, first described 

by McDougal (1932), appear to be relatively robust across many theoretical frameworks 

using different instruments in a variety of samples (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Borgatta, 
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1964; Conley, 1985; Costa & McCrae, 1988; Digman, 1989, 1990; Digman & Inouye, 

1986; Digman & Takemoto-Chock, 1981; Goldberg, 1990, 1992; John, 1990; McCrae, 

1989; McCrae & Costa, 1985, 1987, 1989; Watson, 1989).  

While there is an impressive body of literature that supports the five-factor model 

(FFM) there has been substantial disagreement as to what labels should be used with 

some of the five factors.  Mount, Barrick and Strauss (1999) offer the following list of 

labels given to the five factors, also known as the Big Five, that capture common 

characteristics shared by most researchers:  (a) Extraversion (sociable, talkative, 

assertive, ambitious, active); (b) Emotional Stability (calm, secure, not nervous); (c) 

Agreeableness (cooperative, considerate, trusting); (d) Conscientiousness (responsible, 

dependable, organized, achievement oriented); and (e) Openness to Experience 

(imaginative, artistically sensitive, intellectual).  Most of the controversy involves the 

fundamental nature of the last two factors; conscientiousness and openness to experience.   

Even with the ongoing debate as to what these five dimensions are, research has 

shown over the past decade that at least some of these factors are valid predictors of job 

performance.  The key question seems to focus on the specific areas of job performance 

that each of the five factors is able to predict.   The validities for each of the five factors 

have been shown to differ depending on the nature of the job, and each has shown to be a 

valid predictor when linked to appropriate criteria (Robertson & Smith, 2001; Salgado, 

1997; Witt, Burke, Barrick, & Mount, 2002).  Of the FFM constructs, conscientiousness 

has been shown to be the most consistent and universal predictor, with corrected 

correlations averaging about .30.  Hurtz and Donovan’s (2000) meta-analysis 

investigating the relationship between personality and job performance found that 



Dimensionality and Prediction of Job Performance 14 
 
 
conscientiousness had the highest validity of the five personality factors for overall job 

performance.  These findings were further supported by Barrick, Mount, and Judge’s 

(2001) more recent meta-analysis that also found conscientiousness to have the highest 

validity compared to the other four personality factors. Additionally, their meta-analysis 

also showed conscientiousness’ validity to generalize across different criterion types and 

occupations.  Emotional stability has also proved to be a consistent predictor of job 

performance (Mount, Witt, & Barrick, 2000).   Most meta-analyses have indicated that 

both of these personality factors (i.e., conscientiousness and emotional stability) are 

positively correlated with job performance for practically all jobs (Barrick & Mount, 

1991; Barrick, Mount & Judge, 2001; Hurtz & Donovan, 2000; Tett, Jackson & 

Rothstein, 1991). These factors have also shown to significantly influence success in 

teamwork (Hough, 1992; Mount, Barrick & Stewart, 1998; Barrick, et al., 2001).  As 

well, both of these factors have proven to be valid predictors of job performance in 

cultures (i.e., European settings) outside the United States (Salgado, 1997).  

While research supports both conscientiousness and emotional-stability to be 

valid predictors of job performance across a wide variety of criteria and jobs, 

agreeableness also appears to be a valid predictor of performance with jobs that require 

personal interaction.  Some research has shown that agreeableness may be the best 

predictor of performance for jobs that require interpersonal interaction.  One such study 

was Mount, Barrick, and Stewart's (1998) research that found conscientiousness, 

agreeableness and emotional stability were positively related to job performance for jobs 

that required personal interaction.  When forecasting job performance, agreeableness and 

emotional stability were stronger predictors when the work involved teamwork rather 
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than a dyadic interaction with others.  Additional work by Witt and his associates (2002) 

resulted in similar conclusions, while clarifying the interaction effects of 

conscientiousness and agreeableness on job performance.   According to this research, 

workers that were high on both conscientiousness and agreeableness had higher job 

performance ratings compared to those that were high on conscientiousness and low on 

agreeableness.  Moreover, the conscientiousness – agreeableness interaction had less of 

an effect on job performance for jobs that did not require frequent interaction with others.   

Biodata is another noncognitive measure that research has shown to account for 

some of the variance in job performance.   The term biodata “represents a selection 

methodology of scoring biographical or past behavioral information in a manner that 

maximizes prediction of an external criterion” (Karas & West, 1999, p.86).  Biographical 

data measures contain questions about past life experiences, such as early life experiences 

in one’s family, in high school, and in hobbies and other endeavors (Schmidt & Hunter, 

1998).  When attempting to predict an individual’s future job performance it would be 

valuable to understand the pattern of choices the individual made in the past.  

Biographical questionnaires provide this type of information.  Specifically, biodata 

provides information concerning an individual’s pattern of choices on previous endeavors 

that may be important in explaining future job performance.    

Typically, biodata questionnaires were designed to measure success in a job and 

yielded one score of overall suitability.  However, a majority of studies now use biodata 

to produce scores on dimensions that can then be combined to make predictions 

(Robertson & Smith, 2001).  These measures have been used to predict job performance 

on a wide variety of occupations, ranging in level from blue-collar unskilled jobs to 
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scientific and managerial jobs (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998).  Rothstein, Schmidt, Erwin, 

Owens, and Sparks (1990) go so far as to argue that the two most valid predictors of job 

performance are GMA and biodata instruments.  As previously discussed, most would 

agree that GMA is a valid predictor of job performance but there is also growing 

evidence to support this other claim.   

Several recent studies have demonstrated that biodata measures can be highly valid 

predictors of both traditional criteria such as job performance ratings and also 

nontraditional criteria like job satisfaction and team performance.  Like that of 

personality measures, validities for biodata measures differ across jobs and criterion types 

but on average their corrected correlations generally range from .30 to .40 (Robertson & 

Smith, 2001).  Asher (1972) found that 90% of biodata validities were above .30.  Reilly 

and Chao (1982) reported a mean validity of .35, and Hunter and Hunter (1984) found a 

mean validity of .37 for cross-validated biodata.  Bliesener’s (1996) meta – analysis 

suggested that the validity of biodata scales was .30, while concurrent validity studies 

yielded a higher figure of .35 (cited in Robertson & Smith, 2001).  Schmidt and Hunter 

(1998) found that biographical data measures have substantial zero-order validity (.35) 

for predicting job performance.   In short, the validity coefficients for biodata are quite 

impressive compared to validities of other measures.    

One of the strongest arguments against biodata instruments does not concern their 

validities but rather that they are situationally specific.  However, recent research 

indicates that biodata validities may be more stable over time and more generalizable 

across organizations than previously thought.  Several studies have addressed this issue 

by looking at the generalizability of biodata instruments.  Rothstein and his collegues 
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(1990) looked at validities of cross-validated biodata from 11,000 participants in 79 

organizations.  They found that in all cases the validities were generalizable and stable 

across time.  Carlson, Scullen, Schmidt, Rothstein, and Erwin (1999) found that the 

validity of biodata designed for one organization could generalize to other organizations.  

Each of these studies provides strong support for Rothstein et al.’s (1990) claim that 

biodata instruments are valid predictors of job performance and that they can be 

generalizable.    

To summarize, there has been a considerable amount of research that has shown 

conscientiousness and GMA to predict job performance in virtually all jobs with 

numerous criterion types (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Hunter, 1986; Hunter & Hunter, 1984; 

Mount et al., 1998; Mount et al., 1999). As well, there is has been some research to 

support the assertion that both emotional stability and biodata are significant predictors of 

performance and generalize across a wide variety of job settings.  Research has also 

shown that emotional stability, conscientiousness, and agreeableness are positively 

related to performance for jobs that require a significant amount of interaction and in 

some studies agreeableness has been shown to be the highest predictor of performance.  

However, very little is known about the relationship between these predictor constructs 

and the various facets of performance discussed previously in models of job performance.  

Therefore, it would be valuable to examine the relationship each of these predictors share 

with various dimensions of job performance (i.e., task and team player) and overall job 

performance.  Likewise, it would be of further value to investigate each of these 

predictors of performance at the latent level, thereby, providing insight into the 

relationship each predictor shares with the various facets of job performance while also 
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accounting for the influence that other predictors may have on job performance and each 

other.   

Use of Multiple Predictors of Job Performance 

There have been several studies that have investigated the joint use of several of these 

predictors in the same study.  For instance, there has been some research that has shown 

that personality measures can account for significant incremental validity beyond that 

accounted for by GMA (McHenry, 1990).  This in part may be due to the fact that 

research has shown that GMA and personality measures are essentially uncorrelated 

(Cortina, Goldstein, Payne, Davison, & Gilliland, 2000; Digman, 1990). Kehoe (2002) 

illustrates these findings in that,  “ a correlation coefficient of .25 between a personality 

composite and a measure of overall job performance does not necessarily reflect the same 

value for an organization as a .25 correlation between GMA and the same measure of 

overall job performance.  The people chosen based on the personality measure would not 

be the same, and they would not have the same attribute profile, as the people chosen 

based on GMA” (p.103). 

Cortina and his colleagues (2000) concluded, from their meta-analytic study, 

“cognitive ability and conscientiousness scores as a pair contribute consistently to the 

prediction of job performance” (p.341). These findings support previous research in that 

there is an interaction between personality and ability in predicting job performance 

(O'Reilly & Chatman, 1994; Wright, Kacmar, McMahan, & Deleeuq, 1995).  Another 

study, conducted by LePine, Colquitt and Erez (2000) looked at adaptability with regards 

to GMA, conscientiousness, and openness to experience in predicting decision – making 

job performance on a changing task.  They found that participants (N=73) with higher 
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GMA and openness to experience made better decisions than those lower on GMA and 

openness to experience.  However, contrary to what the researchers expected those low 

on conscientiousness made better decisions than those higher on conscientiousness.  

Research conducted by Sackett, Gruys and Ellingson (1998) also found contradictory 

results.  The consistent results in all four of their studies were that they could not support 

the ability –personality interaction effect.  Taken together, the literature thus provides 

mixed conclusions regarding the relationship between personality measures and GMA in 

predicting job performance.  

With regards to biodata and GMA there have been a few studies that have 

examined biodata measures in conjunction with GMA.  Schmidt and Hunter’s (1998) 

meta-analysis found that biodata measures produced an increment of validity over GMA 

of only .01 on average (a 2% increase) in predicting job performance.  In another study, 

Allworth and Hesketh (1998) examined the incremental validity of three biodata scales 

(i.e., capacity to cope with change, self – efficacy for change and past experience of 

change) over cognitive ability in predicting three aspects of job performance: task, 

contextual, and adaptive.  GMA was a better predictor for all three criteria than the 

biodata change scales.  However, the biodata scales accounted for significant unique 

variance in the criterion in one sample, especially when adaptive job performance was the 

criterion.  Again, these mixed results indicate that there is still much to learn about the 

relationship each of these predictors hold in predicting job performance. 

With regards to the relationship between biodata and personality there is 

considerable controversy on the uniqueness of their items.  There is a large following that 

contends that the content domains of these two measures overlap.  Some maintain any 
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self-report items are valid biodata measures while others believe that biodata should be 

limited to behaviors that have definitely taken place. Mael (1991) states that, “many 

items termed ‘biodata’ are indistinguishable from the other types of self-report items 

found in personality and attitude measures.  It is not uncommon to find items about 

internal states, opinions and reactions to hypothetical situations in biodata measures” 

(p.764).  He provides an explanation as to the differences between personality and 

biodata measures in that biodata draw from a larger, more inclusive realm of individual 

differences data while personality items tend to only deal with the person’s disposition.  

There has been some research that has attempted to differentiate biodata from personality 

measures and in some studies the correlation between biodata measures and personality 

measures were found to be low (McManus & Kelly, 1999; Mitchell, 1994).   

 Mael and Hirsch (1993) used a quasi-rational approach to derive biodata scales 

from five existing personality scales with a sample of 2,565 U.S. Military Academy 

cadets.  They also developed measures using a modified approach to criterion referenced 

keying, which they term “rainforest empiricism.”  Rainforest empiricism involves 

theoretical considerations about the choice of items and keying decisions.  The results of 

their study support the use of biodata with personality measures.  They found that the 

biodata scale’s relationship to the criterion was comparable to that of the personality 

scales for both approaches.  As well, for each criterion in their study, the biodata 

measures, in both approaches, added incremental validity above the current measures 

being used for admission by the Military Academy.     

Like Mael and Hirsch’s (1993) study, McManus and Kelly (1999) looked to see if 

the FFM could add incremental validity in predicting both task and contextual job 
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performance for insurance sales representatives (N=116) beyond an existing biodata 

instrument.  They found similar results in that together these instruments were 

significantly greater at predicting job performance than either one alone.  Four of the 

personality constructs were significant in predicting contextual job performance while 

extraversion was the only construct that predicted task job performance.  

Conscientiousness was the only construct that was not correlated with either job 

performance factor, which is contrary to what most research has found.   

One practical question based on the research discussed above is whether the 

extent of overlap among personality, GMA and biodata domains is so great that there is 

no incremental gain in the joint use of the all three predictors.  Only one study was found 

that directly investigated this research question.  Mount, Witt, and Barrick (2000) looked 

at the incremental validity of cross-validated biodata over that accounted for by GMA 

and personality (FFM) predictors.  The results of their study support the assertion that 

biodata predictors can account for incremental variance in job performance criteria 

beyond that accounted for by GMA and personality constructs.  They also looked at the 

incremental variance accounted for by personality constructs and GMA over the 

empirically keyed biodata scales and found that these two predictors accounted for 

substantially less variance over the relevant biodata scales.  Nonetheless, using all three 

measures accounted for more of the variance than any one alone.  As well, this study 

found that: the work habit biodata scale correlated .20 or greater with Conscientiousness, 

Extraversion (negatively) and GMA; the interpersonal relationship biodata scale 

correlated .30 or greater with Conscientiousness, Agreeableness and Openness; the 

problem – solving biodata scale correlated .35 or greater with Conscientiousness, 
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Extraversion, Openness, Emotional stability and GMA; and finally the situation 

perseverance biodata scale correlated .24 with emotional stability.   

These results suggest that GMA, personality and biodata measures will each 

contribute incremental validity in explaining the variance in the job performance 

measures.  The research has shown, with some mixed results, that both personality and 

biodata measures add incremental validity beyond GMA.  The mixed results regarding 

these three constructs indicate further investigation is needed.  Therefore, incorporating 

GMA, a conscientiousness personality construct and a leadership biodata construct into a 

single measurement model would provide insight into the relationships GMA, personality 

and biodata share with one another.   

Additionally, there has been some research suggesting that biodata will tap 

somewhat different sources of information than the FFM of personality, therefore 

contributing incremental validity beyond that accounted for in the personality measures.  

It would be of interest to further investigate how the incremental validity of GMA, 

biodata and personality measures contribute to job performance when all three are 

included in the same model.  Specifically, this research can explore the influence 

personality has on performance by including a conscientiousness, an agreeableness and 

an emotional stability personality construct in a model with performance criteria.  Based 

on previous research it is thought that each of these personality constructs would share a 

significantly positive relationship with job performance.    Additionally, by including 

GMA and biodata constructs in a single model with the personality constructs and 

performance criteria this research can investigate the incremental variance in job 

performance accounted for by GMA, personality and biodata.  Previous research would 
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suggest that each would contribute incremental validity in explaining the variance in job 

performance.   However, each of these findings was based on correlation and regression 

analysis. What makes this research unique is that it will investigate these predictors of 

performance at the latent level through structural equation modeling.   

Operationalization of Research Questions 

In summary, the purpose of the present study is to increase our understanding of 

the dimensionality of job performance and to build on the abundant body of research that 

has looked at the predictors of job performance.  To achieve this, the following study will 

focus on four research questions.  The first two research questions address the latent 

structure of job performance and the second two will focus on predictors of job 

performance.    

Research Question 1:  “How will a two-factor model of job performance explain 

the variance in overall job performance (i.e., rating and ranking)?”  One of the primary 

purposes of this study will be to further our understanding of job performance by 

examining a two-factor model of job performance.  Similar to the research conducted by 

Motowidlo and Van Scotter (1994) this study will look to validate their findings by 

investigating whether or not two dimensions of job performance can significantly account 

for variance in overall performance. Specifically, the two factors of performance will 

include a task performance factor and a team player (i.e., citizenship) factor.  While the 

specific operationalizations of the model will be discussed in the methods section, Figure 

1 illustrates the two-factor model of job performance that will be used in this study.  This 

study will look to see how these factors of job performance explain the variance in 

overall job performance (see Figure 2).   



Dimensionality and Prediction of Job Performance 24 
 
 

Research Question 2:  “Will the measures used to operationalize overall job 

performance significantly alter each job performance factor’s relationship with overall 

job performance (i.e., rating and ranking)?”  That is, will peer ratings of overall job 

performance lead to different results than peer rankings?  This question will examine the 

relationship each factor of job performance shares with each of the measures of overall 

performance by constraining coefficient pathways in the model generated in Question 

One (see Figure 2). It is believed that different methods will influence the relationship 

each dimension shares with overall performance.   

Research Question 3: “What is the relationship between GMA, personality and 

biodata?”  This study will concurrently investigate GMA, conscientiousness and a 

leadership biodata construct at the latent level by including these constructs in a single 

measurement model. It is posited that GMA, a conscientiousness personality construct 

and leadership biodata construct will have a significantly positive correlation. However, 

the relationship between the conscientiousness personality construct and GMA will not 

be as strong as the personality construct is with the leadership biodata construct.  The 

rationale behind this research question is based on the previous research that has 

suggested GMA and personality measures do not share a strong relationship (Cortina, 

Goldstein, Payne, Davison, & Gilliland, 2000; Digman, 1990).  Likewise, there is 

research that argues that biodata instruments and personality instruments are explaining 

the same content domain (Mael, 1991).  This makes sense in that an individual’s past 

experiences and behaviors shape personality.   Therefore, it is posited that an individual 

that has demonstrated past behaviors with leadership qualities will, more than likely, have 

a conscientious personality.   
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Research Question 4:  “What is the magnitude of the relationship between human 

attributes predicting each of the two factors of job performance and overall job 

performance?” This study will examine amount of variance that GMA, personality, and 

biodata are able to explain in each of the two factors of job performance (see Figure 4) 

and overall job performance (see Figure 5).  The conceptual argument will be made that 

GMA, conscientiousness and the leadership biodata construct will be significant 

predictors for both factors of job performance and overall job performance.  Based on 

previous personality research (Mount et al., 1998; Witt et al., 2002) it is further thought 

that neuroticism (i.e. the opposite of emotional stability) will have a significant negative 

relationship and agreeableness will have a significant positive relationship with the team 

player performance construct and overall performance construct.  Likewise, previous 

biodata research (Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Reilly & Chao, 1982; Robertson & Smith, 

2001; Rothstein et al., 1990; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998) suggests that biodata constructs 

are valid predictors of job performance and thus the fitness lifestyle biodata construct 

should be a valid predictor of performance.  Therefore, it is thought that the fitness 

lifestyle biodata construct should have a significantly positive relationship to the team 

player construct and the overall performance construct. 

 

METHOD 

Participants 

The initial sample used in this study included 768 U.S. Army soldiers that 

attended the Special Forces Assessment and Selection (SFAS) course. All of the soldiers 

in this sample are male and have met the basic requirements necessary to attend this 
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selection course.  This intense three-week course is designed to evaluate and select 

soldiers that demonstrate the standard skill requirements that are necessary to be a 

Special Forces (SF) soldier and have the motivation to continue through the rest of the 

training program.  All soldiers in this sample were administered the Wonderlic while 529 

soldiers were administered Test of Adaptive Personality (TAP) and 449 soldiers were 

administered the NEO.  Additionally, from the original 489 soldiers completed the SFAS 

course.  There were 256 soldiers in the final sample used in this study that completed the 

course and were administered the Wonderlic, NEO and TAP.    

Design and Procedure 

The period of measurement for this study took place during the April, May and 

June 2003 SFAS classes.  During the first few days of the course all participants, in a 

group setting, were administered the Wonderlic Personnel Test (WPT) and the MMPI.  

Additionally, in the April and May classes both TAP and NEO-PI-R were also 

administered.  After completion of the WPT and MMPI soldiers were permitted to take 

breaks as needed but were ordered to complete all tests before leaving the test area.  The 

total test time took approximately 4 to 5 hrs. 

Throughout the remainder of the program, SFAS soldiers were evaluated on 

various physical challenges and tests, five land navigation practice exercises (PE) and 

four land navigation tests where soldiers demonstrate their navigation abilities.  Special 

Forces Instructors (cadre) evaluated soldiers based on preset standards, which were then 

stored in an Access database.  Soldiers that made it to the final week of SFAS performed 

in a three-day team exercise where, at the end, they had an opportunity to evaluate each 

of their team members.  Each of the measurements captured during the three-week course 
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were integrated into a single Access database.  The information collected in this database 

was used in this study.    

Once the data collection process was complete, this study then addressed four 

research questions using correlation, exploratory factor analysis (EFA), confirmatory 

factor analysis (CFA) and structural equation modeling (SEM) techniques. The following 

will discuss the measures and models tested with statistical procedures that were used for 

each of the research questions.   

Measures 

There were a number of manifest indicators used to operationalize the criterion 

constructs in this study (see Table 1).   Five practical exercises (PE) and four Star 

Exercises (STAR) were administered along with a peer evaluation (see Appendix A).  

The PE and the Star are tests that involve a training exercise simulation where soldiers 

demonstrate their knowledge in navigation and map use.  The spot evaluations used in 

this study are similar to a behavior checklist in that raters will have an opportunity to 

mark a “Yes” for each soldier that demonstrates specific behaviors or characteristics.  

The three specific spot evaluations that will be used in this study include:  emergent 

leaders; non-contributors (slackers); and soldiers that created conflict (agitators).  Peers 

had an opportunity to make spot evaluations upon completion of a three-day exercise.  

They also had an opportunity to rate each team member on three dimensions of 

performance using a five-point Likert scale.  The five points on this scale were labeled as 

Outstanding, Good, Average, Below Average and Poor.  Effort/Persistence was the first 

performance dimension and was defined as someone who “keeps on going when things 

get tough; committed to learning even when cadre are not around; [and] determined to 
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succeed.”  The second performance dimension was labeled as Interpersonal Skills and 

was defined as someone that “resolves conflicts and defuses difficult situations; can read 

social situations; [and] interacts well with people of very different backgrounds.”  

Composure Under Pressure was the final performance dimension and was defined as 

someone that is “able to maintain bearing when confronted; [and] is consistent even when 

exhausted.”  Peers also had an opportunity to make an overall performance rating using 

the same five point Likert scale.   In addition, each peer rank ordered his team members 

from best to worst in terms of overall performance.  These variables provided measures 

that were used to operationalize two dimensions of performance and overall performance.   

Additionally, there were a number of manifest indicators used to operationalize 

the predictor constructs of job performance (see Table 2).  This study used the Wonderlic 

Personnel Test (WPT), the NEO-PI-R (NEO), and the Test of Adaptive Personality 

(TAP).  These measures operationalized 6 constructs that were used to predict each of the 

two dimensions of job performance and overall job performance.   

The WPT was used to generate a measure of general mental ability (GMA).  This 

12-minute test provides a reliable measure of ‘g’ with internal consistency reliabilities 

that range from .88 to .94  (Wonderlic & Associates, 1983).  The Wonderlic score was 

the only indicator variable used to operationalize ‘g.’  While the use of a single indicator 

variable does not usually provide adequate representation of a construct (MacCallum & 

Austin, 2000) it is believed that the Wonderlic is a thoroughly tested instrument and will 

provide a reasonable measure of ‘g.’  

The TAP is an 80-item biographical instrument that was designed specifically for 

Special Forces (Kilcullen, Sanders & Wisecarver, 2002).  The TAP is made up of five 
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constructs (i.e., Cognitive Flexibility, Achievement Motivation, Peer Leadership, Fitness 

Motivation and Interpersonal Skills) that are derived from a various number of items 

within the TAP.  Each item uses a Likert-type scale, while each construct is a composite 

score of the corresponding items.  Personality instruments tend to focus on dispositional 

items while it is recognized that biographical instruments tend to draw items from a 

larger realm of individual differences data.  This study will only use historical and 

verifiable items in the TAP to generate biodata constructs.  By using only historical and 

verifiable items this study will circumvent the argument that personality and biodata 

items are tapping the same content domain (Mael, 1991), thus limiting the scope of this 

research to one facet of biographical data.  Items that were classified as historical include 

any activity that has taken place in the past while the verifiable classification included 

only items that describe a behavior.   

Based on the items selected using both the historical and verifiable classification 

criterion there appeared to be evidence for a fitness lifestyle factor1 and a conscientious 

background factor (see Appendix B). These factors were validated using exploratory 

factor analysis on a sample (N=102) of soldiers that had previously been administered the 

TAP.  Each of the resulting factors from the factor analysis was fit to a measurement 

model (see Figure 6).  This model was cross-validated with the current sample (N=529).   

The NEO-PI-R is a measure of the Five-Factor Model of personality.  This 

measure was chosen because it is frequently used for selection and there is considerable 

research supporting the validity of the test for predicting job performance (Costa & 

McCrae, 1992).  The three personality constructs that were used in this study included: 

Neuroticism, the converse of Emotional Stability (Costa & McCrae, 1991); 
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Agreeableness; and Conscientiousness.  Each construct consists of six subscales that are 

measured by asking respondents to indicate their agreement with eight items on a Likert 

response format ranging from 0 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree).  These items 

are then summed to make one index score for each subscale.  A measurement model was 

created for each personality construct using the six subscales as indicator variables, 

which were then fitted to the data.  These models were then incorporated into a single 

model where the three personality constructs were correlated (see Figure 7).   

Operationalization of Study Models 

Research Question 1:  How will a two-factor model of job performance explain 

the variance in overall job performance?   Figure 1 illustrates the two-factor measurement 

model.  The task performance model consists of the five navigation practical exercises 

(PE) and the four STAR exams.  The team player dimension was made up of the peer 

ratings and the peer spot evaluations.  It is recognized that the different scaling 

procedures used to operationalize the team player construct may cause method variance.  

It has been found that convergence and proper parameter estimates are much more likely 

when correlating the uniqueness terms for common methods (Conway, 1998; Lance, 

Noble & Scullen, 2002; Marsh, Byrne & Craven, 1992; Scullen, 1999).   Therefore, one 

alternative model was tested to ensure that method variance would not confound 

subsequent analysis (see Figure 8).  This alternative model correlated the uniqueness for 

the peer rating indicator variables (e.g., effort and persistence, interpersonal skills and 

composure under pressure) and also correlated the uniqueness for the peer spot 

evaluations (e.g., natural leaders, slackers and soldiers that created conflict).  This 
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procedure will change the manifest variables from oblique to orthogonal (Lance, Noble & 

Scullen, 2002).   

Once a two-factor model was fit to the data then the two overall performance 

variables were introduced to the model creating a predictor model (see Figure 2).  The 

overall performance-rating variable consisted of the mean overall mean rating scores 

from approximately 12 to 14 peer ratings.  Similarly, the overall performance-ranking 

variable used the mean ranking score, which came from approximately 12 to 14 overall 

peer rankings. This score was derived by taking the average from rankings that were 

transformed into proportions and then normalized using the arcsine procedure.   

Research Question 2:  Will the measures used to operationalize overall job 

performance significantly alter each job performance factor’s relationship with overall 

performance? This study constrained path coefficients in the predictor model derived in 

Question 1 to address this question (see Figure 2). Specifically, two models were 

generated and compared to the initial model to determine if there was significant 

difference due to the method being used to measure overall performance.  The first model 

constrained both path coefficients for the task performance dimension to be equivalent. 

The second model followed the same procedure by constraining both path coefficients to 

be equal for the team player performance dimension.  Significant deviations from the 

initial model due to constraining path coefficients would suggest that different methods 

would alter the relationship between the performance dimension and overall 

performance.   

Research Question 3:  What is the relationship between general mental ability 

(GMA), personality and biographical data (biodata)?   This study used SEM to 
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investigate this question by testing a three-factor model.   More precisely, a three-factor 

measurement model was fit to the data using the GMA construct, the conscientiousness 

personality construct and the conscientiousness background construct (see Figure 3).    

Research Question 4:  What is the magnitude of the relationship between human 

attributes predicting each of the two factors of job performance and overall job 

performance?  This study will use SEM statistical procedures to address this question by 

investigating the unique variance that each predictor shares with each dimension of 

performance and overall performance.  The first model included the six predictor 

constructs and the two performance dimensions (see Figure 4).  The model included paths 

from the GMA, conscientiousness and the conscientiousness background dimensions to 

the task performance dimension.  All six of the predictor constructs have a path to the 

team player performance construct.  As well, predictor constructs were correlated while 

the two performance criteria constructs were correlated.   The second model used the two 

overall performance variables (i.e., rating and ranking) as the criteria while including the 

six predictor constructs (see Figure 5).  Again, the predictor constructs were correlated 

and the two overall performance variables were correlated.  All six predictor constructs 

had paths to both overall performance variables.  

RESULTS 

The results of this study are reported in four stages of analysis with each 

stage representing a research question.  Within each question, the findings are 

organized by model. The stages of analysis are organized as follows: (a) How will 

a two-factor model of job performance explain the variance in overall job 

performance, (b) Will the measures used to determine overall job performance 
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significantly alter the relationship between overall job performance and the two 

factors of job performance, (c) What is the relationship between general mental 

ability (GMA), personality and biographical data (biodata), and (d) What is the 

magnitude of the relationship between human attributes predicting each 

dimension of job performance and overall job performance? 

Research Question 1:  How will a two-factor model of job performance 

explain the variance in overall job performance?   

The primary purpose of question one was to determine the variance shared by two 

factors of job performance with overall job performance.  Table 3 provides the 

descriptive statistics for each of the manifest indicator variables used to address question 

one.  Additionally, Appendix D provides the correlation parameters estimates for all 

manifest variables used in this study (see Table D1).  Figure 8 illustrates the initial two-

factor conceptual model with the manifest indicator variables.  The alternative correlated 

methods model was also tested (see Figure 9).  The fit statistics for the two models are 

presented in Table 4.  The overall job performance variables are included in a predictor 

model with the final two-factor model of job performance in Figure 10.  Table 5 includes 

the fit statistics for the overall job performance predictor model with the two dimensions 

of job performance.   

Fitting the two-factor model derived from the pilot sample to the current study’s 

sample (N= 486) resulted in a highly significant chi-square statistic, 211.02 (89), p = 

<.0001 and a moderately high (2.37) chi-square/degrees of freedom ratio (see Table 4).  

However, the other fit indices for this model provide reasonable support for adequate fit 

(CFI = .95; NNFI = .94; RMSEA = .0532 [.04 - .06]).  Figure 8 shows the model and 
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includes the parameter estimates.  All parameter estimates were significant at p= <.001.  

As Figure 8 indicates the three peer ratings used to operationalize the team player 

performance factor provide higher parameter estimates compared to the three behavioral 

checklist manifest indicator parameter estimates.  The composure under pressure 

manifest indicator variable (.96) offers the highest parameter loading.  The Practical 

Exercise 5 (PE5) variable (.54) provides the highest parameter estimate for the task 

performance dimension while the Practical Exercise (PE1) variable (.22) appears to have 

the smallest estimate.   

The correlated methods alternative two-factor model was fit to the same sample 

(N=486).  Table 4 presents the fit indices, and Figure 9 provides the parameter estimates 

for this model.  The chi-square statistic was also significant, 168.52 (83), p = <.0001.  

However, the chi-square/degrees of freedom ratio (2.03) was slightly lower than the 

initial model.  The other fit indices also suggest that this was an adequate fitting model 

(CFI = .96; NNFI = .95; RMSEA = .0461 [.04 - .06]).   Figure 9 displays the model and 

the parameter estimates.  All the parameter estimates and the correlated error estimates 

were significant at p= <.001. The peer ratings correlated error variances were higher than 

the correlated error variances for the behavior checklist.  This would indicate that the 

peer ratings had more variance in common.  Correlating the error variances for each 

method also resulted in more balanced parameter estimates when compared to the initial 

model.   

The chi-square difference was used to compare the fit of the initial model with the 

alternative model.  This comparison resulted in a difference value of 42.50, which, with 6 

df was significant, p=<. 001.  The initial model does not appear to be the best fitting 
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model when fit statistics are compared to the alternative model.  Likewise, the alternative 

model provides some evidence to suggest that removing method variance will improve 

the fit of the model.   Therefore, the alternative model was selected as the model to be 

used in subsequent analysis because it provides stronger support for the findings in this 

study.   

The full predictor model included the alternative two-factor model with both the 

peer ratings of overall job performance and the peer rankings of overall job performance 

(see Figure 10).  Fitting this model to the sample (N= 486) resulted in a highly significant 

chi-square statistic, 242.02 (109), p = <.0001 and a moderately high (2.22) chi-

square/degrees of freedom ratio (see Table 5).  The other fit indices for this model 

provide reasonable support for adequate fit (CFI = .96; NNFI = .93; RMSEA = .0502 [.04 

- .06]).  The parameter estimates were all significant at the p<.001, except for the path    

(-.02) from the task performance factor to the peer rating overall job performance 

variable. Conversely, the team player path coefficient (.88) had a large effect on the peer 

rating overall performance variable.  Both job performance constructs have significant 

effects on the peer ranking overall performance variable.  Once again, however, the team 

player performance path coefficient (-.74) had a larger effect on the peer ranking 

compared to the task performance coefficient (-.13).   Note that the negative path 

coefficients appear logical in that a person ranked 1 on a team would have higher scores 

on the two performance dimensions compared to a team member ranked 12.   

Part of the team player performance construct’s large effect on the peer rating and 

ranking of overall performance can, more than likely, be attributed to the concurrent 

collection of the measures used to operationlize these constructs (Schmidt & Hunter, 
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1998).   Additionally, the path coefficients may be elevated because the team player 

performance construct used the same source (i.e., peers) to measure both overall 

performance variables.  

Research Question 2:  Will the measures used to operationalize overall job 

performance significantly alter each job performance factor’s relationship with overall 

performance?   

While Question One independently looked at the relationship the two factors 

share with the two overall job performance variables, Question Two compares the two 

models by constraining path coefficients (see Figure 2).  Table 5 presents the fit statistics 

for the two different models used to address this question in addition to the initial model 

generated to answer Question One.  The first alternative model constrained both of the 

task performance construct path coefficients by setting them equal to one another.  For 

example, if the path coefficient for the overall performance rating variable was “a” and 

the path coefficient for the overall performance ranking was “b” then the two paths were 

constrained so that “a = -b.”  Likewise, the second alternative model sets the path 

coefficients for the team player performance construct equal to each other.  The chi-

square difference was used to compare the fit of the initial model with each alternative 

model.  The first comparison used the initial model with the task performance path 

coefficients constrained model.  This comparison resulted in a difference value of 15.97, 

which, with 1 df was significant, p=.001 (see Table 5).  This would indicate that the task 

performance construct explains the variance in the overall performance rating 

significantly different from that of the overall performance ranking.  The parameter 

estimates for this model are listed in Appendix C (see Table C1).   
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The comparison of the initial model with the second alternative model, where the 

team player performance path coefficients were constrained, resulted in a significant, 

p=.001, difference value of  17.55 for 1 df (see Table 5).  The significant difference in 

these two models would also suggest that the team player performance construct explains 

the variance of each overall performance variable differently.  The parameter estimates 

for this model are also listed in Appendix C (see Table C2).    

Research Question 3:  What is the relationship between general mental ability 

(GMA), personality, and biographical data (biodata)?    

Specifically, the purpose of Research Question Three is to look at the correlation 

between GMA, a conscientiousness personality construct and a leadership biographical 

construct.  Table 6 provides the descriptive statistics for each of the manifest indicator 

variables used to address Question Three.  However, prior to examining the relationship 

between the predictor constructs a number of operationalization issues had to be 

addressed with the biodata and personality measures. First, valid biographical factors 

needed to be derived from the 12 historical and verifiable items in the TAP.  This was 

accomplished using an exploratory factor analysis followed by a cross-validated model. 

Likewise, each personality construct needed to be fit to a measurement model. Each 

personality measurement model was then fit to a model that included the three 

personality constructs.  Once the biographical and personality measurement models were 

fit to the data, Question Three could be addressed.  Specifically, once there was 

confidence in the validity of each predictor construct then the GMA construct, the 

leadership biographical construct and the conscientiousness personality construct could 

be correlated.  The following will discuss the results found in these procedures.   
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 Based on the items selected using both the historical and verifiable classification 

criterion there appears to be evidence for a fitness lifestyle factor and a conscientious 

background factor (see Appendix B). This assumption was validated through an 

exploratory factor analysis on a sample (n = 102) that had previously taken the TAP 

using squared multiple correlations as prior commonality estimates.  The maximum 

likelihood method was used to extract the factors, and this was followed by a promax 

(oblique) rotation.  A scree test suggested two meaningful factors, so only these factors 

were retained for rotation.   

In interpreting the rotated factor pattern, an item was said to load on a given factor 

if the factor was .40 or greater for that factor, and was less than .40 for the other.  Using 

these criteria, four items were found to load on the first factor, which was subsequently 

labeled the conscientious background factor. Three items loaded on the second factor, 

which was labeled the fitness lifestyle factor.  The historical and verifiable TAP items 

and corresponding factor loadings are presented in Table 7.  

A measurement model was generated for each of the two factors using the SAS 

system’s CALIS procedure.  In order to provide some evidence that the two-factor 

biographical model was a good fitting model, the two biographical factors were 

correlated in a model with the initial sample (N=102) and cross-validated with the current 

sample (N=526).  The factor loadings for the current sample are presented in Appendix B 

(see Table B2).  Table 8 indicates that the fit indices for the cross-validated two-factor 

biographical model adequately fit the data.  The chi-square statistic, 28.53 (13), was 

significant, p =.0076, and the chi-square/degrees of freedom ratio was moderately high 

(2.19) but the other fit indices suggest an acceptable fit (CFI = .96; NNFI = .94; RMSEA 
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= .0477 [.02 - .07]).  The fit indices for the two-factor biographical model made it 

reasonable to assume that the parameter estimates for both biographical factors are 

interpretable.  All of the parameter estimates in Figure 11 were significant at the p=<.001 

level of analysis.  The correlation (.39) between the conscientiousness background factor 

and the fitness lifestyle factor was positive.   

The fit indices for the three initial conceptual personality models and the final 

model that included the three personality constructs are presented in Table 8.  The chi –

square statistic, 27.40 (9) for the initial conscientiousness factor was significant, p=.0012.  

Likewise, the chi-square/degrees of freedom ratio was high (3.04).  The fit indices for the 

conscientiousness model indicate a good fitting model (CFI = .99; NNFI = .98; RMSEA 

= .0676 [.06 - .08]).     

The initial neuroticism personality model also had a significant, p=<.0001, chi –

square statistic, 64.51 (9) and a high chi-square/degrees of freedom ratio (7.16).  The fit 

indices for the neuroticism model also indicate that it is only a moderate fitting model 

(CFI = .96; NNFI = .93; RMSEA = .1173 [.13 - .11]).   

The chi –square statistic, 35.62 (9) for the initial agreeableness factor was 

significant, p=<.0001, and the chi-square/degrees of freedom ratio was high (3.96).  

However, even with a high chi-square/degrees of freedom ratio the fit indices for the 

agreeableness model provide evidence for an acceptable fit (CFI = .96; NNFI = .93; 

RMSEA = .0812[.07 - .09]).     

The chi –square statistic, 668.10 (132) for the final model that included the three 

personality constructs was significant, p=.0001, and the chi-square/degrees of freedom 

ratio was high (5.02).  The fit indices for the final model provide some support for a 
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moderate fitting model (CFI = .88; NNFI = .96; RMSEA = .0952 [.09 - .10]).  The 

correlations between the three personality constructs in the final model were high.  The 

negative correlation (-.88) between the conscientiousness and neuroticism construct was 

the highest.  The negative relationship is consistent with previous research in that the 

neuroticism construct is conceptually the opposite of emotional stability, which shares a 

positive relationship with the conscientiousness construct.   Additionally, the extremely 

high correlation would suggest that the two factors could be combined.  However, there is 

enough research to support the separation of both factors, therefore this study will not 

combine the two factors.  The neuroticism and agreeableness constructs also had a 

negative correlation (-.65).  The correlation (.63) between the conscientiousness and 

agreeableness personality construct also had a strong relationship but in the positive 

direction.  

The chi-square statistic, 70.48 (42), for the three-factor model showing the 

correlation between GMA, the conscientiousness personality factor and the leadership 

background construct was significant p = .0039 (see Table 5).  The chi-square/degrees of 

freedom ratio (1.68), however, provides evidence of a good fitting model.  Likewise, the 

fit indices for this model suggest a good fitting model (GFI = .97; CFI = .98; NNFI = .97; 

RMSEA = .0432 [.02 - .06]).  The correlation parameter estimates for the three constructs 

are shown in Table 9.   The correlation (.34) between the conscientiousness and the 

leadership background constructs was significant at the p<.001 level.  Both the 

correlation (.08) between GMA and conscientiousness and the correlation (.11) between 

GMA and the leadership background construct were nonsignificant.  Additionally, 
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Appendix D (see Table D1) displays the correlation parameter estimates for all latent 

constructs.   

Research Question 4:  What is the magnitude of the relationship between human 

attributes predicting each of the two factors of job performance and overall job 

performance? 

The primary purpose of question four was to look at the relationship between the 

predictors of job performance and the job performance constructs.  Figure 13 illustrates 

the relationship between the predictors and the two factors of job performance.  Figure 14 

shows the relationship between the predictors of job performance and each variable of 

overall job performance.  Each figure includes the parameter estimates and Table 5 lists 

the fit indices for each model.   

Fitting the first predictor model (i.e., the two performance constructs) to the 

sample (N= 256) resulted in a significant, p = <.0001, chi-square statistic, 1278.06 (749), 

and a good (1.71) chi-square/degrees of freedom ratio (see Table 5).  The other fit indices 

for this model suggest an adequate fitting model (CFI = .86; NNFI = .85; RMSEA = 

.0526 [.05 - .06]).  Figure 13 shows the model and includes the parameter estimates.  All 

of the path coefficients were nonsignificant except for the path from GMA to task 

performance, p=<.001.  The neuroticism personality construct does not have a significant 

effect on the team player performance construct but it has the largest path coefficient       

(-.25).  Additionally, the leadership background construct has the second highest path 

coefficient (.23) for the team player performance construct but it is also nonsignificant.   

Table 5 also includes the significant p = <.0001 chi-square statistic, 736.78 (325), 

and the moderate (2.27) chi-square/degrees of freedom ratio for the overall performance 
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predictor model that includes both the rating variable and ranking variable. The other fit 

indices for this model provide reasonable support for an adequate fitting model (CFI = 

.86; NNFI = .84; RMSEA = .0705 [.06 - .08]).  All of the parameter estimates were 

nonsignficant (see Figure 14).  Additionally, the negative correlation (-.83) of the unique 

variance for the overall performance variables was high.  Several alternative models were 

also tested where overall performance was operationalized differently and in each case 

the results were similar to the current model’s findings.   

DISCUSSION 

The two primary research objectives of this study were to look at (a) how 

different dimensions of job performance (i.e., task and team player) may influence 

overall performance and (b) how three human attributes (i.e., GMA, personality, and 

biodata) may explain variance in job performance.  There were four research findings in 

the present study that are particularly noteworthy.  Two of the reported findings support 

the first objective while the final two results support the second objective.   

First, team player performance had a greater influence on overall job performance 

compared to task performance.  Specifically, team player performance was highly 

significant at predicting overall job performance where task performance was only 

marginally significant to nonsignificant.   Second, the peer assessment method (i.e., 

rating and ranking) used to measure overall job performance significantly influenced the 

relationship the two dimensions of job performance had with overall job performance.  

Third, there was a moderate relationship between personality and biodata and no 

significant relationship between the GMA construct and either personality or biodata 
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constructs.  Finally, only the ability construct (i.e., GMA) significantly explained 

variance in job performance. Each finding is discussed in greater detail below.  

There were mixed results regarding the two dimensions of job performance 

explaining variance in overall job performance.  The results in this study indicated that 

team player performance has a larger effect on overall performance compared to task 

performance.  Additionally, the task performance construct does not significantly explain 

variance in overall performance when overall performance is measured using peer 

ratings.  It could be argued that the measures used to operationalize the team player 

performance construct were collected concurrently with the measures used to 

operationalize overall job performance thus elevating the team player performance’s path 

coefficients (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998).  However, even if a large portion of the variance 

explained by the team player performance construct could be attributed to this issue the 

high path coefficients for the team player performance construct and the disparity 

between the task performance path coefficients and the team player performance 

coefficients is large enough to assume that these findings would still be valid.  With this 

in mind, these findings would suggest that team members are more concerned with how 

well an individual is able to cooperate and work as a team member rather than his ability 

to navigate in the field.  It may be that task performance is not as important when the 

team is comprised of competent team members because the shared knowledge makes it 

difficult to differentiate task proficiency.  Additionally, navigating in the field was not n 

interdependent task.  Therefore, the inability of one team member to navigate in the field 

would not significantly impact the performance of the team, as a whole, because other 

team members could achieve the task.  Further, an incompetent team member’s inability 
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to navigate in the field could go unnoticed because other more competent teammates 

would complete the task for the team.  However, when team members are forced to 

differentiate between teammates (i.e., forced rankings) an individual’s task performance, 

even if the task is not interdependent, becomes significant in determining who will be 

ranked first and who will be last.  This would suggest that team members are capable of 

differentiating between competent and incompetent team members when forced to do so.  

The latter finding provides moderate support for previous research (Motowidlo & Van 

Scotter, 1994) that suggests each of the two dimensions of job performance explain 

significant variance in overall performance.  However, it is recognized that the task 

performance construct only slightly explains variance in overall job performance and 

therefore this conclusion should be cautiously considered.   

Prior to this research the empirical evidence to support or disconfirm the unique 

contribution that peer ratings and peer rankings make to job performance was absent 

from the literature.  The findings in this study demonstrate that using different peer 

assessment methods (i.e., ratings and rankings) to measure overall job performance will 

influence the relationship each job performance construct shares with overall job 

performance.  Constraining the causal pathways for the task performance construct 

significantly altered the predictor model suggesting that even with small path coefficients 

the method used to operationalize overall performance will significantly influence the 

relationship task performance shares with overall performance. Similarly, constraining 

the team player performance causal pathways also significantly changed the model.  This 

would indicate that performing as a team player is evaluated differently based on the peer 

assessment method used (i.e., rating and ranking) to operationalize overall performance.  
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In short, the method used to operationalize overall performance will influence an 

assessor’s perception of overall performance; thereby changing the effect task 

performance and team player performance have on overall job performance.   

An argument could be made that using a ranking method to assess performance may 

force a distribution that is not really there, conversely, the results in this study could also 

indicate that using the ranking method forces evaluators to use additional performance 

information (i.e., task performance) to assess overall performance. The findings in this 

study also suggest that overall performance operationalized with a ranking is distinctly 

different from overall job performance operationalized with a rating.  Thus, if the overall 

job performance ranking is not an accurate depiction of actual job performance then the 

inclusion of task performance to significantly predict a ranking is irrelevant.  Therefore, 

future job performance should be linked back to the overall job performance ranking to 

ensure construct validity.  If it can be shown that the job performance ranking is a valid 

construct of overall job performance then the ranking method would be superior to the 

rating method because it forces evaluators to use additional performance information 

when making an assessment.    

The findings in this research also extend the findings in previous studies that have 

investigated predictors of job performance.  More precisely, this research found that 

GMA did not significantly covary with the conscientiousness personality construct. This 

would offer support for past research that has found low correlations between GMA and 

personality (Cortina, Goldstein, Payne, Davison, & Gilliland, 2000; Digman, 1990).  

Additionally, GMA did not share significant variance with the leadership background 

construct, which does not support Mount, Witt, and Barrick’s (2000) study where their 
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research findings suggested that biodata shared significant variance with GMA.  The 

findings in this study would suggest that a person high on GMA is not automatically high 

on conscientiousness or leadership and vice versa.   

This research also found a significant correlation between the conscientiousness 

personality construct and the leadership background construct. As would be expected, 

individuals that see themselves in a conscientious manner would, more than likely, also 

have demonstrated past behaviors that characterized leadership. However, while the 

relationship between the personality and biographical constructs was significant the 

magnitude of this correlation was moderate, indicating a considerable amount of variance 

is not being shared by the two constructs.  This moderate correlation is consistent with 

previous research (McManus & Kelly, 1999; Mitchell, 1994) that has found only 

moderate relationships between personality and biodata.  There are several possibilities 

for the moderate correlation between the two constructs.  One explanation could be that a 

individual high on conscientiousness does not necessarily have to be a leader and vice 

versa.  Another possibility is that the two constructs have been mislabeled thus giving the 

impression that they should be highly correlated.  Personality research has debated over 

the label for the conscientiousness personality dimension (Mount, et al., 1999).  

Likewise, it could be argued that the items used to operationalize the leadership 

biographical construct are to few in number to accurately represent a leadership 

dimension.  Therefore, while the two constructs were proposed to share significant 

variance, in actuality the conscientiousness construct or the leadership construct does not 

accurately represent the dimension.  A third possibility is that both constructs are 

explaining different aspects of conscientiousness.  If this were the case then the findings 
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in this research would suggest individuals that have, in the past, made suggestions that 

increased efficiency, had their problem-solving methods adopted and/or have been 

chosen as a leader will not necessarily be the same individuals who embody a personality 

that is competent, orderly, dutiful, achievement striving and self-disciplined.  In short, 

conscientiousness may be too broad a construct that encompasses such a large domain 

that makes it virtually irrelevant (Hough, 1992).  While several meta-analyses have 

shown that conscientiousness has the highest validity of the five personality factors for 

predicting performance (Hurtz & Donovan, 2000; Barrick, et al., 2001) there is some 

research that found conscientiousness to be nonsignificant in predicting performance 

(Sackett et al., 1998;LePine et al., 2000).  Namely, conscientiousness, being a broad 

construct, can be operationalized in a variety of ways and it may be that the way it is 

defined will significantly influence the relationship it has with job performance.  A fourth 

possibility is that conscientiousness personality items are perceived differently from 

biographical items.  More precisely, the way in which items are worded may influence 

the way in which an individual responds.  This would suggest that a respondent would 

answer a dispositional item differently than a similar item worded as historical and 

verifiable.   

Another finding in this research was that the GMA construct was the only significant 

predictor of performance.  Further, GMA was only able to explain a significant amount of 

variance in the task performance construct.  In other words, the higher one scores on 

GMA the better they will perform at navigation in the field.  This makes sense in that 

learning how to read a map, use a compass, and demonstrate these skills in a field 

exercise requires cognitive ability.  Moreover, these findings support previous research 
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that has found GMA to be a significant predictor of job performance.  Conversely, the 

conscientiousness personality and leadership background constructs did not significantly 

predict task performance, which contradicts previous research. The findings in this study 

would indicate that a soldier scoring high on conscientiousness would not necessarily 

perform well at navigating in a field exercise.  In addition, GMA, personality and 

biographical constructs were unable to significantly predict team player performance.  

This would indicate that a team members’ general mental ability does not predict how 

much effort he will put forth, his interpersonal skills, leadership ability or if he will create 

conflict on the team.  Likewise, a teammate’s conscientiousness, emotional stability, 

agreeableness and past behaviors will not significantly explain his performance as a team 

player.   These findings contradict previous research where personality and biodata 

measures were used to predict performance in contexts where interpersonal interaction 

was required.   

Further findings in this study that contradict previous research include the GMA, 

personality, and biographical constructs, which were unable to significantly explain 

variance in overall job performance when job performance was operationalized with peer 

assessments.  These findings do not support Mount, Witt, and Barrick’s (2000) study 

where their research found that biodata accounted for significant variance in performance 

beyond the variance explained by both GMA and personality.  Instead, these findings 

would suggest that team members are not significantly influenced by their teammates’ 

GMA, personality or past behaviors when evaluating overall performance.  It may be that 

other factors not addressed in this research are significantly influencing the overall job 

performance assessment.  Another possibility is that overall job performance is too broad 
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a construct and therefore assessors’ evaluations are being influenced by different sources 

of information. Assessors are more likely to use the same sources of information to 

evaluate job performance when performance constructs are defined in more specific 

terms rather than a broad overall job performance construct.  This conclusion further 

supports the use of dimensions of job performance when evaluating performance rather 

than an overall job performance construct.   

There are several limitations with the current study that may explain some the 

results.  First, the research design was nonexperimental.  Regardless of the sophistication 

of the statistical techniques, causal inferences must be treated with caution when using 

nonexperimental designs.  While explanations regarding the findings in this research 

were made it is understood that in nonexperimental designs there are numerous other 

factors that may have influenced the findings.  Another limitation is the restricted range 

with the sample used in this study, which is a typical dilemma with nonexperimental 

designs.  However, the context in which this research was conducted (i.e., U.S. Army 

Special Forces) makes this study’s sample severely restricted.  More precisely, the 

participants in this study were screened, based on ability and experience, prior to 

attending the three-week course. Additionally, the attrition from the course was extreme, 

further limiting the variance in this sample.  The restricted range makes it difficult to 

generalize these findings to other populations.  Likewise, the restricted range was the 

most probable culprit to the limited significant findings in this research.  It is apparently 

difficult to differentiate performance for soldiers at this ability level.  Again, using a more 

diverse sample to explore these same research questions may lead to different 

conclusions.   
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One final limitation that must be addressed is the use of single measures to 

operationalize GMA and overall performance and the few items used to operationalize 

the biodata constructs.  Considering the Wonderlic scores as a perfect measure of GMA 

is a bold assumption even though there is considerable research to support the use of a 

Wonderlic score to operationalize GMA.  Likewise, using the mean score of a peer 

evaluation to explain overall performance limits the variance in overall performance.  

Ideally, several measures of overall job performance would be used to operationalize an 

overall performance construct.  This would provide a more accurate depiction of overall 

performance and, thereby, allowing the predictors to have more variance to explain.  

Finally, biodata constructs are typically made up of a much larger number of items 

compared to the few items used in this study.  Therefore, the small number of items used 

to measure each construct hampers any conclusions made in this study involving biodata.   

There are several areas for further research.  As previously mentioned, using a 

more representative sample of the general public may provide more interpretable results 

to the models investigated in this research.  More specifically, a less restricted sample 

may offer more information as to what peer evaluation method is better at explaining 

overall performance.  Likewise, a more diverse sample may provide additional variance, 

which may contribute to more significant path coefficients between the predictors of job 

performance and job performance criteria. Additionally, future research could perform 

survival analysis to examine significant differences between the soldiers that passed 

SFAS and those that voluntarily withdrew from the course.   

As well, some of the limitations in the current study could provide fertile ground 

for future research.  For instance, capturing more performance data may allow for the 
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investigation of alternative models, such as Grant’s three-factor job performance model 

(Grant, 1996).  Another possibility is designing a team activity that requires each team 

member to perform a task that will determine the success of the entire team. By creating 

interdependent tasks that every team member must perform could potentially change the 

evaluations made by peers at the end of the team exercise.   

Some other possibilities for further research include examining the characteristics 

of the peer evaluator and the teammate he is evaluating.  It may be that teammates 

sharing similar attributes are evaluated significantly different from teammates that are 

distinctly different.  Investigating performance at the team level instead of at the 

individual level is another opportunity for future research. Another direction for research 

could be to further investigate the relationship between constructs operationalized with 

verifiable and historical items and constructs operationalized with dispositional items.  

While this research found a significant correlation between the conscientiousness 

personality construct and the leadership biographical construct the relationship was only 

moderate.  One possible explanation for the moderate correlation is the wording of items 

used to operationalize each construct.     

In conclusion, the results of this research may be difficult to generalize to other 

populations because of the extreme restriction of range; nonetheless, there are several 

findings that contribute to the literature.  This study found that team player performance 

has a greater influence on overall performance compared to task performance when 

overall performance is evaluated from the perspective of peers (i.e., team members) in a 

team context.   More precisely, on short-term teams with competent team members it is 

cooperative teammates that put forth effort that receive higher overall job performance 
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evaluations from their peers.  Another finding that will further the field is the empirical 

evidence that supports the assertion that criteria operationalized by different methods of 

peer assessment, namely peer ratings and peer rankings, will change the way in which 

predictors share variance with the criteria.   As well, this study’s findings support 

previous research that implies GMA does not share a significant relationship with either 

personality or biographical data.   However, it was also shown in this study that neither 

personality nor biographical constructs are significant predictors of performance.  Only 

GMA was significant at predicting task performance.  Future research will need to 

continue to strive to better understand the attributes that predict performance, as well as, 

the dimensions that make up overall job performance.  It is through this research that the 

field will have a greater body of knowledge of what constitutes performance and thus 

provide a clearer picture of what attributes will best predict performance.   
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Footnote 

1 The purpose of this study was to determine if biodata could predict performance not 

necessarily on how physical fitness could predict performance.  While there may be 

research that has investigated the predictability of physical fitness on performance for 

Special Forces soldiers this study was focused on the biodata method.  In other words, the 

focus was not on the operationalization of biodata but rather on the wording of biodata 

items (i.e., historical and verifiable) compared to personality items. 
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Table 1. 

 Table of the Manifest Indicators for Job Performance Criteria  
 

Variable Abbreviation Instrument Measures Construct 
Practical Exercise 1 PE1 Procedural Test 5 Point Rating Scale 
Practical Exercise 2 PE2 Procedural Test 5 Point Rating Scale 
Practical Exercise 3 PE3 Procedural Test 5 Point Rating Scale 
Practical Exercise 4 PE4 Procedural Test 5 Point Rating Scale 
Practical Exercise 5 PE5 Procedural Test 5 Point Rating Scale 

Star Exercise 1 STAR1 Procedural Test 5 Point Rating Scale 
Star Exercise 2 STAR2 Procedural Test 5 Point Rating Scale 
Star Exercise 3 STAR3 Procedural Test 5 Point Rating Scale 
Star Exercise 4 STAR4 Procedural Test 5 Point Rating Scale 

Task  
Performance 

Effort/Persistence Effort Peer Evaluation 
Form 

Average of 12 – 14 ratings on a 5 
Point Scale 

Interpersonal Skills Inter Peer Evaluation 
Form 

Average of 12 – 14 ratings on a 5 
Point Scale 

Composure Under 
Pressure Comp Peer Evaluation 

Form 
Average of 12 – 14 ratings on a 5 

Point Scale 

Slacker Slack Peer Evaluation 
Form 

Sum of 12 – 14 behavioral checklist 
ratings 

Emergent Leader Ldr Peer Evaluation 
Form 

Sum of 12 – 14 behavioral checklist 
ratings 

Create Conflict/ 
Aggressor Agr Peer Evaluation 

Form 
Sum of 12 – 14 behavioral checklist 

ratings 

Team Player 
Performance 

Mean of Overall 
Ranking Mean Ranking Peer Evaluation 

Form 
Average of 12 – 14 ratings on a 14 

Point Ranking 
Median of Overall 

Ranking Median Ranking Peer Evaluation 
Form 

Average of 12 – 14 ratings on a 5 
Point Scale 

Mode of Overall 
Ranking Mode Ranking Peer Evaluation 

Form 
Average of 12 – 14 ratings on a 5 

Point Scale 
Mean of Overall 

Rating Mean Rating Peer Evaluation 
Form 

Average of 12 – 14 ratings on a 5 
Point Scale 

Median of Overall 
Rating Median Rating Peer Evaluation 

Form 
Average of 12 – 14 ratings on a 5 

Point Scale 
Mode of Overall 

Rating Mode Raring Peer Evaluation 
Form 

Average of 12 – 14 ratings on a 5 
Point Scale 

Overall 
Performance 
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Table 2. 

 Table of the Manifest Indicators for Job Performance Predictors 
 

Variable Abbreviation Instrument Measures Construct 
General Mental 

Ability G Wonderlic 45 Items in 12 Min. G 

Competence C1 NEO 8 Items with a 5 Point scale 
Order C2 NEO 8 Items with a 5 Point scale 

Dutifulness C3 NEO 8 Items with a 5 Point scale 
Achievement Striving C4 NEO 8 Items with a 5 Point scale 

Self-Discipline C5 NEO 8 Items with a 5 Point scale 
Deliberation C6 NEO 8 Items with a 5 Point scale 

Conscientiousness 

Anxiety N1 NEO 8 Items with a 5 Point scale 
Anger Hostility N2 NEO 8 Items with a 5 Point scale 

Depression N3 NEO 8 Items with a 5 Point scale 
Self-Consciousness N4 NEO 8 Items with a 5 Point scale 

Impulsiveness N5 NEO 8 Items with a 5 Point scale 
Vulnerability N6 NEO 8 Items with a 5 Point scale 

Emotional Stability 

Trust A1 NEO 8 Items with a 5 Point scale 
Straightforwardness A2 NEO 8 Items with a 5 Point scale 

Altruism A3 NEO 8 Items with a 5 Point scale 
Compliance A4 NEO 8 Items with a 5 Point scale 

Modesty A5 NEO 8 Items with a 5 Point scale 
Tender Mindedness A6 NEO 8 Items with a 5 Point scale 

Agreeableness 

Item 12 V1 TAP Single Item with a 5 Point scale 
Item 14 V2 TAP Single Item with a 5 Point scale 
Item 17 V3 TAP Single Item with a 5 Point scale 
Item 18 V4 TAP Single Item with a 5 Point scale 
Item 22 V5 TAP Single Item with a 5 Point scale 
Item 31 V6 TAP Single Item with a 5 Point scale 
Item 35 V7 TAP Single Item with a 5 Point scale 
Item 44 V8 TAP Single Item with a 5 Point scale 
Item 46 V9 TAP Single Item with a 5 Point scale 
Item 52 V10 TAP Single Item with a 5 Point scale 
Item 63 V11 TAP Single Item with a 5 Point scale 
Item 68 V12 TAP Single Item with a 5 Point scale 

BIODATA 
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Table 3. 

 Descriptive Statistics for the Job Performance Criterion Manifest Indicators  
 

Variable n Min Max M SD Skew SE 
PE1 489 0 4 3.38 .82 -1.25 .04 
PE2 489 0 4 3.44 1.08 -2.01 .05 
PE3 489 0 4 3.30 1.17 -1.65 .05 
PE4 489 0 4 3.29 .92 -1.35 .04 
PE5 489 0 4 2.88 1.09 -.84 .05 

STAR1 489 0 4 3.21 .82 -.90 .04 
STAR2 489 0 4 3.42 .77 -1.40 .03 
STAR3 489 0 4 3.17 .76 -.69 .03 
STAR4 489 0 4 3.19 .71 -.71 .03 
Effort 489 2 5 3.88 .53 -.39 .02 
Inter 489 1.85 4.86 3.69 .48 -.21 .02 

Comp 489 1.79 4.93 3.76 .50 -.41 .02 
Slack 489 0 10 .97 1.58 2.33 .07 
Ldr 489 0 14 3.47 3.16 1.07 .14 
Agr 489 0 10 .28 1.02 6.30 .05 

Mean Ranking 489 .09 1.49 .65 .29 .32 .01 
Median Ranking 489 .07 1.57 .59 .32 .60 .01 
Mode Ranking 487 .07 1.57 .62 .44 .69 .02 
Mean Rating 489 1.71 4.93 3.79 .56 -.40 .03 

Median Rating 489 1.5 5 3.93 .65 -.41 .03 
Mode Raring 489 1 5 3.93 .79 -.49 .04 
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Table 4. 

Initial Two-Factor Model of Job Performance and Correlated Method Model 
 

Model N χ2 df χ2/ df ∆χ2 ∆df GFI CFI NFI NNFI RMSEA 
Two-Factor Model           

 Initial (see Figure 8) 486 211.01 89 2.37 --- --- .94 .94 .90 .93 .05 

 Correlated Methods 
(see Figure 9) 486 168.51 83 2.03 42.50* 6 .95 .96 .92 .95 .04 

 

Note:  “*” Indicates significant ∆χ2  
at p<.001 
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Table 5. 

Fit Indices for Each of the Research Question’s Models 
 

Model N χ2 df χ2/ df ∆χ2 ∆df GFI CFI NFI NNFI RMSEA 

Question 1: Two-Factor Model Predicting Overall Performance        

 Initial Two-Factor Model (see Figure 10) 486 242.07 109 2.22 --- --- .94 .96 .93 .95 .0502 

Question 2: Peer Assessment Method Influencing Model Fit for Two-Factor Model Predicting Overall Performance  

 Task Performance Constrained 486 257.99 110 2.35 15.97* 1 .94 .96 .93 .95 .0527 

 Team Player Performance Constrained 486 259.57 110 2.36 17.55* 1 .87 .96 .86 .86 .0829 

Question 3: Three-Factor Model          

 GMA, Personality and Biodata Model 
(see Figure 13) 256 70.48 42 1.68 --- --- .97 .98 .94 .97 .0432 

Question 4: Predictor Models of Job Performance and Overall Job Performance       

 Predictors with a Two Factor Model of 
Performance (see Figure 14) 256 1278.06 749 1.71 --- --- .81 .86 .73 .85 .0526 

 Predictors with Overall Performance 
Variables (see Figure 15) 256 736.78 325 2.27 --- --- .82 .86 .78 .84 .0705 

 

 Note:  “*” Indicates significant ∆χ2  
at p<.01
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Table 6. 

 Descriptive Statistics for the Predictors of Job Performance Manifest Indicators 
 
Variable n Min Max M SD Skew SE 

G 488 1 99 59.36 28.59 -.40 1.29 
C1 449 12 32 23.10 3.16 .00 .15 
C2 449 7 28 19.10 3.10 -.22 .15 
C3 449 9 32 23.46 3.44 -.07 .16 
C4 449 12 31 21.90 3.27 -.02 .15 
C5 449 12 32 23.19 3.28 -.20 .15 
C6 449 7 32 18.59 3.64 .09 .17 
N1 449 0 21 10.07 3.67 -.06 .17 
N2 449 0 23 10.76 3.91 .32 .18 
N3 449 0 22 9.16 3.85 .50 .18 
N4 449 1 23 11.28 3.64 .15 .17 
N5 449 1 24 12.87 3.94 .07 .19 
N6 449 0 19 7.34 3.36 .33 .16 
A1 449 8 32 20.41 3.19 -.55 .18 
A2 449 8 32 18.75 3.99 -.04 .19 
A3 449 12 32 23.14 3.25 -.18 .15 
A4 449 4 28 16.57 3.28 -.10 .16 
A5 449 8 30 18.09 3.50 .07 .17 
A6 449 10 27 18.92 3.19 -.14 .15 
V1 529 1 5 2.14 .744 .54 .03 
V2 529 1 5 3.57 .74 -.63 .03 
V3 529 1 5 3.85 .79 -.52 .03 
V4 529 1 5 2.28 .88 .83 .04 
V5 529 1 5 2.53 .89 .29 .04 
V6 529 1 5 3.35 .87 -.29 .04 
V7 529 1 5 2.43 .74 -.03 .03 
V8 529 1 5 3.07 1.07 .03 .05 
V9 529 1 5 2.30 .83 .43 .04 
V10 529 1 5 2.46 1.42 .50 .06 
V11 529 1 5 2.51 .86 .07 .04 
V12 529 1 5 2.04 .90 .67 .04 
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Table 7. 

Factor Loadings for Behaviorally Oriented Items that are Historical and Verifiable  
 
 

Factor 1 
Loading 

Factor 2 
Loading Variable Item # Item 

.84* -.09 VAR 5 22 How often were you the one asked to organize 
group projects? 

.50* -.08 VAR 11 63 In group situations, how often were you selected 
to be the spokesperson for your group? 

.48 * -.13 VAR 7 35 How often have your problem-solving methods 
been adopted by others in your work group? 

.45 -.25 VAR 1 12 How often were you the one asked to organize 
group projects? 

.41 * .00 VAR 9 46 How often have you made suggestions to 
coworkers to increase efficiency? 

.16 -.12 VAR 4 18 In your youth, when teams were being picked 
for sports, when were you usually picked? 

-.03 .00 VAR 2 14 How often have you been impolite in any way 
to others? 

.00 .71 * VAR 3 17 On average, how many times a week do you 
work out? 

-.01 .64 * VAR 8 44 
During the past two years, when not on 
assignment, how many hours have you spent in 
an average week participating in sports and 
exercise? 

.18 -.20 VAR 10 52 
How many times did your family 
moved/relocate before you finished high 
school? 

.20 -.24 VAR 6 31 How often have you neglected family or 
recreation to do more work? 

.15 -.70 * VAR 12 68 During leave, how likely have you been able to 
maintain some sort of PT schedule? 

 
Note:  Items that load on a factor, based on the .40 criteria, have been flagged by an “*”. 
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Table 8. 

 Fit Indices for Personality and Background Construct Models 
 

Model N χ2 df χ2/ df ∆χ2  ∆ df GFI CFI NFI NNFI RMSEA 

2-Factor Background            

 
 Initial 2-Factor   
 Background 
(see Figure 5) 

102 5.92 13 .46 ---  --- .98 1.0 .95 1.12    0 

 
Cross Validated  2-    
Factor Background 
(see Figure 11) 

526 28.53 13 2.19 ---  --- .98 .96 .93 .94 .0477 

Personality            

 Conscientiousness 449 27.40 9 3.04 --- --- .98 .99 .98 .98 .0676 

 Emotional Stability 449 64.51 9 7.17 --- --- .96 .96 .95 .93 .1173 

 Agreeableness 449 35.62 9 3.96 --- --- .97 .96 .94 .93 .0812 

 Full Model 
(see Figure 6) 449 668.10 132 5.02 --- --- .84 .88 .85 .86 .0952 

 

Note:  “*” Indicates significant ∆χ2 
at p<.01 
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Table 9. 

 Correlations among GMA, Personality and Background Constructs 
 

 GMA 
 

 
Conscientiousness 

Personality 
 

Conscientiousness 
Background 

 

 
GMA 
 

1   

 
Conscientiousness 
Personality 
 

.08 1  

 
Conscientiousness 
Background 
 

.11 .34* 1 

 

Note:  “*” Indicates significant correlations at p<.01
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Figure 1. Initial Two-Factor Model 
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Figure 2. Initial predictive model with rating and ranking overall performance  

  
Note:  “ERM” denotes the error variance for the overall rating and “ERKM” denotes the error variance for the overall ranking
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Figure 3.  Initial model of human attributes predicting the two dimensions of job 

performance   

 

Note:  “DTP” denotes the disturbance for Task Performance and  “DTPP” denotes the disturbance for Team Player Performance 
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Figure 4.  Initial model of human attributes predicting overall performance  
 
Note:  “ERM” denotes the error variance for the overall rating and “ERKM” denotes the error variance for the overall ranking 
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Figure 5: Initial Two-Factor Model for the biographical dimensions 
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Figure 6: Initial measurement model for the three personality constructs  
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Figure 7. Initial Two-Factor Model with correlated methods  
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Figure 8. Initial Two-Factor Model 
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Figure 9. Two-Factor Model with correlated methods 
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Figure 10. Predictive Model with rating and ranking overall performance  

  
Note:  “*” Indicates significant item parameters at p<.01; “**” Indiciates significant item parameters at p<.001 
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Figure 11: Two-Factor Model for the biographical dimensions 
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Figure 12: Measurement model for the three personality constructs 
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Figure 13.  Human attributes predicting the two dimensions of job performance   
 
Note:  “*” Indicates significant path coefficients at p<.001
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Figure 14.  Human attributes predicting overall performance  
 
Note:   All path coefficients were insignificant at the p<.05 level.   
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Appendix A 

1

Roster ID Position

In the box to the left, locate
your Roster ID and Position
Number.  Fill in your Roster
ID and Position Number in
the boxes below.

Identification

&&&&&&&&&&

&&&&&&&&&&

&&&&&&&&&&

ffffffffff

ffffffffff

ffffffffff

0

1
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8
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r I

D

ffffffffff

ffffffffff
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5
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1
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4

5

6

7

8

9

Troublemaker/
Created Conflict"Slacker"Informal

LeaderPo
si

tio
n

N
um

be
r Demonstrated Behaviors

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

Spot Evaluations2
The Position Number column corresponds to the
"Position" column in the Identification box above.
This is the soldier you are rating.

Below are three Demonstrated Behaviors.  Fill in the
appropriate circle if the soldier demonstrated any of
the three behaviors.  Fill in all that apply.  However, if
the behavior was not demonstrated, leave the circle
blank.  Do this for all team members.

Remember, fill in  all that apply to each soldier,
leaving the circle blank if the behavior was not
demonstrated.

SFAS Peer Evaluations
Your input is valuable!  Please make your decisions carefully and honestly.

j j j j j j

08
04
10
06
14
07
09
03
01
11
13
05
02
12

13
22
32
58
72

101
132
139
141
156
160
168
174
186

Team 1  Class 5-03

Directions
Complete sections 1 2 3 4
Follow the directions for each section.
Use No. 2 pencil.  Make clean erasures if needed.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

Position
Number

Ranking within Team

& & & & & & & & & & & & & & &f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

Rank the members of your team, based on overall performance,
from first to last.  The lower the number, the higher or better the
ranking.

For example:  If you have 10 team members (NOT including yourself) then
only use numbers 1 through 10.  If you give the first team tember (Pos1) a "6"
then this ranking CAN NOT be used again.

IMPORTANT: Use each rank only once and DO NOT rank
yourself.  Leave your row blank.

Peer Rankings:4

& & & & & & & & & & & & & & &f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15& & & & & & & & & & & & & & &f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15& & & & & & & & & & & & & & &f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15& & & & & & & & & & & & & & &f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15& & & & & & & & & & & & & & &f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15& & & & & & & & & & & & & & &f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15& & & & & & & & & & & & & & &f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15& & & & & & & & & & & & & & &f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15& & & & & & & & & & & & & & &f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15& & & & & & & & & & & & & & &f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15& & & & & & & & & & & & & & &f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15& & & & & & & & & & & & & & &f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15& & & & & & & & & & & & & & &f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15& & & & & & & & & & & & & & &f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

Effort/Persistence Overall
Performance

Interpersonal Skills   Composure
Under Pressure

Peer Ratings
Rate each team member individually (i.e. do not give everyone the same rating).
Also, do not let one dimension influence your ratings on other dimensions.

Your overall
impression of

your teammate's
performance

Keeps going when things
get tough; Committed to

learning even when cadre
are not around;

Determined to succeed

Resolves conflicts and
defuses difficult situations;

Reads social situations;
Interacts well with people

of very different
backgrounds

Maintains bearing and
common sense when

confronted with difficult
situations; Displays

consistent demeanor even
when exhausted

3

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
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12
13
14
15

Po
si

tio
n

N
um

be
r

O  (Outstanding)

G  (Good)

A  (Average)

BA (Below Average)
P  (Poor)

Rarely have you met someone who has demonstrated behaviors of this
cailber for this performance area

Team member did not meet your expectations for this performance area
Team member has serious deficiencies in his performance in this area

Team member demonstrated behaviors in this performance area that met
your expectations

Team member demonstrated behaviors in this performance area that
exceeded your expectations
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Appendix B 
 
Table B1. 

TAP Behaviorally Oriented Items that are Historical and Verifiable  
 
 

Variable Item # Item 

VAR 1 12 How often were you the one asked to organize group projects? 

VAR 2 14 How often have you been impolite in any way to others? 

VAR 3 17 On average, how many times a week do you work out? 

VAR 4 18 In your youth, when teams were being picked for sports, when were you 
usually picked? 

VAR 5 22 How often were you the one asked to organize group projects? 

VAR 6 31 How often have you neglected family or recreation to do more work? 

VAR 7 35 How often have your problem-solving methods been adopted by others in 
your work group? 

VAR 8 44 During the past two years, when not on assignment, how many hours have 
you spent in an average week participating in sports and exercise? 

VAR 9 46 How often have you made suggestions to coworkers to increase efficiency? 

VAR 10 52 How many times did your family moved/relocate before you finished high 
school? 

VAR 11 63 In group situations, how often were you selected to be the spokesperson for 
your group? 

VAR 12 68 During leave, how likely have you been able to maintain some sort of PT 
schedule? 
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Table B2. 

Cross –Validated Loadings for Historical and Verifiable TAP Items 
 
 

Factor 1 
Loading 

Factor 2 
Loading Variable Item # Item 

.65 * -.00 VAR 11 63 In group situations, how often were you selected 
to be the spokesperson for your group? 

.62 * .07 VAR 5 22 How often were you the one asked to organize 
group projects? 

.57* -.09 VAR 1 12 How often were you the one asked to organize 
group projects? 

.46 * -.03 VAR 7 35 How often have your problem-solving methods 
been adopted by others in your work group? 

.42* -.03 VAR 9 46 How often have you made suggestions to 
coworkers to increase efficiency? 

.31 .01 VAR 4 18 In your youth, when teams were being picked 
for sports, when were you usually picked? 

-.19 .59 * VAR 3 17 On average, how many times a week do you 
work out? 

-.19 .55 * VAR 8 44 
During the past two years, when not on 
assignment, how many hours have you spent in 
an average week participating in sports and 
exercise? 

-.01 .20 VAR 2 14 How often have you been impolite in any way 
to others? 

.05 .14 VAR 6 31 How often have you neglected family or 
recreation to do more work? 

.03 .08 VAR 10 52 
How many times did your family 
moved/relocate before you finished high 
school? 

.32 -.37 VAR 12 68 During leave, how likely have you been able to 
maintain some sort of PT schedule? 

 
Note:  Items that load on a factor, based on the .40 criteria, have been flagged by an “*”. 
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Appendix C 
Table C1. 

Latent Variable Equations with Unstandardized Estimates for the Equivalent Task 

Performance Path Coefficients Model 

 
 

 Overall 
Performance 

Rating 
Unstandardized 
Factor Loading 

Overall 
Performance 

Rating 
SE 

Overall 
Performance 

Ranking 
Unstandardized 
Factor Loading 

Overall 
Performance 

Ranking  
SE 

Uniqueness

Task 
Performance 
Construct 

.06 .06 .06 .06 .29 

Team Player 
Performance 
Construct 

.88 .05 .97 .04 .78 
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Table C2. 

Latent Variable Equations with Unstandardized Estimates for the Equivalent Team Player 

Performance Path Coefficients Model 

 

 Overall 
Performance 

Rating 
Unstandardized 
Factor Loading 

Overall 
Performance 

Rating 
SE 

Overall 
Performance 

Ranking 
Unstandardized 
Factor Loading 

Overall 
Performance 

Ranking  
SE 

Uniqueness

Task 
Performance 
Construct 

.00 .07 .16 .08 .29 

Team Player 
Performance 
Construct 

.95 .04 .95 .04 .77 
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Appendix D 
 
Table D1. 

Correlations among Latent Constructs 
    
 GMA Consc Agree Neuro Con  

Bck 
Fit 

Bck 
Task 
Perf. 

Team 
Perf. 

Overall 
Rating 

Overall 
Ranking 

 
GMA 
 

1.00          

Conscientiousness 0.08 1.00         
 
Agreeableness 
 

0.06 .57* 1.00        

Neutroticism -0.19* -0.86* -0.65* 1.00       

Conscientiousness 
Background 
 

0.11 0.34* -0.01 -0.21* 1.00      

Fitness Background 0.07 0.33* 0.12 -0.27* 0.33* 1.00     
 
Task Performance 
 

0.30* 0.10 0.01 -0.10 0.07 0.09 1.00    

Team Player 
Performance 0.00 0.06 0.15 -0.10 0.14 0.06 0.33* 1.00   

Overall Job 
Performance Ratings 0.07 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.10 0.01 0.33* 0.89* 1.00  

Overall Job 
Performance 
Ranking 

-0.01 0.02 -0.05 0.03 -0.15 0.00 -0.37* -0.77* -0.83* 1.00 

 

 
Note:  “*” Indicates significant correlations at p<.05 
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Appendix E 
 
Table E1 
 
Variable Correlations (N = 256) 
 

  VAR3 VAR5 VAR7 VAR8 VAR9 VAR11 VAR12 
         

VAR3 1.00       Fitness Lifestyle 
V3 Prob.        

         
VAR5 0.07 1.00      Conscientiousness 

Background V5 Prob. 0.24       
         

VAR7 0.14 0.36 1.00     Conscientiousness 
Background V7 Prob. 0.02 <.0001      

         
VAR8 0.38 0.07 0.05 1.00    Fitness Lifestyle 

V8 Prob. <.0001 0.25 0.38     
         

VAR9 0.20 0.15 0.15 0.07 1.00   Conscientiousness 
Background. V9 Prob. 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.30    

         
VAR11 0.18 0.53 0.31 0.13 0.21 1.00  Conscientiousness 

Background V11 Prob. 0.00 <.0001 <.0001 0.04 0.00   
         

VAR12 -0.22 -0.13 -0.10 -0.25 -0.15 -0.19 1.00 Fitness Lifestyle 
V12 Prob. 0.00 0.04 0.12 <.0001 0.02 0.00  

         
Agreeableness V1 A1 0.03 0.07 0.20 0.10 -0.06 0.10 -0.09 

 Prob. 0.64 0.29 0.00 0.11 0.34 0.13 0.14 
         

Agreeableness V2 A2 -0.07 -0.19 -0.08 0.02 -0.18 -0.10 0.02 
 Prob. 0.29 0.00 0.18 0.73 0.00 0.12 0.72 
         

Agreeableness V3 A3 0.07 -0.07 0.19 0.15 0.08 0.07 -0.02 
 Prob. 0.26 0.27 0.00 0.01 0.20 0.25 0.71 
         

Agreeableness V4 A4 -0.12 -0.11 -0.06 -0.09 -0.11 -0.12 0.01 
 Prob. 0.07 0.08 0.37 0.14 0.07 0.05 0.84 
         

Agreeableness V5 A5 0.01 -0.19 -0.07 -0.11 -0.11 -0.09 0.00 
 Prob. 0.92 0.00 0.28 0.09 0.07 0.15 0.94 
         

Agreeableness V6 A6 0.03 -0.07 0.12 0.04 -0.03 -0.04 -0.08 
 Prob. 0.64 0.28 0.06 0.49 0.58 0.53 0.22 

         
Neuroticism V1 N1 -0.11 -0.08 -0.29 -0.07 -0.03 -0.05 0.05 

 Prob. 0.08 0.18 <.0001 0.26 0.67 0.44 0.44 

         
Neuroticism V2 N2 -0.09 -0.04 -0.16 -0.12 -0.08 -0.09 0.08 

 Prob. 0.15 0.56 0.01 0.06 0.20 0.16 0.23 
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Table E1 (continued) 
 

  VAR3 VAR5 VAR7 VAR8 VAR9 VAR11 VAR12 
         

Neuroticism V3 N3 -0.10 -0.03 -0.13 -0.16 -0.01 -0.05 0.10 
 Prob. 0.12 0.65 0.03 0.01 0.91 0.46 0.12 
         
Neuroticism V4 N4 -0.03 -0.01 -0.06 -0.14 -0.01 -0.06 0.05 
 Prob. 0.59 0.84 0.37 0.02 0.84 0.32 0.40 
         
Neuroticism V5 N5 -0.14 -0.03 -0.06 -0.11 -0.07 -0.05 0.14 
 Prob. 0.02 0.63 0.32 0.08 0.29 0.42 0.02 
         
Neuroticism V6 N6 -0.19 -0.20 -0.30 -0.15 -0.20 -0.23 0.12 
 Prob. 0.00 0.00 <.0001 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.06 
         

C1 0.15 0.19 0.30 0.14 0.18 0.17 -0.09 Conscientiousness 
V1 Prob. 0.01 0.00 <.0001 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.15 
         

C2 0.17 0.20 0.15 0.19 0.13 0.11 -0.17 Conscientiousness 
V2 Prob. 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.04 0.09 0.01 
         

C3 0.11 0.14 0.21 0.12 0.14 0.17 -0.19 Conscientiousness 
V3 Prob. 0.07 0.02 0.00 0.06 0.02 0.01 0.00 
         

C4 0.13 0.20 0.25 0.13 0.22 0.17 -0.18 Conscientiousness 
V4 Prob. 0.03 0.00 <.0001 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.00 
         

C5 0.16 0.14 0.20 0.16 0.13 0.11 -0.19 Conscientiousness 
V5 Prob. 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.04 0.07 0.00 
         

C6 0.13 0.17 0.14 0.04 0.01 0.04 -0.10 Conscientiousness 
V6 Prob. 0.04 0.01 0.02 0.48 0.82 0.52 0.11 
         

WL 0.08 0.04 0.06 0.01 0.04 0.11 -0.02 General Mental 
Ability Prob. 0.22 0.47 0.35 0.82 0.56 0.08 0.74 
         
Peer Overall RM 0.06 0.08 -0.01 -0.01 -0.05 0.10 0.08 
Mean Rating Prob. 0.30 0.22 0.88 0.84 0.39 0.10 0.23 
         
Peer Overall RD 0.07 0.05 -0.02 -0.01 -0.04 0.14 0.04 
Median Rating Prob. 0.29 0.41 0.75 0.86 0.56 0.02 0.57 
         
Peer Overall  RO 0.01 0.05 0.02 -0.06 -0.05 0.10 0.04 
Mode Rating Prob. 0.84 0.45 0.78 0.36 0.41 0.11 0.54 
         
Peer Overall RKM -0.04 -0.13 -0.04 0.02 0.09 -0.12 -0.03 
Mean Ranking Prob. 0.49 0.04 0.56 0.70 0.14 0.05 0.61 
         
Peer Overall RKD -0.05 -0.13 -0.02 0.03 0.08 -0.14 -0.03 
Median Ranking Prob. 0.38 0.04 0.75 0.62 0.18 0.03 0.62 
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Table E1 (continued) 
 

  VAR3 VAR5 VAR7 VAR8 VAR9 VAR11 VAR12 
         

Peer Overall RKO -0.01 -0.10 -0.02 0.04 0.06 -0.10 -0.04 
Mode Ranking Prob. 0.88 0.11 0.70 0.53 0.32 0.10 0.49 
         
PE Exam 1 P1 0.04 0.06 0.12 0.01 0.03 0.05 0.01 
 Prob. 0.54 0.33 0.05 0.93 0.67 0.46 0.88 
         
PE Exam 2 P2 -0.01 0.03 -0.10 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.08 
 Prob. 0.90 0.59 0.11 0.98 0.91 0.99 0.23 
         
PE Exam 3 P3 0.05 0.06 0.10 0.04 0.07 -0.02 -0.03 
 Prob. 0.46 0.33 0.10 0.55 0.25 0.80 0.63 
         
PE Exam 4 P4 0.10 0.00 -0.13 0.00 0.01 0.06 0.04 
 Prob. 0.10 0.99 0.04 0.96 0.87 0.31 0.56 
         
PE Exam 5 P5 0.00 -0.01 -0.06 -0.07 0.02 -0.06 0.03 
 Prob. 0.96 0.92 0.31 0.26 0.69 0.37 0.62 
         
Star Exam 1 S1 -0.01 0.04 0.01 -0.07 -0.03 0.11 0.02 
 Prob. 0.83 0.50 0.92 0.26 0.66 0.08 0.78 
         
Star Exam 2 S2 0.20 0.00 0.17 0.10 0.01 0.02 0.06 
 Prob. 0.00 0.98 0.01 0.12 0.84 0.69 0.35 
         
Star Exam 3 S3 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.10 0.02 
 Prob. 0.95 0.35 0.98 0.91 0.60 0.12 0.77 
         
Star Exam 4 S4 0.13 0.02 -0.05 0.04 0.07 -0.02 -0.01 
 Prob. 0.03 0.71 0.46 0.50 0.24 0.75 0.88 
         
Peer Leader LD 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.09 -0.01 0.17 -0.03 
Behavior Checklist Prob. 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.14 0.84 0.01 0.59 
         
Peer Slacker SL -0.13 -0.06 -0.05 -0.05 -0.07 -0.12 0.08 
Behavior Checklist Prob. 0.04 0.36 0.42 0.38 0.24 0.06 0.22 
         
Peer Agitator AG -0.08 0.05 0.07 0.04 0.06 0.03 -0.05 
Behavior Checklist Prob. 0.18 0.42 0.27 0.48 0.37 0.60 0.39 
         
Peer Effort EF 0.08 0.07 0.03 0.06 -0.07 0.15 -0.05 
Rating Prob. 0.20 0.27 0.62 0.37 0.26 0.01 0.45 
         
Peer Interpersonal IN 0.05 0.11 0.06 0.03 -0.04 0.18 -0.03 
Rating Prob. 0.41 0.09 0.36 0.63 0.56 0.00 0.63 
         
Peer Composure  CP 0.03 0.06 0.02 -0.01 -0.03 0.13 0.00 
Rating Prob. 0.59 0.31 0.74 0.89 0.59 0.03 1.00 
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Table E1 (continued) 
 

  A1 A2 A3 A4 A5 A6 N1 
         

Agreeableness V1 A1 1.00       
 Prob.        
         
Agreeableness V2 A2 0.32 1.00      
 Prob. <.0001       
         
Agreeableness V3 A3 0.55 0.37 1.00     
 Prob. <.0001 <.0001      
         
Agreeableness V4 A4 0.32 0.39 0.38 1.00    
 Prob. <.0001 <.0001 <.0001     
         
Agreeableness V5 A5 0.08 0.32 0.22 0.29 1.00   
 Prob. 0.18 <.0001 0.00 <.0001    
         
Agreeableness V6 A6 0.42 0.32 0.52 0.33 0.16 1.00  
 Prob. <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 0.01   
         
Neuroticism V1 N1 -0.35 -0.15 -0.31 -0.09 0.04 -0.11 1.00 
 Prob. <.0001 0.02 <.0001 0.17 0.55 0.09  
         
Neuroticism V2 N2 -0.54 -0.31 -0.63 -0.36 -0.13 -0.32 0.51 
 Prob. <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 0.04 <.0001 <.0001 
         
Neuroticism V3 N3 -0.41 -0.25 -0.44 -0.16 0.05 -0.19 0.57 
 Prob. <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 0.01 0.39 0.00 <.0001 
         
Neuroticism V4 N4 -0.38 -0.13 -0.34 -0.09 0.04 -0.14 0.60 
 Prob. <.0001 0.04 <.0001 0.14 0.52 0.02 <.0001 
         
Neuroticism V5 N5 -0.34 -0.23 -0.33 -0.24 -0.16 -0.17 0.41 
 Prob. <.0001 0.00 <.0001 0.00 0.01 0.01 <.0001 
         
Neuroticism V6 N6 -0.39 -0.15 -0.47 -0.10 0.05 -0.24 0.60 
 Prob. <.0001 0.01 <.0001 0.10 0.45 <.0001 <.0001 
         

C1 0.38 0.14 0.46 0.09 -0.08 0.24 -0.51 Conscientiousness 
V1 Prob. <.0001 0.02 <.0001 0.15 0.22 0.00 <.0001 
         

C2 0.22 0.05 0.28 0.12 -0.02 0.16 -0.26 Conscientiousness 
V2 Prob. 0.00 0.47 <.0001 0.06 0.78 0.01 <.0001 
         

C3 0.30 0.31 0.49 0.19 0.11 0.22 -0.45 Conscientiousness 
V3 Prob. <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 0.00 0.07 0.00 <.0001 
         

C4 0.26 0.04 0.34 0.04 -0.02 0.09 -0.32 Conscientiousness 
V4 Prob. <.0001 0.58 <.0001 0.51 0.71 0.14 <.0001 
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Table E1 (continued) 
 

  A1 A2 A3 A4 A5 A6 N1 
         

C5 0.35 0.22 0.42 0.07 0.05 0.24 -0.43 Conscientiousness 
V5 Prob. <.0001 0.00 <.0001 0.24 0.46 <.0001 <.0001 
         

C6 0.33 0.21 0.30 0.29 0.05 0.16 -0.30 Conscientiousness 
V6 Prob. <.0001 0.00 <.0001 <.0001 0.40 0.01 <.0001 
         

WL 0.10 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.05 -0.02 -0.18 General Mental 
Ability Prob. 0.11 0.78 0.48 0.65 0.44 0.80 0.00 
         
Peer Overall RM 0.10 0.10 0.03 -0.04 0.12 -0.07 -0.05 
Mean Rating Prob. 0.10 0.10 0.64 0.54 0.06 0.27 0.46 
         
Peer Overall RD 0.10 0.07 0.01 -0.04 0.09 -0.02 -0.10 
Median Rating Prob. 0.11 0.25 0.86 0.57 0.14 0.79 0.13 
         
Peer Overall  RO 0.12 0.06 0.00 -0.01 0.13 0.00 -0.05 
Mode Rating Prob. 0.07 0.34 0.96 0.82 0.04 0.96 0.39 
         
Peer Overall RKM -0.09 -0.06 -0.02 0.04 -0.11 0.01 0.03 
Mean Ranking Prob. 0.15 0.30 0.75 0.48 0.07 0.89 0.66 
         
Peer Overall RKD -0.07 -0.06 -0.04 0.03 -0.11 0.01 0.04 
Median Ranking Prob. 0.29 0.31 0.56 0.64 0.07 0.88 0.56 
         
Peer Overall RKO -0.04 -0.03 -0.04 0.01 -0.16 0.02 0.01 
Mode Ranking Prob. 0.53 0.62 0.52 0.87 0.01 0.70 0.92 
         
PE Exam 1 P1 0.09 0.02 0.01 0.02 -0.02 0.01 -0.02 
 Prob. 0.15 0.72 0.89 0.73 0.74 0.86 0.77 
         
PE Exam 2 P2 -0.03 -0.06 -0.03 -0.10 -0.17 -0.10 -0.02 
 Prob. 0.65 0.32 0.68 0.12 0.01 0.12 0.74 
         
PE Exam 3 P3 0.00 -0.05 -0.07 -0.15 -0.05 -0.13 -0.06 
 Prob. 0.98 0.41 0.23 0.01 0.41 0.03 0.32 
         
PE Exam 4 P4 -0.10 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 0.01 -0.06 -0.03 
 Prob. 0.13 0.72 0.63 0.65 0.86 0.31 0.69 
         
PE Exam 5 P5 -0.05 0.00 -0.01 -0.05 -0.08 -0.01 -0.04 
 Prob. 0.39 0.99 0.91 0.40 0.23 0.90 0.58 
         
Star Exam 1 S1 0.09 0.03 0.08 0.07 -0.03 -0.02 -0.05 
 Prob. 0.13 0.63 0.20 0.27 0.59 0.79 0.46 
         
Star Exam 2 S2 0.08 0.03 0.08 -0.02 -0.10 -0.07 -0.19 
Peer Overall Prob. 0.20 0.60 0.20 0.81 0.13 0.25 0.00 
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Table E1 (continued) 
 

  A1 A2 A3 A4 A5 A6 N1 
         

Star Exam 3 S3 0.00 0.01 -0.03 -0.04 -0.09 -0.04 -0.08 
 Prob. 0.98 0.93 0.67 0.55 0.16 0.51 0.22 
         
Star Exam 4 S4 0.09 0.06 0.06 0.06 -0.06 0.03 -0.02 
 Prob. 0.15 0.36 0.34 0.34 0.35 0.60 0.70 
         
Peer Leader LD 0.09 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.12 0.03 -0.10 
Behavior Checklist Prob. 0.17 0.40 0.39 0.98 0.06 0.67 0.12 
         
Peer Slacker SL -0.07 0.01 0.05 0.19 -0.08 0.08 -0.01 
Behavior Checklist Prob. 0.25 0.87 0.44 0.00 0.22 0.19 0.93 
         
Peer Agitator AG 0.00 -0.04 0.01 -0.05 -0.16 0.05 0.08 
Behavior Checklist Prob. 0.98 0.51 0.83 0.43 0.01 0.39 0.22 
         
Peer Effort EF 0.17 0.15 0.09 -0.01 0.12 -0.06 -0.07 
Rating Prob. 0.01 0.02 0.14 0.82 0.06 0.37 0.28 
         
Peer Interpersonal IN 0.15 0.13 0.13 -0.03 0.12 0.03 -0.05 
Rating Prob. 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.65 0.06 0.65 0.43 
         
Peer Composure  CP 0.17 0.15 0.12 0.01 0.12 0.00 -0.06 
Rating Prob. 0.01 0.02 0.06 0.92 0.05 0.98 0.35 
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Table E1 (continued) 
 

  N2 N3 N4 N5 N6 C1 C2 
         

Neuroticism V2 N2 1.00       
 Prob.        
         
Neuroticism V3 N3 0.60 1.00      
 Prob. <.0001       
         
Neuroticism V4 N4 0.57 0.64 1.00     
 Prob. <.0001 <.0001      
         
Neuroticism V5 N5 0.63 0.42 0.45 1.00    
 Prob. <.0001 <.0001 <.0001     
         
Neuroticism V6 N6 0.64 0.65 0.56 0.46 1.00   
 Prob. <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001    
         

C1 -0.54 -0.55 -0.47 -0.43 -0.74 1.00  Conscientiousness 
V1 Prob. <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001   
         

C2 -0.35 -0.32 -0.27 -0.29 -0.39 0.50 1.00 Conscientiousness 
V2 Prob. <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001  
         

C3 -0.51 -0.51 -0.47 -0.51 -0.64 0.63 0.40 Conscientiousness 
V3 Prob. <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 
         

C4 -0.33 -0.43 -0.31 -0.34 -0.59 0.64 0.37 Conscientiousness 
V4 Prob. <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 
         

C5 -0.50 -0.55 -0.47 -0.51 -0.65 0.68 0.43 Conscientiousness 
V5 Prob. <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 
         

C6 -0.46 -0.36 -0.27 -0.54 -0.38 0.47 0.43 Conscientiousness 
V6 Prob. <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 
         

WL -0.16 -0.08 -0.13 -0.13 -0.16 0.09 0.08 General Mental 
Ability Prob. 0.01 0.18 0.04 0.04 0.01 0.15 0.20 
         
Peer Overall RM -0.01 -0.04 -0.07 -0.01 -0.05 0.03 -0.04 
Mean Rating Prob. 0.87 0.53 0.28 0.83 0.43 0.64 0.54 
         
Peer Overall RD 0.01 -0.04 -0.10 -0.02 -0.05 0.07 -0.08 
Median Rating Prob. 0.93 0.54 0.10 0.80 0.44 0.29 0.19 
         
Peer Overall  RO 0.01 -0.04 -0.10 0.02 -0.01 0.00 -0.08 
Mode Rating Prob. 0.87 0.57 0.11 0.78 0.88 0.96 0.19 
         
Peer Overall RKM -0.01 0.03 0.04 -0.02 0.05 -0.05 0.07 
Mean Ranking Prob. 0.90 0.64 0.49 0.72 0.47 0.44 0.30 
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Table E1 (continued) 

  N2 N3 N4 N5 N6 C1 C2 
         

Peer Overall RKD 0.01 0.06 0.06 -0.03 0.06 -0.05 0.06 
Median Ranking Prob. 0.92 0.37 0.35 0.60 0.32 0.40 0.37 
         
Peer Overall RKO 0.01 0.05 0.02 -0.05 0.06 -0.04 0.10 
Mode Ranking Prob. 0.89 0.39 0.79 0.45 0.36 0.49 0.12 
         
PE Exam 1 P1 -0.09 -0.06 -0.01 -0.11 -0.04 0.10 -0.04 
 Prob. 0.15 0.31 0.82 0.09 0.51 0.11 0.50 
         
PE Exam 2 P2 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.06 0.00 0.10 0.01 
 Prob. 0.72 0.61 0.40 0.37 0.96 0.10 0.89 
         
PE Exam 3 P3 0.08 -0.03 0.04 -0.02 -0.01 0.01 -0.11 
 Prob. 0.20 0.63 0.52 0.71 0.85 0.83 0.09 
         
PE Exam 4 P4 -0.06 -0.03 -0.02 -0.10 0.01 0.02 0.04 
 Prob. 0.30 0.69 0.74 0.10 0.82 0.76 0.56 
         
PE Exam 5 P5 -0.03 -0.05 -0.05 -0.06 -0.08 0.11 -0.06 
 Prob. 0.59 0.44 0.44 0.37 0.20 0.07 0.35 
         
Star Exam 1 S1 -0.02 -0.08 -0.01 -0.01 -0.11 0.11 -0.04 
 Prob. 0.79 0.22 0.89 0.91 0.08 0.09 0.49 
         
Star Exam 2 S2 -0.06 -0.06 -0.03 -0.05 -0.15 0.13 0.05 
 Prob. 0.35 0.33 0.66 0.40 0.02 0.03 0.47 
         
Star Exam 3 S3 0.04 0.09 0.01 0.05 -0.02 -0.01 -0.08 
 Prob. 0.53 0.16 0.85 0.43 0.76 0.92 0.19 
         
Star Exam 4 S4 -0.05 0.04 0.02 -0.02 -0.07 0.08 -0.03 
 Prob. 0.41 0.53 0.76 0.69 0.24 0.23 0.68 
         
Peer Leader LD 0.00 -0.05 -0.09 -0.05 -0.12 0.11 0.06 
Behavior Checklist Prob. 0.95 0.46 0.16 0.45 0.05 0.07 0.32 
         
Peer Slacker SL 0.00 -0.03 -0.05 -0.01 0.00 0.03 -0.03 
Behavior Checklist Prob. 0.98 0.60 0.40 0.83 0.97 0.61 0.59 
         
Peer Agitator AG 0.06 0.00 0.04 -0.04 -0.08 0.07 0.04 
Behavior Checklist Prob. 0.36 0.94 0.56 0.49 0.22 0.28 0.49 
         
Peer Effort EF -0.03 -0.05 -0.07 -0.04 -0.07 0.05 0.01 
Rating Prob. 0.61 0.43 0.29 0.56 0.30 0.40 0.84 
         
Peer Interpersonal IN -0.10 -0.09 -0.10 -0.05 -0.08 0.06 0.01 
Rating Prob. 0.10 0.15 0.11 0.43 0.18 0.30 0.84 
         
Peer Composure  CP -0.10 -0.08 -0.09 -0.06 -0.10 0.10 0.00 
Rating Prob. 0.12 0.18 0.14 0.37 0.13 0.13 0.96 
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Table E1 (continued) 
 

  C3 C4 C5 C6 WL RM RD 
         

C3 1.00       Conscientiousness 
V3 Prob.        
         

C4 0.58 1.00      Conscientiousness 
V4 Prob. <.0001       
         

C5 0.64 0.58 1.00     Conscientiousness 
V5 Prob. <.0001 <.0001      
         

C6 0.44 0.34 0.43 1.00    Conscientiousness 
V6 Prob. <.0001 <.0001 <.0001     
         

WL 0.10 0.06 0.01 -0.01 1.00   General Mental 
Ability Prob. 0.13 0.30 0.82 0.82    
         
Peer Overall RM 0.00 -0.01 0.02 -0.12 0.07 1.00  
Mean Rating Prob. 0.97 0.93 0.73 0.06 0.30   
         
Peer Overall RD 0.00 0.00 0.04 -0.13 0.07 0.89 1.00 
Median Rating Prob. 0.94 0.94 0.58 0.03 0.24 <.0001  
         
Peer Overall  RO -0.03 -0.07 -0.02 -0.17 0.06 0.83 0.86 
Mode Rating Prob. 0.63 0.24 0.80 0.01 0.32 <.0001 <.0001 
         
Peer Overall RKM -0.03 0.00 -0.02 0.06 -0.01 -0.83 -0.75 
Mean Ranking Prob. 0.69 0.99 0.75 0.31 0.82 <.0001 <.0001 
         
Peer Overall RKD -0.03 -0.01 -0.03 0.09 0.00 -0.82 -0.75 
Median Ranking Prob. 0.59 0.93 0.62 0.17 0.98 <.0001 <.0001 
         
Peer Overall RKO -0.04 -0.01 -0.03 0.06 -0.01 -0.74 -0.66 
Mode Ranking Prob. 0.56 0.85 0.62 0.31 0.85 <.0001 <.0001 
         
PE Exam 1 P1 0.01 0.12 0.04 0.09 0.10 0.05 0.06 
 Prob. 0.83 0.07 0.48 0.16 0.13 0.39 0.37 
         
PE Exam 2 P2 0.02 0.02 -0.01 0.00 0.14 0.02 0.02 
 Prob. 0.77 0.72 0.82 0.95 0.03 0.77 0.70 
         
PE Exam 3 P3 -0.02 0.00 0.01 -0.03 0.01 0.00 -0.05 
 Prob. 0.75 0.99 0.84 0.66 0.85 0.99 0.40 
         
PE Exam 4 P4 -0.05 -0.05 0.07 0.02 0.07 0.19 0.16 
 Prob. 0.45 0.41 0.30 0.72 0.29 0.00 0.01 
         
PE Exam 5 P5 0.05 0.09 0.09 -0.09 0.08 0.11 0.15 
 Prob. 0.40 0.17 0.13 0.16 0.22 0.09 0.02 
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Table E1 (continued) 
 

  C3 C4 C5 C6 WL RM RD 
         

Star Exam 1 S1 0.06 0.03 0.07 -0.04 0.26 0.15 0.19 
 Prob. 0.36 0.69 0.26 0.56 <.0001 0.02 0.00 
         
Star Exam 2 S2 0.08 0.02 0.10 -0.02 0.09 0.24 0.19 
 Prob. 0.22 0.73 0.09 0.75 0.16 <.0001 0.00 
         
Star Exam 3 S3 -0.04 0.01 -0.01 -0.16 0.15 0.17 0.17 
 Prob. 0.48 0.93 0.83 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 
         
Star Exam 4 S4 0.01 -0.01 0.05 -0.07 0.20 0.16 0.16 
 Prob. 0.85 0.83 0.47 0.28 0.00 0.01 0.01 
         
Peer Leader LD 0.08 0.05 0.04 0.03 -0.01 0.44 0.43 
Behavior Checklist Prob. 0.22 0.45 0.54 0.59 0.91 <.0001 <.0001 
         
Peer Slacker SL 0.00 0.03 0.10 0.07 -0.06 -0.51 -0.46 
Behavior Checklist Prob. 0.98 0.65 0.12 0.28 0.37 <.0001 <.0001 
         
Peer Agitator AG 0.12 0.13 0.02 0.12 0.02 -0.41 -0.41 
Behavior Checklist Prob. 0.05 0.04 0.74 0.06 0.76 <.0001 <.0001 
         
Peer Effort EF 0.03 0.04 0.02 -0.08 0.03 0.83 0.77 
Rating Prob. 0.64 0.57 0.72 0.20 0.66 <.0001 <.0001 
         
Peer Interpersonal IN 0.03 -0.02 0.05 -0.04 0.00 0.80 0.76 
Rating Prob. 0.63 0.80 0.41 0.54 0.96 <.0001 <.0001 
         
Peer Composure  CP 0.05 0.03 0.08 -0.06 -0.02 0.84 0.80 
Rating Prob. 0.46 0.60 0.22 0.33 0.79 <.0001 <.0001 
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Table E1 (continued) 
 

  RO RKM RKD RKO P1 P2 P3 
         

Peer Overall  RO 1.00       
Mode Rating Prob.        
         
Peer Overall RKM -0.75 1.00      
Mean Ranking Prob. <.0001       
         
Peer Overall RKD -0.74 0.97 1.00     
Median Ranking Prob. <.0001 <.0001      
         
Peer Overall RKO -0.65 0.85 0.87 1.00    
Mode Ranking Prob. <.0001 <.0001 <.0001     
         
PE Exam 1 P1 0.06 -0.10 -0.09 -0.09 1.00   
 Prob. 0.34 0.10 0.16 0.16    
         
PE Exam 2 P2 0.04 -0.08 -0.05 -0.06 0.00 1.00  
 Prob. 0.50 0.20 0.40 0.34 0.96   
         
PE Exam 3 P3 -0.05 -0.03 0.01 0.02 -0.05 0.11 1.00 
 Prob. 0.45 0.64 0.87 0.75 0.44 0.07  
         
PE Exam 4 P4 0.13 -0.19 -0.18 -0.14 0.06 0.14 0.08 
 Prob. 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.30 0.03 0.23 
         
PE Exam 5 P5 0.11 -0.13 -0.13 -0.13 0.08 0.21 0.14 
 Prob. 0.08 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.20 0.00 0.02 
         
Star Exam 1 S1 0.17 -0.13 -0.17 -0.12 0.10 0.12 0.09 
 Prob. 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.05 0.10 0.05 0.16 
         
Star Exam 2 S2 0.17 -0.24 -0.24 -0.19 0.09 0.01 0.25 
Peer Overall Prob. 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.90 <.0001 
         
Star Exam 3 S3 0.15 -0.19 -0.19 -0.12 0.12 0.13 0.09 
 Prob. 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.15 
         
Star Exam 4 S4 0.13 -0.19 -0.20 -0.19 0.13 0.14 0.15 
 Prob. 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.02 
         
Peer Leader LD 0.41 -0.51 -0.53 -0.43 0.00 0.04 0.09 
Behavior Checklist Prob. <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 0.96 0.52 0.16 
         
Peer Slacker SL -0.43 0.49 0.48 0.40 0.03 -0.04 -0.05 
Behavior Checklist Prob. <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 0.65 0.52 0.43 
         
Peer Agitator AG -0.41 0.34 0.35 0.31 0.07 -0.04 0.06 
Behavior Checklist Prob. <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 0.27 0.57 0.37 
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Table E1 (continued) 
 
 

  RO RKM RKD RKO P1 P2 P3 
         

Peer Effort EF 0.69 -0.72 -0.71 -0.63 0.06 0.00 0.02 
Rating Prob. <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 0.37 0.97 0.80 
         
Peer 
Interpersonal IN 0.71 -0.65 -0.65 -0.59 0.02 -0.04 -0.07 
Rating Prob. <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 0.76 0.49 0.27 
         
Peer Composure  CP 0.72 -0.73 -0.71 -0.62 0.07 -0.02 -0.01 
Rating Prob. <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 0.27 0.80 0.82 
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Table E1 (continued) 
 

  P4 P5 S1 S2 S3 S4 LD 
         

PE Exam 4 P4 1.00       
 Prob.        
         
PE Exam 5 P5 0.23 1.00      
 Prob. 0.00       
         
Star Exam 1 S1 0.12 0.29 1.00     
 Prob. 0.05 <.0001      
         
Star Exam 2 S2 0.10 0.20 0.18 1.00    
 Prob. 0.10 0.00 0.00     
         
Star Exam 3 S3 0.26 0.21 0.15 0.24 1.00   
 Prob. <.0001 0.00 0.02 <.0001    
         
Star Exam 4 S4 0.23 0.28 0.19 0.27 0.27 1.00  
 Prob. 0.00 <.0001 0.00 <.0001 <.0001   
         
Peer Leader LD 0.10 0.12 0.11 0.19 0.16 0.17 1.00 
Behavior Checklist Prob. 0.11 0.06 0.07 0.00 0.01 0.01  
         
Peer Slacker SL -0.18 -0.07 -0.03 -0.17 -0.13 -0.04 -0.30 
Behavior Checklist Prob. 0.00 0.24 0.66 0.01 0.04 0.53 <.0001 
         
Peer Agitator AG -0.19 0.00 -0.07 0.00 -0.04 -0.10 -0.11 
Behavior Checklist Prob. 0.00 0.97 0.27 0.99 0.47 0.11 0.07 
         
Peer Effort EF 0.19 0.14 0.14 0.28 0.21 0.15 0.49 
Rating Prob. 0.00 0.02 0.02 <.0001 0.00 0.02 <.0001 
         
Peer Interpersonal IN 0.17 0.08 0.12 0.14 0.12 0.06 0.46 
Rating Prob. 0.01 0.21 0.05 0.02 0.05 0.31 <.0001 
         
Peer Composure  CP 0.17 0.15 0.14 0.22 0.20 0.17 0.49 
Rating Prob. 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.01 <.0001 
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Table E1 (continued) 
 

  SL AG EF IN CP 
       

Peer Slacker SL 1.00     
Behavior Checklist Prob.      
       
Peer Agitator AG 0.11 1.00    
Behavior Checklist Prob. 0.07     
       
Peer Effort EF -0.54 -0.33 1.00   
Rating Prob. <.0001 <.0001    
       
Peer Interpersonal IN -0.46 -0.43 0.79 1.00  
Rating Prob. <.0001 <.0001 <.0001   
       
Peer Composure  CP -0.50 -0.43 0.87 0.88 1.00 
Rating Prob. <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001  
 


