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ABSTRACT 

HOFFMAN, ASHLEY JO. IAT and Personality: Implicit Personality as a Predictor of 

Performance. (Under the direction of Adam W. Meade). 

Previous research has considered thoroughly the effect of conscientiousness on 

performance outcomes. However, there has been a dearth of research examining implicit 

conscientiousness in the same fashion. The current research uses the Implicit Association 

Test (IAT) to examine a potential link between implicit conscientiousness and 

performance in a training situation. Additionally, the ability of the IAT to predict 

performance above and beyond that of explicit measures is examined. It was found that 

there was no significant link between conscientiousness as measured by the IAT and 

training performance outcomes. Implications and potential limitations are discussed. 
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 Within the field of Industrial Organizational (I/O) psychology, there have been 

hundreds of attempts to link personality characteristics to performance outcomes (Barrick 

& Mount, 1991; Colquitt, LePine & Noe, 2000; Dudley, Orvis, Lebiecki, & Cortina, 

2006; Hurtz & Donovan, 2000). These studies, as well as the I/O field, consider 

individual differences a critical component in the behavioral outcomes on the job. 

Specifically, many researchers and practitioners alike have identified personality traits as 

an important predictor of performance outcomes (Dudley et al., 2006; Salgado, 1997; 

Schmidt & Hunter, 1998; Vinchur, Schippman, Switzer, & Roth, 1998). 

 Researchers interested in personality have generally attempted to use self-report 

questionnaires to determine a respondent’s personality characteristics. Such measures can 

be said to be assessments of explicit personality, which refers to characteristics that a 

person is aware of possessing (Schmukle & Egloff, 2005). Despite the widespread use of 

explicit personality measures, some have argued that additional components of 

personality are not captured by such measures (Bing, LeBreton, Davison, Migetz, & 

James, 2007). While the psychometric properties of explicit personality measures are 

typically favorable, many researchers (Asendorpf, Banse, & Mücke, 2002; Schnabel, 

Banse & Asendorpf, 2006; Siers, 2008; Steffens, 2004; Steffens & König, 2006) believe 

that personality is also made up of implicit characteristics not easily ascertained by 

explicit measures. Borkenau (1992) has referred to these components as being aspects of 

implicit personality. Implicit personality traits can be defined as self-schemas people 

have that trigger both conscious and unconscious reactions (Wilson, 2002). Implicit 
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personality may be an additional factor to consider as a significant determinant of 

behavior. The current study examines both implicit and explicit measures of 

conscientiousness and how they relate to training performance.  

The Current Study 

 Researchers have long been interested in the structure of personality. Personality 

research has had a tumultuous history, beginning with the compilation and use of over 

4,500 adjectives to describe others by Allport and Odbert (1936), to additional research 

by Norman (1963) to reduce the abundance of these terms. Finally, through continued 

refinement by Goldberg (1990) and Costa and McCrae (1988), the Five Factor Model 

(FFM) was established as a parsimonious model of personality. The FFM of personality 

includes the factors of extraversion, emotional stability, conscientiousness, agreeableness, 

and openness to experience.  

Conscientiousness is the personality variable of interest in this study. Explicit 

measures of conscientiousness have consistently yielded significant correlations with 

performance outcomes (Dudley, Orvis, Lebiecki, & Cortina, 2006; Judge & Ilies, 2002; 

Tett, Jackson, & Rothstein, 1991). Various meta-analyses have established a link between 

conscientiousness and both overall performance (Dudley et al., 2006; Judge & Ilies, 

2002; Ones, Viswesvaran, & Reiss, 1996; Salgado, 1997; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998; Tett 

et al., 1991; Vinchur, Schippman, Switzer, & Roth, 1998) as well as specific facets of 

performance (Dudley et al., 2006; Ones et al., 1996). These meta-analyses have found 
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that conscientiousness is a significant predictor of job performance, with a corrected 

correlation between 0.25 (Salgado, 1997) and 0.31 (Judge & Ilies, 2002). 

While an employee’s overall performance is vital to the success of the 

organization, an employee’s performance in training sessions is also a critical component 

of the growth of both the organization and the employee. Previous research has found 

that training performance is a significant predictor of task performance (Barrick & 

Mount, 1991; Gellatly, 1996; Kamdar & VanDyne, 2007), which is a major part of 

overall performance (Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994). Previous research has shown that 

conscientiousness, as measured by explicit measures, correlates positively with training 

performance outcomes (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Colquitt et al., 2000; Dudley, et al., 

2006; Hurtz & Donovan, 2000). A meta-analysis by Schmidt and Hunter (1998) found a 

corrected correlation of ! = .31 between conscientiousness and performance, while 

Barrick and Mount (1991) provide an estimate of the correlation between training 

performance and conscientiousness of ! = .21 to .23. However, a more recent meta-

analysis by Hurtz and Donovan (2000) found the correlation between training 

performance and conscientiousness to be considerably lower at ! = .03. This study will 

examine the relationship between several facets of conscientiousness and training 

performance. 

Given these previous findings, Hypothesis 1 proposes: 

Hypothesis 1a: Explicit measures of the conscientiousness facet self-efficacy will 

correlate positively with training performance outcomes. 
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Hypothesis 1b: Explicit measures of the conscientiousness facet orderliness will 

correlate positively with training performance outcomes.  

Hypothesis 1c: Explicit measures of the conscientiousness facet dutifulness will 

correlate positively with training performance outcomes.  

Hypothesis 1d: Explicit measures of the conscientiousness facet achievement 

striving will correlate positively with training performance outcomes. 

Hypothesis 1e: Explicit measures of the conscientiousness facet self-discipline 

will correlate positively with training performance outcomes. 

Hypothesis 1f: Explicit measures of the conscientiousness facet cautiousness will 

correlate positively with training performance outcomes. 

Limitations of personality research  

There are two major limitations researchers encounter in personality research: the 

response distortion endemic with these measures, and a focus solely on explicit measures. 

Faking occurs when respondents intentionally distort their responses in order to answer in 

a way that they feel makes them look better, rather than in a way that accurately describes 

their personality. It is well established that job applicants can and do “fake-good” on self-

report measures of personality (Furnham, 1986; Schmukle & Egloff, 2005; Steffens, 

2004) in order to make themselves appear in a better light.  

 A related concern with explicit personality measures is social desirability bias. 

This occurs when participants respond in a way that paints them in a favorable light, or in 

a way they believe is socially acceptable (Schmukle & Egloff, 2005). Socially desirable 
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responding may be  unintentional and occurs when an answer is given in order to appear 

more appropriate to the researcher, particularly in the measurement of sensitive 

constructs. In contrast, faking is responding in an intentional way in order to hide true 

behavior in order to seem better than one actually is. Social desirability response bias 

occurs when a person’s responses are affected by what he or she believes is the 

appropriate way of answering based on social norms. These social norms lead a 

participant to respond in a way that is not accurate because of the possible sensitive 

nature of the question or response. 

Scales such as the Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR; Paulhus, 

1984; see Appendix C) are available to assess social desirability. If a participant answers 

items on the scale in a way that indicates a socially desirable response, researchers 

assume that the participant also responded to items on a personality inventory in a 

socially desirable way (Stark, Chernyshenko, Chan, Lee, & Drasgow, 2001). The BIDR 

examines two aspects of social desirability: self-deception and impression management. 

Self-deception occurs when a participant uses rationalization to dismiss a situation, 

whereas impression management occurs when a participant tries to control the opinion 

that society or others have of them. The self-deception scale includes items such as 

“When I hear people talking privately, I avoid listening,” and the impression management 

scale has items such as “I seldom change my decisions,” and are scored based on the 

concept that these are actions in which most respondents participate; however, if people 

are answering in a socially desirable way, they will deny participation in these actions to 
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fit in with social norms. While they are useful, social desirability scales may 

underestimate the effect of faking on the reliability of the measure (Holden, 2008). 

Additionally, while social desirability scales detect aspects that are similar to faking, they 

are not appropriate proxies for identification of faking. This is because these inventories 

cannot distinguish the intentionality of the response and whether the response is affected 

by social norms or personal intent to appear better to the researcher (Holden, 2008).  

Another limitation to current personality research is the exclusion of implicit 

personality as a construct distinct from explicit personality. Explicit personality self-

report instruments may either be in the form of adjective-based items (e.g., the Personal 

Attribute Inventory; Parish, Bryant, & Shirazi, 1976) or Likert scale items where 

participants are asked to indicate the extent to which specific phrases describe themselves 

(e.g., NEO; McCrae & Costa, 1985). Conversely, Greenwald and Banaji (1995) define 

implicit associations as evaluations without known origin that are triggered automatically 

from environmental cues and, in turn, influence implicit responses. Unfortunately, there 

is a dearth of research examining implicit testing methods of personality measurement.  

The current study examines the construct of implicit personality and the assertion 

that there are components of personality that are either inaccessible or otherwise 

unreliably measured by explicit personality inventories. I/O psychologists have examined 

explicit personality almost exclusively. Only with the use of tests such as the Thematic 

Apperception Test (TAT, Morgan & Murray, 1935), Attributional Style Questionnaire 

(ASQ, Seligman, Abramson, Semmel, & von Baeyer, 1979), Implicit Associations Test 
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(IAT, Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998), and the Conditional Reasoning Test 

(CRT, James, 1998) have researchers considered the inclusion of implicit cognitions in 

I/O psychology.  

The Implicit Association Test 

This study measures implicit conscientiousness using the IAT. The IAT was 

originally developed as a measure of attitudinal discrimination towards an out-group 

(Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998). Since its conception, the IAT has been 

modified to measure implicit attitudes regarding self-esteem (e.g., Greenwald & 

Farnham, 2000), attitudes regarding gender (e.g., Rudman, Greenwald & McGhee, 2001), 

shyness (e.g., Asendorpf et al., 2002), and various other topics that do not lend 

themselves to explicit disclosure. 

The IAT attempts to measure a person’s implicit attitudes by presenting the 

participant with various visual stimuli and then asking the participant to classify the 

stimuli into one of two groups. These groups are polar opposite categories corresponding 

to the construct of interest and the stimuli presented. These stimuli may include words or 

pictures that evoke positive or negative attitudes. Response time latency, the time it takes 

for the participant to classify the stimulus, is used to examine the strength of these 

associations. Response times and error rates are recorded, and IAT scores are computed 

using the response time latency of the positive words compared to the negative words in 

the stimulus pairs that are being compared (Greenwald, Nosek & Banaji, 2003). The 

mean latency is computed for each block, as well as the pooled standard deviation for the 
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measure. The difference in means between trials for each block is computed. Finally, the 

difference in mean latencies of both blocks is divided by the associated pooled standard 

deviation. The longer it takes a person to react correctly to a particular stimulus, the more 

the person may have to override their implicit attitudes. 

Although the use of the IAT in I/O psychology has been criticized for a lack of 

validity (Landy, 2008), it is important to note that studies in other domains have 

demonstrated adequate discrimant validity, adding to the case for overall validity. For 

example, Meagher and Aidman (2004) examined explicit self-esteem with a self-

liking/self-confidence scale (SLCS-R; Tafarodi & Swann, 2001) and an IAT version of 

self-esteem (Greenwald et al., 1998). They found no correlation between the IAT and 

either the explicit self-esteem measures of self-liking or explicit self-competence. The 

lack of correlation between these two constructs indicates that implicit self-esteem as 

measured by the IAT, and explicit self-esteem as measured by the SLCS-R, may be 

measuring different constructs or parts of the construct that have been previously 

unobserved. The results are encouraging because they indicate there is a possibility that 

conscientiousness as measured by the IAT could differ from conscientiousness as 

measured by explicit measures of personality. It is also possible that the measure of 

implicit self-esteem was only measuring error, rather than the construct of interest 

because researchers did not report any additional correlations using the IAT.  

In other research on the IAT, Steffens and König (2006) examined the theory that 

response latency indicates the strength of associations, specifically, spontaneous FFM 
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personality behaviors. They posited that reaction time should be shorter if the participant 

is comfortable categorizing stimuli than if they must overcome negative feelings 

associated with the stimuli. For example, an extraverted person would more quickly 

categorize “talkative” as “extraverted” than they would categorize “withdrawn” as 

“introverted”. Steffens and König found that although the IAT had limited ability to 

predict spontaneous behavioral outcomes associated with the FFM, the IAT was a better 

predictor of spontaneous behavior than explicit measures. The authors argue that a person 

who may self-report their actions as conscientious when they have time to consider 

previous actions during an explicit personality test, perhaps based on social desirability. 

However, the same participant might have a lower conscientiousness score through an 

implicit test because of the spontaneous nature of the test.  

Asendorpf et al. (2002) examined whether IAT and explicit measures of shyness 

differed in their relationship with self-concept. Participants categorized words such as 

uninhibited, timid, hesitant, and sociable as either like “me” or like “them.” In addition, 

participants completed a videotaped role-play exercise in which they acted as though a 

new boss was replacing their current boss. The participants attended a meeting to become 

acquainted with the new boss. Half the participants then tried to impress their new boss, 

while the other half acted as they normally would. The results showed that despite the 

IAT scores indicating shyness, the participants asked to fake extraversion scored 

significantly less shy on the explicit measures. This indicates that the explicit personality 
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measures are more susceptible to the effects of faking and social desirability when they 

are acting in a potentially socially demanding situation. 

While many studies using the IAT have reported significant results, previously 

collected IAT data were used to attempt replication of results and a verification of the 

linkage between IAT results and behavioral outcomes (Blanton et al., 2009). Researchers 

found that with the data acquired from two prominent studies in IAT research, they were 

unable to reproduce similar results as the original studies. They assert that too few studies 

are creating the assumption of a connection between implicit associations and behavioral 

outcomes, both empirically and in the field when one may not exist. Blanton and co-

authors focus specifically on racial IATs and the social outcomes of the associations; 

however, further research using the IAT in all areas of research is critical to the 

development of this measurement method as a viable source of decision-making data in 

the future. 

Given the empirical support the IAT has received, I contend this measurement 

approach can be used to examine the link between personality and performance. A study 

by Siers (2008) is the only study I have located that has examined the relationship 

between implicit measures of personality and performance outcomes. The primary goal 

of his study was to determine if the IAT was susceptible to socially desirable responding. 

He examined conscientiousness by asking participants to categorize terms as “Like Me” 

or “Like Others.” Siers found that none of the personality factors, as examined by the 

IAT, correlated with explicit personality scale. The explicit personality measures, 
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however, did correlate significantly with the social desirability scale. He also determined 

that implicit conscientiousness was not correlated with performance outcomes as 

measured by academic achievement, peer reports, and supervisory ratings. The current 

study modifies his model by specifically examining training performance and the unique 

relationship between conscientiousness and training outcomes. In addition, it changes the 

stimuli to “Like Me” and “Not Like Me” to determine if wording of this stimuli will alter 

subsequent results. This study also revises the conscientiousness stimulus words to 

appropriately reflect conscientiousness in the workplace. It is expected that these changes 

will strengthen the correlation between implicit conscientiousness and training 

performance.  

Hypothesis 2: The implicit IAT measure of conscientiousness will correlate 

positively with training performance outcomes. 

While implicit measures may hold promise for predicting behavioral outcomes, it 

is not necessarily ideal to use implicit measures exclusively. Bing et al. (2007) address 

the concept of using both implicit and explicit measures when studying personality. 

Using the CRT, they found that there is an implicit component of personality that explicit 

personality measures are simply not designed to capture. To gain a full understanding of 

the range of personality factors that may contribute to training performance, it may be 

beneficial to combine both explicit and implicit measures. By combining explicit and 

implicit measures, discernment of relative contributions and distinct assessments of 

personality may combine to predict outcomes better than either can alone.  
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Research question 1: Does the combination of implicit and explicit measures of 

conscientiousness predict training performance above the measurement of these 

two constructs separately? 

From previous research using explicit personality measures, it appears that 

conscientiousness is a stable predictor of performance (Dudley et al., 2006; Judge & Ilies, 

2002; Ones et al., 1996; Salgado, 1997; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998; Tett et al., 1991; 

Vinchur, Schippman, Switzer, & Roth, 1998). In this study, I will examine whether 

implicit conscientiousness is a better predictor of training performance outcomes than the 

more frequently studied explicit factors of conscientiousness. 

Many researchers (Bing et al., 2007; Bornstein, 2002; Kihlstrom, 1999; 

McClelland, Koestner, & Weinberger, 1989) have proposed that explicit and implicit 

personality factors are actually measuring two different aspects of each personality trait, 

rather than mirroring the same facets of the same personality factor. Therefore, explicit 

and implicit personality measures should result in different correlations with 

performance.  

Hypothesis 3: Implicit and explicit measures of conscientiousness will exhibit 

different criterion-related validity with training performance. 

Finally, it is important to consider additional personality characteristics to ensure 

that conscientiousness as measured by the IAT is not perfectly correlated with other 

personality factors. Psychometrically, this will establish the discriminant validity of the 

IAT measure of conscientiousness. To do this, neuroticism and extraversion International 
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Personality Item Pool (IPIP, Goldberg, 1999) scales for these factors are included. These 

items will be included because they have shown non-significant correlations with 

conscientiousness in previous explicit personality research (Dudley et al., 2006; Judge & 

Ilies, 2002). 

Hypothesis 4: Conscientiousness as measured by the IAT will not correlate with 

neuroticism and extraversion as measured by the IPIP. 

Method 

Participants 

Participants were 189 students enrolled at a large southeastern university. 

Participants were undergraduate students enrolled in introductory psychology classes, as 

well as personality psychology classes. Participants received academic credit for 

participating in the study. The sample was 50% male. Caucasian participants accounted 

for 73.4% of the sample, while 11.4% reported their race as African American, 5.7% 

reported a racial group not listed, 5.1% reported themselves as Asian, 2.5% Hispanic, and 

1.9% American Indian. After matching and cleaning the data, there were 146 cases to 

examine. Of the data that were removed, 31 cases were dropped due to matching errors, 

while 12 cases were omitted due to missing data. 

Procedure 

Students were asked to fill out an informed consent form, as well as a survey 

regarding demographic information such as gender, age, race, occupation, and experience 

with the computer program Microsoft Excel. After completing the demographic 
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information, participants completed the conscientiousness IAT using an open source IAT 

program, FreeIAT (Meade, 2009). To assess implicit conscientiousness, participants 

viewed a variety of words related to conscientiousness that specifically related to the 

workplace. A full list of word pairings is included in Appendix A. 

The conscientiousness IAT was based on a design used by Siers (2008). After the 

stimuli were presented to the participants, the participants were asked to place their 

fingers on the “i” and “e” keys, which correspond with categories on the right and left 

side of the screen. Participants were asked to categorize stimuli as they appear on the 

screen as quickly and as accurately as possible. 

Participants completed the conscientiousness IAT in five trials. The first trial was 

considered a learning trial, and assigned the words “Like Me” to the “e” key and “Not 

Like Me” to the “i” key. These stimuli appeared in random order on the screen and 

participants were asked to categorize them as quickly as possible into the categories of 

“Like Me” and “Not Like Me.” The second trial then used the word pairings listed in 

Appendix A to introduce the implicit conscientiousness characteristic stimuli to the 

participant. Participants categorized words as either “dependable” with the “e” key or 

“undependable” with the “i” key. Stimuli appeared on the screen in random order, and 

participants categorized words into appropriate categories. 

The third trial was a paired trial and combined the “Like Me/Not Like Me” and 

“Dependable/Undependable” categories and stimuli. The categories and stimuli of “Like 

me” and “Dependable” were associated with the “e” key, while the categories and stimuli 
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of “Not Like Me” and “Undependable” were associated with the “i” key. The fourth trial 

paired the categories of “Like Me” on the “i” key, and “Not Like Me” on the “e” key, a 

reversal of Trial 1. Finally, the fifth trial paired the learning in Trials 2 and 4, where the 

“i” key was assigned to “Undependable/Like Me” and the “e” to “Dependable/Not Like 

Me.” The 3
rd

 and 5
th

 trials were identical except that categories were switched to 

determine if it takes participants longer to override their implicit associations of 

themselves as good or bad when the category positions are reversed (Greenwald et al., 

1998). Scoring was completed as described in Greenwald, et al. (1998) in which scores 

from the dependable/like me pairing (3
rd

 trial) are compared with the undependable/like 

me pairing (5
th

 trial). 

After completing the conscientiousness IAT, participants completed a short 

training program regarding the use of Excel spreadsheets. After watching a short training 

session, participants completed a knowledge-based test regarding the subject matter of 

the training they just completed. They also performed a brief skills-based Excel task to 

determine the effectiveness of training and subsequent training performance. This task 

contained seven items taught in the training course where the percent correct determined 

the score. 

Measures  

In addition to completing the IAT and training performance, participants 

completed the facet-level conscientiousness scales of the IPIP version of the NEO-PI 

(Appendix B; Goldberg, 1999). These scales include the facets of self-efficacy (10 items, 
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"=78), orderliness (10 items, "=.82), dutifulness (10 items, "=.71), achievement striving 

(10 items, "=.78), self-discipline (10 items, "=.85), and cautiousness (10 items, "=.76). 

In addition to the facet scales for conscientiousness, participants completed the 

extraversion (10 items, "=.86) and neuroticism (10 items, "=.86) scales of the IPIP. 

Finally, participants completed the BIDR social desirability scale (40 items, "= .80; 

Paulhus, 1984). 

Analysis 

To examine Hypothesis 1, the correlations between the IPIP facets of 

conscientiousness and the Excel training performance were calculated. To examine 

Hypothesis 2, the correlations between the conscientiousness IAT and the Excel training 

performance were calculated. To examine convergent validity, I computed the correlation 

between conscientiousness measures using the IAT and the conscientiousness measures 

using the IPIP. To examine discriminant validity, I computed the correlation between the 

conscientiousness IAT and the neuroticism and extraversion measures of the IPIP. 

Results 

 Descriptive statistics, including means, standard deviations and skewness of the 

data are located in Table 1. Zero-order correlations among all study variables are located 

in Table 2. Contrary to Hypotheses 1a to 1f, the conscientiousness facets were not 

significantly correlated with either the Excel skills task, or the Excel knowledge test. 

Further, there was no correlation between IAT scores and IPIP conscientiousness scores 

(Table 2).  
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 Due to the lack of significant results between both the IAT and performance and 

the IPIP and performance, differences in the magnitude of the correlations between the 

IAT-performance correlation and the IPIP-performance correlation could not be 

calculated. Additionally, Research Question 1, regarding the relationship of the IAT and 

IPIP measures when used together on training performance, was unable to be examined 

due to the lack of significance. Hypothesis 4 examined the correlations between the 

conscientiousness IAT and the personality traits of neuroticism and extraversion. Results 

showed no significant results between the IAT and either extraversion or neuroticism 

measures. These correlations are located in Table 2.  

A measure of experience with Excel was included to control for previous Excel 

experience. A series of hierarchical regressions were performed, in which Excel 

Experience was included as a predictor in the first block. The second block included 

Excel Experience and one conscientiousness facet. Independent series of regressions 

were conducted for both the Excel task and the Excel knowledge test. Both the Excel task 

and test were significantly correlated with Excel experience; however, none of the 

conscientiousness facets were significant for either Excel Task or Excel Test (see Table 

3).  

 Using the BIDR, correlations were computed between social desirability and each 

IPIP conscientiousness facet, as well as with the IAT. The BIDR was significantly 

correlated with all 6 facets of the IPIP conscientiousness scale. However, it was not 

significantly related to the IAT (see Table 2).  



 

 

Running Head: IAT and personality ") 

!

Discussion 

 The pattern of results observed was contrary to those expected. While I 

hypothesized a relationship between implicit personality measured by the IAT and 

training performance, this was not the case. Additionally, the explicit IPIP measures of 

conscientiousness were not significantly related to the training performance outcomes. 

One possible reason these results were not as predicted may be problematic criteria. 

Testing participants’ training performance based on the Excel test and task may not have 

been the most appropriate measure of training performance. Rather than using Excel for 

this training program, it may have been more appropriate to use a more complex and 

novel exercise. 

 Additionally, the nature of the training may not have been ideal for examining 

training performance. The training module used was an online course where participants 

could determine their own pace. This could have led to less vigilance when completing 

the training. Additionally, the use of Excel to create charts may not have been a novel 

task to some participants. Participants were asked to indicate both their level of 

familiarity with Excel, as well as their confidence in being able to perform tasks using 

Excel. Based on the significant correlation between Excel experience and both Excel task 

and test performance, it appears participants’ performance was related to their previous 

Excel experience. This implies participants who had previously used Excel in a manner 

similar to the training performed better on the tasks provided.  
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 The current findings are similar to the findings in the previous study using the 

IAT to measure implicit conscientiousness (Siers, 2008). Despite altering the stimuli 

presented to the participants, as well as specifically measuring training performance, no 

significant results were found in either study. This may indicate the IAT may not be the 

appropriate instrument to measuring implicit personality traits. It also may indicate the 

need for researchers to reexamine the stimuli included in the IAT to determine if the 

instrument is measuring the intended construct or merely error.  

 A very different possibility is that implicit conscientiousness is not the same as 

explicit conscientiousness. If this is the case, it lends encouraging possibilities to the 

future of implicit personality research. While it is difficult to test this possibility, it is an 

exciting area of research that could lend a great deal of information to researchers and 

practitioners alike. By examining the hypothesis that implicit and explicit 

conscientiousness differ in their relationship to performance, researchers may be able to 

gather more information from participants. To examine this possibility, researchers must 

be diligent in determining how to measure an entirely new construct in the most accurate 

way. If implicit and explicit conscientiousness are different constructs, this would lead to 

the pattern of non-significance exhibited in the correlations between the IAT and the IPIP 

measures in this study. However, because of the non-significant results, this assumption 

cannot be made without reservation.  

 It is interesting to note the significant correlation of the BIDR with each explicit 

conscientiousness facet scale, but the non-significant results with the IAT. This pattern of 
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results would indicate that participants were unintentionally altering their responses to the 

IPIP scale, but not when responding to the IAT.  

Limitations and Future Research 

 There are some potential limitations in this study. The lack of significant results 

between the IAT and any study variable could imply that the IAT measure lack sufficient 

reliability and validity to be useful. As this particular IAT used only words as stimuli, the 

ability of participants to read and comprehend the words on the screen quickly and 

accurately in order to categorize them appropriately may have had an effect on reaction 

times. Additional difficulties may have arisen if the participant’s native language was not 

English, as the words that appeared on the screen were all in English.  

Another factor to consider is that the words chosen to be included in this IAT may 

not have adequately captured the construct of implicit conscientiousness. While words 

were obtained by asking subject matter experts to provide a list of words related to 

conscientiousness at work, the words provided may not represent the construct domain of 

implicit conscientiousness. This may especially be an issue if implicit conscientiousness 

is indeed different than explicit conscientiousness, as the IAT words for this study were 

based on our understanding of explicit conscientiousness traits. 

An additional limitation is the issue of unfamiliarity with the IAT. Frequently 

within the course of this study, participants were taken aback by the procedures when 

completing the IAT. This confusion may have adversely impacted their response times in 

the IAT. However, since the two blocks that are used for analysis purposes are the paired 
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blocks (3 and 5), it is unknown how much the initial confusion with the measure may 

actually have affected reaction time in the later blocks used for analyses.  

Future research should examine the possibility of non-significant results indicating a 

fundamental difference between the construct of implicit personality and explicit 

personality. If, in fact, these are two different constructs, the implications for predicting 

performance could be great should both prove to predict job-relevant criteria. Researchers 

should attempt to develop a measure in which the possible differences between current 

explicit conscientiousness measures and the potential facets of implicit conscientiousness 

could be compared. While I was unable to draw conclusions from the data presented here, 

the reason for lack of significant results could be the possibility that implicit 

conscientiousness is not significantly related to performance outcomes. Additional 

research may determine the relevance of implicit personality to performance outcomes, as 

well as any potential implicit conscientiousness may have in the prediction of 

performance outcomes.   
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Table 1 

Descriptive statistics for study variables 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    Note: N=146 

 

Skewness  Mean S.D. 

Statistic S.E. 

1. Cons. Self-efficacy 3.78 0.38 -0.18 0.20 

2. Cons. Orderliness 3.40 0.62 -0.18 0.20 

3. Cons. Dutifulness 3.90 0.43 -0.64 0.20 

4. Cons. Achievement-

striving 

3.77 0.44      0.03 0.20 

5. Cons. Self-discipline 3.13 0.52  0.08 0.20 

6. Cons. Cautiousness 3.25 0.59 -0.14 0.20 

7. IAT 0.62 0.30 -0.17 0.20 

8. Neuroticism 2.44 0.58  0.37 0.20 

9. Extraversion 3.54 0.62 -0.20 0.20 

10. Excel knowledge test 0.78 0.21 -1.26 0.20 

11. Excel skills task 0.68 0.34 -0.92 0.20 

12. Social desirability 

(BIDR) 

3.90 0.69 -0.45 0.21 

13. Excel experience 3.64 0.85 -0.68 0.20 



 

 

Running Head: IAT and personality !" 

#

Table 2 

Correlations Among Study Variables 

 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1. Cons. Self-efficacy  1.00             

2. Cons. Orderliness  0.21**  1.00            

3. Cons. Dutifulness  0.43** 0.39**  1.00           

4. Cons. Achievement-

striving 
 0.56** 0.42** 0.59**  1.00          

5. Cons. Self-discipline  0.37** 0.53** 0.40**  0.48**  1.00         

6. Cons. Cautiousness  0.31** 0.49** 0.50**  0.28**  0.48**  1.00        

7. IAT  0.03  0.01  0.00  0.01 -0.04  0.07  1.00       

8. Neuroticism -0.61**  0.09 -0.22** -0.24** -0.26** -0.16  0.08  1.00      

9. Extraversion 0.37** -0.01 -0.03 0.24**  0.16 -0.24**  0.00 -0.40**  1.00     

10. Excel knowledge test  0.12 -0.09  0.03  0.06  0.08  0.10 -0.30 -0.20* -0.15  1.00    

11. Excel skills task -0.02 -0.02  0.08  0.12  0.01  0.11  0.21  0.02 -0.12  0.13  1.00   

12. Social desirability 

(BIDR) 
0.33** 0.19* 0.41**  0.29**  0.44**  0.36** -0.12 -0.33** -0.01  0.14  0.09  1.00  

13. Excel experience 0.26** -0.08  0.14  0.12  0.06  0.00  0.06 -0.14 -0.07  0.24**  0.27**  0.15  1.00 



 

 

Running Head: IAT and personality !" 

#

Table 3 

Hierarchical regressions of Excel Task and Test controlling for Excel Experience 

 R
2
 Block 1 R

2
 Block 2 ! R

2 
p-value 

Excel Task      

    Experience .07    

    Experience + Self-Efficacy  .08 .01 .32 

    Experience + Orderliness  .07 .00 .83 

    Experience + Dutifulness  .08 .00 .59 

    Experience + Achievement Striving  .08 .01 .34 

    Experience+ Self-Discipline  .07 .00 .71 

    Experience + Cautiousness  .09 .02 .15 

    Experience + IAT  .06 .00 .64 

Excel Test     

    Experience .08    

    Experience + Self-Efficacy  .09 .00 .49 

    Experience + Orderliness  .08 .00 .64 

    Experience + Dutifulness  .08 .00 .89 

    Experience + Achievement Striving  .08 .00 .63 

    Experience+ Self-Discipline  .09 .01 .27 

    Experience + Cautiousness  .10 .02 .11 

    Experience + IAT  .09 .00 .99 
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Appendix A 

Within the field of Industrial Organizational (I/O) psychology, there have been 

hundreds of attempts to link personality characteristics to performance outcomes (Barrick 

& Mount, 1991; Colquitt, LePine & Noe, 2000; Dudley, et al., 2006; Hurtz & Donovan, 

2000). These studies, as well as the I/O field, consider individual differences as a critical 

component in the behavioral outcomes on the job. Specifically, researchers and 

practitioners alike have identified personality traits as the central paradigm in the 

prediction of performance outcomes. 

Personality measures have generally attempted to use self-report questionnaires to 

determine a participant’s personality characteristics. These personality characteristics are 

considered explicit personality. Explicit personality refers to the characteristics that a 

person is aware of possessing and can identify as traits he or she possesses (Schmukle & 

Egloff, 2005). Despite the widespread use of measures of explicit personality, it has been 

argued that additional components of personality are not captured by such measures 

(Bing, LeBreton, Davison, Migetz, & James, 2007). These components have been 

referred to as aspects of implicit personality (Borkenau, 1992) and may be an additional 

factor to consider when examining personality as a significant determinant of behavior. 

This study will examine implicit conscientiousness and training performance. 

More specifically, it will compare the relationship between implicit conscientiousness 
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and training performance to the relationship between explicit conscientiousness and 

training performance.  

Dimensions of Personality 

 Researchers have long been interested in the structure of personality. Personality 

research has had a tumultuous history, beginning with the compilation of over 4,500 traits 

to describe others by Allport and Odbert (1936), to additional research by Norman (1963) 

to narrow these traits. Finally, through continued refinement by Goldberg (1990) and 

Costa and McCrae (1988), the Five Factor Model (FFM) was established as a 

parsimonious model of personality (Costa & McCrae, 1988). The FFM of personality 

includes the factors of extraversion, emotional stability, conscientiousness, agreeableness, 

and openness to experience. This approach advocates the use of five related, but distinct, 

factors when assessing the personality of individuals (Block, 2001).  

 Since its inception, the FFM has been studied frequently in various domains. 

Goldberg (1990) in particular has been instrumental in using factor analytic methods to 

determine if five is the appropriate number of factors. Goldberg administered a subset of 

Norman’s (1963) trait terms to 187 college students, asking participants to rate the terms 

on an 8-point Likert scale as to how accurately the term described the participant. These 

responses were factor analyzed and five factors were identified. Moreover, Goldberg 

found that the factor solution became unstable when attempting to extract more than five 

factors.  
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Each of the factors in the FFM addresses a different aspect of personality. The 

first factor is extraversion. Extraversion refers to a person’s assertiveness, talkativeness, 

and sociability (Eysenck, 1964). In addition, extraversion is concerned with a person’s 

tendency to be active and expressive in their daily life (Barrick & Mount, 1991). 

Emotional stability, also called neuroticism (Goldberg, 1990), also stemmed from 

Eysenck’s (1964) work in the personality domain. Emotional stability examines aspects 

of personality such as anxiety, depression, worry, insecurity, and emotionality. In tandem 

with extraversion, emotional stability forms the “Big Two” personality factors previously 

defined by Eysenck. The definition of the third factor, conscientiousness, has been 

disputed in personality literature. Hogan (1983) defines conscientiousness as being 

responsible and dependable. However, other authors take a more volitional approach and 

define conscientiousness as someone who is hard working, persistent, and achievement-

oriented (Conley, 1985; Costa & McCrae, 1988; Digman & Inouye, 1986). In the field of 

I/O psychology, a conscientious person is someone who is a high achiever, is diligent, 

and is goal-oriented (Conley, 1985; Costa & McCrae, 1988; Digman & Inouye, 1986). 

The fourth factor in the FFM is agreeableness. Agreeableness has been described as being 

likeable and friendly, as well as being courteous, tolerant, and forgiving (Hogan, 1983; 

McCrae & Costa, 1985). This factor also can include being good-natured, softhearted, 

and trusting of others. The fifth factor in the FFM is known as openness to experience 

(McCrae & Costa, 1985) or culture (Norman, 1963). This factor includes being 

imaginative and curious, as well as open-minded, artistically oriented, and original. 
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The Current Study 

Conscientiousness is the personality variable of interest in this study. Explicit 

measures of conscientiousness have consistently showed a significant correlation with 

performance outcomes (Dudley, Orvis, Lebiecki, & Cortina, 2006; Judge & Ilies, 2002; 

Tett, Jackson, & Rothstein, 1991). Various meta-analyses have established a link between 

conscientiousness and both overall performance (Dudley et al., 2006; Judge & Ilies, 

2002; Tett et al., 1991; Ones et al., 1996; Salgado, 1997; Vinchur, Schippman, Switzer, & 

Roth, 1998) as well as specific facets of performance (Dudley et al., 2006; Ones et al., 

1996). These meta-analyses have found that conscientiousness is a significant predictor 

of job performance, with a corrected correlation between 0.25 (Salgado, 1997) and 0.31 

(Judge & Ilies, 2002). 

While overall performance is critical to the success of the organization, an 

employee’s performance in training sessions is also a critical component to the growth of 

both the organization and the employee. Previous research has also found that training 

performance is a significant predictor of task performance, which is a major component 

of overall performance (Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994). Previous research has also 

shown that conscientiousness, as measured by explicit measures, is positively correlated 

with training performance outcomes (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Colquitt et al., 2000; 

Dudley, et al., 2006; Hurtz & Donovan, 2000). Barrick and Mount (1991) provide an 

estimate of the correlation between training performance and conscientiousness of " = 

.21 to .23. However, a more recent meta-analysis by Hurtz and Donovan (2000) y found 
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the correlation between training performance and conscientiousness to be considerably 

lower at " = .03.  

Given these previous findings, Hypothesis 1 is proposed: 

Hypothesis 1: Explicit measures of conscientiousness will be positively correlated 

with training performance outcomes. 

Limitations in Explicit Research 

 There are two major limitations typically encountered in personality research: a 

focus solely on explicit measures and the response distortion endemic with explicit 

measures. Faking occurs when a respondent intentionally distorts his or her responses in 

order to answer in a way that he or she feels makes them look better, rather than in a way 

that accurately describes his or her personality. It is well established that job applicants 

can and do faking self-report measures of personality (Schmukle & Egloff, 2005; 

Steffens, 2004). Since faking is believed to be a strong detriment to the accuracy of 

results in personality testing, many researchers have attempted to outline the parameters 

that are related to faking (Komar, Brown, Komar, & Robie, 2008). Variability between 

participant answers on the inventory, magnitude of distortion in responses, proportion of 

responses faked, the criterion-related validity of the instrument, the correlation between 

faking and performance, and the selection ratio are all parameters that may be important 

to consider when determining the occurrence and impact of faking. 
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Many participants “fake good” when answering survey questions (Furnham, 

1986). This occurs when participants feel there is an answer that is the “good” answer. 

They will proceed to answer survey items in a way they feel the researcher intended to be 

the correct answer or will make them look better than they truly are. This type of bias 

skews the results of the survey and can lead to results that are not accurately indicative of 

the participants’ true attitudes. 

 A related concern of explicit personality measures social desirability bias. This 

occurs with explicit personality measures when participants respond in a way that paints 

them in a favorable light, or in a way they believe is socially acceptable (Schmukle & 

Egloff, 2005). Social desirability response bias occurs when a person’s responses are 

affected by what they feel is the appropriate way of answering based on social norms. 

These social norms lead a participant to unconsciously respond in a way that is not 

accurate because of the possible sensitive nature of the question or response. 

Social desirability is typically assessed using a social desirability scale. If the 

participant answers the social desirability scale in a way that confirms socially desirable 

answers, it is assumed the participant also answered the answers on the personality 

inventory in a socially desirable way (Stark, Chernyshenko, Chan, Lee, & Drasgow, 

2001). To assess the effects of social desirability on responses, a social desirability scale 

such as the Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR, Paulhus, 1984) may be 

administered. This scale examines self-deception as well as impression management, as 

both of these contribute to the construct of social desirability.  Self-deception occurs 
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when a participant uses rationalization to dismiss a situation, whereas impression 

management occurs when a participant tries to control the opinion that society or others 

have of them. The self-deception scale includes items such as “When I hear people 

talking privately, I avoid listening,” and the impression management scale has items such 

as “I seldom change my decisions.” However, social desirability scales may 

underestimate the effect of faking on criterion-related validity (Holden, 2008). 

Additionally, while social desirability scales detect aspects that are similar to faking, they 

are not appropriate proxies for identification of faking (Holden, 2008).  

Implicit versus Explicit Personality 

The other limitation to current personality research is the exclusion of implicit 

personality as a distinct construct. Explicit personality measures typically require some 

sort of self-report of specific characteristics related to each of the five factors in the 

personality model (openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and 

neuroticism). These self-report instruments may either be in the form of adjective-based 

items where the participant selects adjectives that best describe features about themselves 

(e.g., the Personal Attribute Inventory; Parish, Bryant, & Shirazi, 1976) or rating scale 

items where participants are asked to what extent the phrase describes their personality 

(e.g., NEO; McCrae & Costa, 1985). Conversely, Greenwald and Banaji (1995) define 

implicit attitudes as evaluations without known origin that are triggered automatically 

and, in turn, influence implicit responses. Due to the perceived sensitive nature of 

personality research, implicit personality tests may be able to better determine actual 
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personality characteristics than the more popular explicit measures. Unfortunately, there 

is a dearth of research examining implicit testing methods of personality measurement.  

The current study will examine the construct of implicit personality and the 

assertion that there are components of personality that are inaccessible or otherwise 

unreliable as measured by explicit personality inventories. 

Implicit Measurement 

Within I/O psychology, explicit personality has been examined almost 

exclusively. While the psychometric properties of explicit personality measures are 

typically favorable, many researchers (Asendorpf, Banse, & Mücke, 2002; Schnabel, 

Banse & Asendorpf, 2006; Siers, 2008; Steffens, 2004; Steffens & König, 2006) believe 

that personality is also made up of implicit characteristics not easily ascertained by 

explicit measures. Only with the use of tests such as the Thematic Apperception Test 

(TAT, Morgan & Murray, 1935), Attributional Style Questionnaire (ASQ, Seligman, 

Abramson, Semmel, & von Baeyer, C. (1979), Implicit Associations Test (IAT, 

Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998), and the Conditional Reasoning Test (CRT, 

James, 1998) have researchers begun to consider the inclusion of implicit cognitions in 

I/O psychology. 

Perhaps the most widely known implicit measure in recent years has been the 

CRT (e.g., James, 1998). The underlying theory of CRTs begins with the assumption that 

people want their behavior and personal judgments to seem reasonable. These judgments 

are largely affected by outside factors, such as cultural norms and philosophies that can 
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lead to differences in behavioral outcomes from person to person. CRTs appear to be 

inductive-reasoning problems to participants completing the test; however, because the 

way the questions are worded, researchers can score the problems as being answered in a 

way that is logical or illogical. Participants are given a situation and then four options of 

possible decisions they can make regarding the situation. In the case of the CRT 

regarding aggression a respondent can receive either a +1, indicating they chose the 

aggressive reasoning answer; a 0, indicating a neutral answer; or a -1, indicating they 

chose the non-applicable answer. A low score on the CRT would indicate that a person is 

relying on little bias during the reasoning process. Conversely, if a participant were to 

score highly on the CRT, this would indicate more bias during their reasoning process 

and consequently more implicit justification for their behavior (James et al., 2004). 

The Implicit Associations Test 

For this study, I will be measuring implicit conscientiousness using the Implicit 

Association Test (IAT). The IAT is a measure of attitudinal discrimination towards an 

out-group developed by Greenwald, McGhee, and Schwartz (1998). Since its conception, 

the IAT has been modified to measure implicit attitudes regarding self-esteem (e.g. 

Greenwald & Farnham, 2000); attitudes regarding gender (e.g. Rudman, Greenwald & 

McGhee, 2001); shyness (Asendorpf et al., 2002); and various other topics that do not 

lend themselves to explicit disclosure. 

The IAT attempts to measure a person’s implicit attitudes by presenting the 

participant with various visual stimuli. These stimuli may include words or pictures that 



Running Head: IAT and personality 35 

#

evoke positive or negative attitudes. Reaction times and error rates are recorded and 

researchers score the IAT using the response time latency of the positive words compared 

to the negative words in the stimulus pairs that are being compared (Greenwald, Nosek & 

Banaji, 2003). The mean of correct latencies is computed for each block, as well as the 

pooled standard deviation (SD) for trials in each condition. The average of the values for 

each of the block is taken, and the difference between trials for each block is computed. 

Finally, the difference of both blocks is divided by the associated pooled SD. The longer 

it takes a person to react correctly to a particular stimuli, the more they have to override 

their implicit attitudes about the given stimuli. 

While use of the IAT in I/O psychology has been criticized (Landy, 2008), it is 

important to note various studies that have demonstrated adequate validity and reliability 

of the test. For example, Meagher and Aidman (2004) examined explicit self-esteem with 

a self-liking/self-confidence scale (SLCS-R; Tafarodi & Swann, 2001) and an IAT 

version of self-esteem (Greenwald et. al., 1998). They found that there was no correlation 

between the IAT and either the explicit self-esteem measures of self-liking (r [63] =-.001, 

p>.05) or explicit self-competence (r [63] =-.168, p>.05). The lack of correlation between 

these two constructs indicates that implicit self-esteem as measured by the IAT and 

explicit self-esteem as measured by the SLCS-R are in fact measuring two separate 

constructs rather than a continuum of the construct of self-esteem. This is encouraging in 

that it indicates there is a possibility that conscientiousness as measured by the IAT could 

differ from conscientiousness as measured by explicit measures of personality.  
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In other research on the IAT, Steffens and König (2006) examined the theory that 

response latency indicates the strength of associations, specifically spontaneous Big Five 

behaviors. They posited that reaction time would be shorter if the participant is 

categorizing comfortable stimuli than if they must overcome some sort of negative 

association they have with the stimuli. For example, a person would more quickly 

categorize a flower as “pleasant” than they would a typically unpleasant item, such as an 

insect. Researchers found that the IAT has limited power to predict these spontaneous 

behavioral outcomes. The authors speculate this could be due to using too many stimuli 

in the IAT, as well as the fact that we do not know how automatic processes are related to 

spontaneous behaviors or could be altered.  

Asendorpf et al. (2002) examined whether IAT and explicit measures of shyness 

differed in their relationship with self-concept. Participants were asked to categorize 

words such as uninhibited, timid, hesitant, and sociable as either like “me” or like 

“them.” In addition, participants were asked to participate in a videotaped role-play 

exercise in which they were instructed to act as though a new boss was replacing their 

boss. The participants were asked to attend a meeting to become acquainted with the new 

boss. Half the participants were instructed to try to impress their new boss, while the 

other half were instructed to act as they normally would. Researchers blind to the shyness 

measures rated videos of the participants in regards to their shyness, body movements, 

gaze, and tenseness. The results showed that when participants were asked to impress 

their new boss, the IAT scores indicate more shyness than both other and self-ratings of 
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shyness. Despite the IAT scores indicating more shyness, the participants asked to fake 

extraversion scored significantly less shy on the explicit measures. This indicates that the 

explicit personality measures are more susceptible to the effects of faking and social 

desirability when they are acting in a potentially socially demanding situation. 

In addition to constructs such as shyness, the IAT can be used to examine the link 

between personality and performance. Siers (2008) was the only study I have been able to 

locate that has examined the relationship between implicit measures of personality and 

performance outcomes. The primary goal of this study was to determine if the IAT was 

susceptible to socially desirable responding. However, he examined conscientiousness 

and overall performance and asked participants to categorize terms “Like Me” and “Like 

Others.” Siers found that none of the personality factors as examined by the IAT were 

correlated with the social desirability scale, while the explicit personality measures were 

significantly correlated with the same scale. He also determined that implicit 

conscientiousness was not correlated with performance outcomes as measured by 

academic achievement (r=.08), peer reports (r=.01), and supervisory ratings (r=.12). The 

current study will modify his model by specifically examining training performance and 

the unique relationship between conscientiousness and training outcomes, as well as 

changing the stimuli to “Like Me” and “Not Like Me” to determine if wording of this 

stimuli will alter subsequent results.  

Hypothesis 2: Implicit measures of conscientiousness will be positively correlated 

with training performance outcomes. 
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While I believe that implicit measures hold promise for predicting behavioral 

outcomes, it is not necessarily ideal to use implicit measures exclusively. Bing et al. 

(2007) address the concept of using both implicit and explicit measures when studying 

personality. Using the CRT, they found that there is an implicit component of personality 

that is not captured when using explicit personality measures. If we are attempting to gain 

a full understanding of the range of personality factors that may contribute to job 

performance, it may be beneficial to combine both explicit and implicit measures. By 

combining explicit and implicit measures in one study, we can then compare these 

methods to determine if they are in fact measuring unique constructs. We can also 

determine if these distinct components of personality combine to better predict outcomes 

than either can alone.  

Research question 1: Does the interaction between implicit and explicit measures 

of conscientiousness predict training performance above the measurement of these two 

constructs separately? 

Outcome variables 

 In the field of I/O psychology, one of the main criteria of interest is performance. 

Performance is typically broken down into the categories of task performance, contextual 

performance, and counterproductive work behaviors (Motowidlo, 2003). Task 

performance can refer to two types of performance on the job. The first is the direct 

transformation of materials into goods and services that the organization produces 

(Murphy, 1989; Rotundo & Sackett, 2002). Examples include activities such as teaching 
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in a school or cashing checks at a bank. The other type of task performance refers to 

restocking materials, distributing goods, or planning, supervising, and coordinating staff. 

Examples of this include stocking shelves in a retail store or providing staff support, such 

as human resource functions. 

Contextual performance can be defined as behaviors that do not necessarily 

contribute to the main organizational purpose, but still further the objectives of the 

organization (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Conway, 1996). This type of performance can 

be described in three major “bands” or categories of behaviors (Motowidlo, 2003). The 

first band is the way that employees interact with each other in the context of an 

organization. This interaction can improve interpersonal relationships, group dynamics, 

and in turn, improve successful task motivation and goal accomplishment. The second 

band of behaviors is related to behaviors people perform to improve their own knowledge 

and skills. This type of behavior may include training participation, adapting to changing 

work demands, and contributing to organizational values and goals. The third band refers 

to perform behaviors that have an effect on the tangible resources of the organization. 

These types of behaviors may include turning off the lights when leaving the office or 

assisting in clean up after an event. These three bands of behaviors all contribute to the 

definition of contextual performance. 

 The final category typically included in the definition of performance is 

counterproductive work behaviors (CWB; Robinson & Bennett, 1995). CWBs can be 

broken down into many characteristics of behaviors. For example, white collar crime 
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(Zahra, Priem, & Rasheed, 2007), theft (Greenberg, 2002), violence (LeBlanc & 

Kelloway, 2002), sabotage (Giacalone, Riordan, & Rosenfeld, 1997), and incivility (Lim 

& Cortina, 2005) are all types of counterproductive behaviors that may be exhibited in 

the workplace.  

While overall performance is important in an organization, training performance 

is also important. Not only is training a critical component in organizations, it also can be 

a predictor of overall performance (Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994). In order to improve 

training, researchers have begun to examine various antecedents and outcomes of training 

performance. For example, Herold, Davis, Fedor, and Parsons (2002) examined 

personality and the effects that individual differences have on the transfer of training 

performance outcomes. They used pilots enrolled in a two-phase flight simulation 

program. Researchers found that conscientiousness did not have a main effect with 

training performance, but did have a significant interaction with Phase 1 learning. The 

researchers posited that conscientiousness could offset the effect of early learning 

difficulties, but over time does not significantly add to learning. Dean, Conte, and 

Blankenhorn (2006) investigated the ability of personality to predict performance in 

multiple types of training situations and found that personality has an effect on 

performance outcomes, but only in simulations and not in pencil and paper training 

sessions.  

From previous research using explicit personality measures, conscientiousness is 

a fairly stable predictor of performance. In this study, I will examine whether implicit 
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conscientiousness is a better predictor of training performance outcomes than the more 

frequently studied explicit factors of conscientiousness. 

It has been proposed that explicit and implicit personality factors are actually 

measuring two different aspects of each personality trait, rather than mirroring the same 

facets of the same personality factor (Bing et al., 2007). Therefore, explicit and implicit 

personality measures should result in different correlations with performance.  

Hypothesis 3: Implicit and explicit measures of conscientiousness will exhibit 

different criterion-related validity with training performance. 

Finally, it is important to consider additional personality characteristics using the 

to ensure that the factor of conscientiousness is not overlapping with other personality 

factors. To do this, neuroticism and extraversion International Personality Item Pool 

(IPIP, Goldberg, 1999) scales for these factors will be included.  

Hypothesis 4: Conscientiousness as measured by the IPIP will yield different 

correlations with neuroticism and extraversion. 

Method 

Participants 

Data will be collected from undergraduate students from a large Southeastern 

university. Using students in undergraduate level psychology classes, I will gather 

approximately 200 participants. Students will be given academic credit for participation 

in the study. 
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Procedure 

Participants will be seated at a computer and asked to fill out an informed consent 

form, as well as a survey regarding demographic information such as gender, age, race, 

occupation, and experience with the computer program Microsoft Excel. After 

completing the demographic information, participants will be asked to complete an IAT. 

Before receiving words associated with conscientiousness, participants will be given a 

practice IAT to help them become accustomed to the computer setup and the test 

procedure. This will be a standard IAT practice test where participants will be asked to 

categorize simple association pairs such as “flower/insect” with “good/bad” categories. 

After completing the practice IAT, participants will be directed to the conscientiousness 

IAT. The IAT will be administered using an open source IAT program, FreeIAT (Meade, 

2009). To assess implicit conscientiousness, participants will be shown a variety of words 

related to conscientiousness specifically developed to relate to the workplace. These 

words will include pairing such as timely/tardy and a full list of word pairings to be 

included can be found in Table 1. 

This IAT will be constructed based on a design used by Siers (2008). After the 

stimuli are presented to the participants, the participants will be asked to place their 

fingers on the “i” and “e” keys, which correspond with categories on the right and left 

side of the screen. Participants will be asked to categorize stimuli as they appear on the 

screen as quickly as possible, and to also be as accurate as possible in the categorization. 
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The conscientiousness IAT will be completed in five trials. The first trial is 

considered a learning trial, and will assign the words “Like Me” to the “e” key and “Not 

Like Me” to the “i” key. These stimuli will appear in random order on the screen and 

participants will be asked to categorize them as quickly as possible into the categories of 

“Like Me” and “Not Like Me.” The second trial will then use the word pairings listed in 

Table 1 to assess the implicit conscientiousness characteristics of the participant. 

Participants will be asked to categorize words as either dependable with the “e” key or 

undependable with the “i” key. Stimuli will appear on the screen in random order, and 

participants will be asked to categorize words into appropriate categories. 

The third trial will be a paired trial and will combine the “Like Me/Not Like Me” 

and “Dependable/Undependable” categories and stimuli. The categories and stimuli of 

“Like me” and “Dependable” will be associated with the “e” key, while the categories 

and stimuli of “Not Like Me” and “Undependable” will be associated with the “i” key. 

The fourth trial will then combine the categories of “Like Me” on the “i” key, and “Not 

Like Me” on the “e” key, a reversal of trial 1. Finally, the fifth trial will combine the 

learning in trials 2 and 4, where the “i” key will be assigned to “Undependable/Like Me” 

and the “e” to “Dependable/Not Like Me.” The 3
rd

 and 5
th

 trials are identical except that 

categories are switched to determine if it takes participants longer to override their 

implicit associations of themselves as good or bad when the category positions are 

reversed (Greenwald et al., 1998). Scoring will be as described in Greenwald, et al. 
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(1998) in which scores from the dependable/like me pairing (3
rd

 trial) are compared with 

the undependable/like me pairing (5
th

 trial). 

After completing the conscientiousness IAT, participants will participate in a 

short training program regarding the use of Excel spreadsheets. After watching a short 

training session, participants will be asked to complete a knowledge-based test regarding 

the subject matter of the training they just completed. They will also be asked to perform 

a brief skills-based Excel task to determine the effectiveness of training and subsequent 

training performance. This task will contain seven tasks taught in the training course and 

the score will be determined by the percent correct. 

 Finally, participants will be asked to complete the conscientiousness facet scale of 

the IPIP version of the NEO-PI (Goldberg, 1999). This scale includes the facets of self-

efficacy, orderliness, dutifulness, achievement striving, self-discipline, and cautiousness. 

In addition to the facet scale for conscientiousness, participants will be asked to complete 

the extraversion and neuroticism scales of the IPIP. Finally, participants will be asked to 

complete the BIDR social desirability scale (Paulhus, 1984). Once they have completed 

these measures, they will have completed all relevant pieces of the study and may leave. 

Analysis 

Conscientiousness and training performance 

 To examine Hypothesis 1, the correlation between the IPIP facets of 

conscientiousness and the Excel training performance will be examined.  
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 To examine Hypothesis 2, the correlation between the conscientiousness IAT and 

the Excel training performance will be examined.  

To examine Hypothesis 3, a procedure outlined in Cohen and Cohen (1983) will 

be used to compare the magnitude of the IAT-performance correlation to the explicit 

conscientiousness-performance correlation.  

Convergent validity  

 To examine convergent validity, I will compute the correlation between 

conscientiousness measures using the IAT and the conscientiousness measures using the 

IPIP. 

Discriminant validity 

 To examine hypothesis 4, I will examine the correlations between these items and 

the conscientiousness items from the IPIP to determine the discriminant validity of these 

items also using the procedure outlined by Cohen and Cohen (1983).  
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Appendix B 

 

BIDR (Paulhus, 1984) 

  

Using the scale below as a guide, write a number beside each statement to indicate how 

much you agree with it.    

  

  

   1 ----------- 2 ----------- 3 ----------- 4 ----------- 5 ----------- 6 -----------7  

  Not True                Somewhat           Very 

True  

                                             True  

  

_____    1.    My first impressions of people usually turn out to be right.  

_____  *2.    It would be hard for me to break any of my bad habits.  

_____    3.    I don’t care to know what other people really think of me.  

_____  *4.    I have not always been honest with myself  

_____    5.    I always know why I like things.  

_____  *6.    When my emotions are aroused, it biases my thinking.  

_____    7.    Once I’ve made up my mind, other people can seldom change my opinion.  

_____  *8.    I am not a safe driver when I exceed the speed limit.  

_____    9.    I am fully in control of my own fate.  

_____  *10. It’s hard for me to shut off a disturbing thought.  

_____    11. I never regret my decisions.  

_____  *12. I sometimes lose out on things because I can’t make up my mind soon 

enough.  

_____    13. The reason I vote is because my vote can make a difference.  

_____  *14. My parents were not always fair when they punished me.  

_____    15. I am a completely rational person.  

_____  *16. I rarely appreciate criticism.  

_____    17. I am very confident of my judgments.  

_____  *18. I have sometimes doubted my ability as a lover.  

_____    19. It’s all right with me if some people happen to dislike me.  

_____  *20. I don’t always know the reasons why I do the things I do.  

_____  *21. I sometimes tell lies if I have to.  

_____    22. I never cover up my mistakes.  

_____  *23. There have been occasions when I have taken advantage of someone.  

_____    24. I never swear.  

_____  *25. I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget.  

_____    26. I always obey laws, even if I’m unlikely to get caught.  

_____  *27. I have said something bad about a friend behind his or her back.  

_____    28. When I hear people talking privately, I avoid listening.    



Running Head: IAT and personality 58 

#

_____  *29. I have received too much change from a salesperson without telling him or 

her. 

_____    30. I always declare everything at customs.  

_____  *31. When I was young I sometimes stole things.  

_____    32. I have never dropped litter on the street  

_____  *33. I sometimes drive faster than the speed limit  

_____    34. I never read sexy books or magazines.  

_____  *35. I have done things that I don’t tell other people about.  

_____    36. I never take things that don’t belong to me.  

_____  *37. I have taken sick-leave from work or school even though I wasn’t really sick.  

_____    38. I have never damaged a library book or store merchandise without reporting 

it.  

_____  *39. I have some pretty awful habits.  

_____    40. I don’t gossip about other people’s business.  

  

  

* items keyed in the false (negative) direction.  
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Appendix C 

Conscientious IAT trials 

Step Categories Sample Stimuli 

Trial 1 • Like Me 

• Not Like Me 

• Like Me 

• Not Like Me 

Trial 2 • Dependable 

• Undependable 

• Diligent/Careless 

• Hardworking/Lazy 

Trial 3 • Like Me/Dependable 

 

• Not Like 

Me/Undependable 

• Like me/Dutiful 

•  Not like 

me/Disorganized 

Trial 4 • Like Me 

 

• Not Like Me 

• Like Me 

• Not Like Me 

Trial 5 • Like 

Me/Undependable 

 

• Not Like 

Me/Dependable 

• Like me/Inefficient 

• Not like 

me/Reliable 

 

Stimuli to be used in trials 2, 3, and 5: 

 

  

List 1: Dependable 

• Hardworking 

• Helpful 

• Innovative 

• Motivated  

• Professional 

• Reliable 

• Responsible 

 

 

List 2: Undependable 

• Lazy 

• Rigid 

• Slow 

• Unreliable 

• Useless 

• Worthless 

• Incompetent
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Appendix D 

Conscientiousness Facets of the IPIP 

IPIP Conscientiousness Facet Scale 

C1: SELF-EFFICACY (.78) + keyed 

• Complete tasks successfully.  

• Excel in what I do.  

• Handle tasks smoothly.  

• Am sure of my ground. 

• Come up with good solutions.  

• Know how to get things done.  

– keyed 

• Misjudge situations.  

• Don't understand things.  

• Have little to contribute.  

• Don't see the consequences of things.  

 

C2: ORDERLINESS (.82) + keyed  

• Like order. 

• Like to tidy up.  

• Want everything to be "just right." 

• Love order and regularity.  

• Do things according to a plan.  

– keyed 

• Often forget to put things back in their proper place.  

• Leave a mess in my room.  

• Leave my belongings around.  

• Am not bothered by messy people. 

• Am not bothered by disorder. 
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C3: DUTIFULNESS (.71) + keyed  

• Try to follow the rules.  

• Keep my promises.  

• Pay my bills on time.  

• Tell the truth.  

• Listen to my conscience.  

– keyed 

• Break rules.  

• Break my promises.  

• Get others to do my duties.  

• Do the opposite of what is asked.  

• Misrepresent the facts.  

 

C4: ACHIEVEMENT-STRIVING (.78) + keyed 

• Go straight for the goal.  

• Work hard.  

• Turn plans into actions.  

• Plunge into tasks with all my heart.  

• Do more than what's expected of me.  

• Set high standards for myself and others.  

• Demand quality.  

– keyed 

• Am not highly motivated to succeed. 

• Do just enough work to get by.  

• Put little time and effort into my work.  

 

C5: SELF-DISCIPLINE (.85) + keyed  

• Get chores done right away. 

• Am always prepared. 

• Start tasks right away.  

• Get to work at once.  

• Carry out my plans.  
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– keyed 

• Find it difficult to get down to work.  

• Waste my time.  

• Need a push to get started.  

• Have difficulty starting tasks.  

• Postpone decisions.  

C6: CAUTIOUSNESS (.76)  

+ keyed 

• Avoid mistakes.  

• Choose my words with care.  

• Stick to my chosen path.  

– keyed 

• Jump into things without thinking.  

• Make rash decisions.  

• Like to act on a whim.  

• Rush into things.  

• Do crazy things.  

• Act without thinking.  

• Often make last-minute plans.  

 

NEUROTICISM 

  

10-item scale (Alpha = .86) 

+ keyed  

• Often feel blue. 

• Dislike myself. 

• Am often down in the dumps. 

• Have frequent mood swings. 

• Panic easily. 

 

– keyed  

• Rarely get irritated. 

• Seldom feel blue. 

• Feel comfortable with myself. 

• Am not easily bothered by things. 

• Am very pleased with myself. 
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EXTRAVERSION  

 

10-item scale (Alpha = .86) 

+ keyed 

• Feel comfortable around people.  

• Make friends easily. 

• Am skilled in handling social situations. 

• Am the life of the party. 

• Know how to captivate people. 

 

– keyed 

• Have little to say. 

• Keep in the background. 

• Would describe my experiences as somewhat dull. 

• Don't like to draw attention to myself. 

• Don't talk a lot. 

 

 

 

 


