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A B S T R A C T

For decades researchers have explored the link between the Big Five personality traits and job performance, conducting 
studies across various contexts and sectors. The study seeks to test the link between the Big Five dimensions of personality 
and job performance in Türkiye, for which an integration of 38 studies involving 18,021 participants was performed. By 
using psychometric meta-analysis, the study compares and evaluates the similarities and differences among the Türkiye 
studies and the broader literature on this topic. Additionally, this study is among the first to address the moderating 
effect of evaluators and sectors on the relationship between Big Five personality traits and job performance dimensions. 
The findings suggest that there are differences between the Turkish studies and the existing literature, which could be 
explained by cultural differences and social norms specific to collectivist countries like Türkiye.

La personalidad y el desempeño laboral en Turquía: Meta-análisis psicométrico de 
estudios turcos

R E S U M E N

Los investigadores han explorado durante decenios la relación entre los rasgos de personalidad de los cinco grandes factores 
y el desempeño en el trabajo, mediante estudios en diversos contextos y sectores. El estudio pretende probar el vínculo 
entre las dimensiones de personalidad de los cinco grandes y el rendimiento laboral en Turquía, para lo que se llevó a cabo 
la integración de 38 estudios en los que participaron un total de 18,021 sujetos. Mediante meta-análisis psicométricos el 
estudio compara y valora las semejanzas y diferencias entre los estudios de Turquía y las publicaciones más amplias sobre el 
tema. Además el estudio es uno de los primeros que aborda el efecto moderador de los evaluadores y sectores en la relación 
entre los rasgos de personalidad de los cinco grandes y las dimensiones del desempeño en el trabajo. Los resultados indican 
que hay diferencias entre los estudios turcos y otros estudios, lo que podría explicarse por las diferencias culturales y las 
normas sociales específicas de países colectivistas como Turquía.

Palabras clave:
Los cinco grandes factores 
Desempeño en el trabajo  
Meta-análisis psicométrico 
Culturas colectivistas
Turquía

Studies examining the relationships between the Big Five 
personality traits model and job performance have been going on 
for more than 55 years. These studies have been conducted across 
several contexts, such as different cultures, (Barrick et al., 2001; 
Chandrasekara, 2019; Lado & Alonso, 2017; Oh, 2009; Ones et al., 
2007; Salgado, 1997; van Aarde et al., 2017), different sectors or 
occupational groups (Barrick & Mount, 1991, 1993; Barrick et al., 
2001; Judge & Zapata, 2015; Kim et al., 2019; Le et al., 2011; Mount 
et al., 1998; Ones et al., 2007; Salgado, 1997; Schmidt & Hunter, 
1992) and samples including different evaluators (Colbert et.al., 
2012; Connelly & Chang, 2016; Kluemper et al., 2015; Oh et. al., 
2011). While there is an evident dominance of these studies in the 
context of the USA and Canada, there is still limited contribution 
of studies conducted in collectivist countries, such as Türkiye. One 

of the reasons for this may be the fact that studies made in these 
countries are mainly written and published in the native language 
as opposed to English, rendering them unable to reach a broader 
scholarship audience. Using psychometric meta-analysis, this study 
aims to integrate Big Five and job performance correlational findings 
from across the Turkish literature to the general scientific world. In 
addition, we aim to provide an evaluation of possible similarities 
or differences among these studies and the broader literature on 
this topic. Finally, it examines the effects of personality on job 
performance in a collectivist society from the perspective of different 
sectors or occupational groups and evaluators.

Up to the authors’ knowledge, there has not been a comprehensive 
meta-analysis study looking at personality-performance relationships 
in Türkiye. The lack of such study is a great limitation for both Turkish 
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and international researchers and practitioners. As work-related 
psychological research rapidly expands in both Türkiye and the 
rest of the world, a thorough revision of the local job performance-
personality study status is an important basis for establishing 
guidelines and for future studies. This meta-analysis is the first of 
its kind that will be addressing the relationships between Big Five 
personality dimensions and job performance dimensions, together 
with the moderating effect of performance evaluators and sectors for 
which the traits-performance relationship is being studied. Thus, the 
goal of the current study is to answer the following questions: 
1.	 Is there a relationship between personality traits and job 

performance in the studies conducted on Turkish workforce 
samples? Are there differences in its evaluation according to 
individualist and collectivist cultures?

2.	 Does the sector/industry variable have a moderating effect on 
the relationship between personality traits and job performance 
in the studies conducted on Turkish workforce samples? Are 
there differences in its evaluation according to individualist and 
collectivist cultures? 

3	 Does the performance evaluator variable have a moderator effect 
on the relationship between personality traits and job performance 
in the studies conducted on Turkish workforce samples? Are 
there differences in its evaluation according to individualist and 
collectivist cultures? 

Big Five and Job Performance in the Global Context 

The Big Five and job performance relations have been studied for 
a long time in international literature. For the purpose of the current 
study and as an initial step in assessing the relevant literature, the 
authors conducted bibliometric analysis according to the proposition 
of Aria and Cuccurullo (2017). Results have shown that there are 
more than 300 documents (including journal articles, book chapters, 
conference papers, and reviews) concerning Big Five-job performance 
relationship that can be found throughout GoogleScholar, Scopus, 
and WoS databases. 

One of the most influential and initial studies on personality 
traits-job performance relationship was the meta-analysis study on 
social desirability by Ones et al. (1996). According to these authors, 
despite the fact that this concept can explain conscientiousness, it is 
not related to job performance. In addition, the authors point out that 
the multiple correlations between job performance and the Big Five 
is .25 while it is .23 with conscientiousness. However, Barrick and 
Mount's (1991) meta-analysis and Ones and Viswesvaran's (1996)
study criticized the use of narrower personality scales instead of Big 
Five when predicting job performance. Such critics proved to be valid 
as the latest meta-analysis studies are showing different results than 
the ones pointed out by Ones et al. (1996). In the recent literature, 
social desirability is usually labeled as faking, referring to intentional 
distortion of responses during non-cognitive assessment procedures 
(Martinez & Salgado, 2021). Results of the Martinez and Salgado’s 
(2021) comprehensive meta-analysis on the faking resistance of 
forced-choice (FC) inventories indicated that FC inventories showed 
resistance to faking behaviour, especially the quasi-ipsative ones 
with magnitude of faking being higher in experimental contexts. 
Moreover, the study by Otero et al. (2020) examines the convergent-
discriminant and predictive validity of the Big Five personality 
dimensions assessed with two different formats of personality 
inventories: a single-stimulus (SS) inventory and a quasi-ipsative FC 
inventory. The results showed that these measures present a high 
convergent-discriminant validity and that both types of personality 
measures have similar predictive validity for the three performance 
criteria examined in the related study, such as academic performance, 
training success, and interpersonal competence. Finally, the findings 
of Martínez et al.’s (2021) study proved the robustness of the stability 

of the Big Five factor structure in the quasi-ipsative FC personality 
questionnaire under faking conditions. 

This proves the influence of meta-studies and their power to 
further enrich knowledge and understanding on traits-performance 
relationships. Among other influential studies, there is the one by 
Barrick and Mount (1991), which sheds light on the studies dating 
from its publication in 1991 back to 1952, providing a viable roadmap 
for contemporary studies. In another meta-analysis, which combined 
knowledge from the one in 1991 and in the period between 1991 
and 2001, Barrick et.al (2001) encouraged future studies that will 
investigate the relationship between the Big Five and job performance 
in different ways. 

In addition to the frequent use of scales to measure personality 
and job performance in personnel selection processes by small 
and medium-sized companies, as well as large companies, several 
meta-analyses were conducted on the relationship between 
personality and job performance, especially in the last 30 years 
(Barrick & Mount, 1991; Barrick et al., 2001; Hogan & Holland, 
2003; Judge et al., 2013; Salgado, 1997, 1998; Salgado & Táuriz, 
2014; Tett et al., 1991; van Aarde et al., 2017). These meta-analyses 
show that Big-Five personality traits are valid predictors of 
important work criteria. Accordingly, Conscientiousness shows 
consistent relations with all job performance criteria across 
several occupational groups (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Barrick et al., 
2001), and in different contexts, such as Europe (Salgado, 1997) 
and South Africa (van Aarde et al., 2017), with only Tett et al. 
(1991) founding lower validity of Conscientiousness compared to 
other dimensions. In their study, Hogan and Holland (2003) used 
the socio-analytic theory to understand the effect of individual 
differences on work performance, again showing that all Big 
Five personality dimensions more precisely predicted relevant 
criterion variables. Salgado (1997, 1998) contributed to the related 
literature by reporting a meta-analytical research on the topic of 
personality-performance relation with studies having samples 
from European Community countries. Besides Conscientiousness, 
this study added Emotional Stability as a valid predictor across job 
criteria and occupational groups, with other traits also showing 
significant predictor power across different occupations. Barrick 
and Mount (1991) and Salgado (1997) showed that Openness to 
Experience and Agreeableness dimensions are valid predictors for 
training proficiency. As the training situation demands a significant 
amount of social interaction, the interpersonal facets assessed by 
Agreeableness may be relevant predictors of success (Hough et al., 
1990).

Performance Evaluator and Sector as Moderators

Studies that focus on the relationship between personality 
traits and performance show that some differences emerge when 
considering the variety of performance evaluators. Performance 
evaluations have the central role in organizations when it comes to 
performance management, employee development, administrative 
decision making, and human resource functions. It can be stated 
that job performance evaluation differs depending on whether the 
evaluator is an individual himself/herself or a supervisor (A kun et 
al., 2021). Likewise, different samples and meta-analyses proved 
that there are significant differences between an individual’s own 
evaluations and supervisors’ evaluation (Colbert et al., 2012; Connelly 
& Chang, 2016; Kluemper et al., 2015). 

The Big Five personality framework, used in individuals’ own 
assessment reports, is widely accepted in organizational behavioral 
science and predicts multiple organizational outcomes (Barrick & 
Mount, 1991; Judge et al., 2002). Results of multiple meta-analyzes 
and secondary level meta-analyzes, shows that Big Five personality 
traits have the best validity for predicting an individual’s objective 
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evaluations (Morgeson et al., 2007; Ployhart, 2006). A meta-
analysis by Oh et al. (2011) revealed that other personality ratings 
predict job performance and provide validity beyond individuals’ 
own assessment reports. When it comes to technical performance, 
additional studies by Connelly and Hülsheger (2012) support these 
findings. 

Previously performed review of meta-studies on personality-
performance relationship indicates that results can vary depending 
on the profession and/or sector in which the workforce is being 
investigated. Studies show that each personality trait of employees 
may be related to different professions and sectors, leading to 
different predictive values of job performance (Barrick & Mount, 1991; 
Barrick et al., 2001; Judge & Zapata, 2015; Ones et al., 2007; Salgado, 
1997; Schmidt & Hunter, 1992). Conscientiousness, Extraversion, and 
Agreeableness will better predict job performance if there is a high 
autonomy in a job (Barrick & Mount, 1993), while people with high 
Conscientiousness and Emotional Stability should take part in jobs 
with low complexity in order to achieve higher performance (Le et 
al., 2011). In addition, it was empirically proven that Extraversion 
in the education sector can show higher teacher efficiency (Kim 
et al., 2019), while the performance of people with agreeableness 
traits can be positively affected in professions with more interaction 
(Mount et al., 1998). Barrick and Mount’s (1991) study shows 
that Conscientiousness is a valid predictor of job performance 
and generalizes the validity between sub-dimensions of job and 
performance. These researchers also state that personality traits are 
predictors of some sub-dimensions for certain jobs. Hough (1992) 
states that personality scales are predictors of various organizational 
and educational characteristics. Salgado (1997) confirmed that 
Conscientiousness as well as Emotional Stability are valid predictors 
of job performance among professions, while Extraversion, 
Openness, and Agreeableness are valid predictors for certain jobs 
and sub-dimensions of performance. In another study (Judge & 
Zapata, 2015), Conscientiousness and Openness emerge as significant 
predictors of job performance for jobs that provide independence 
in completing the job, while the same can be said for Emotional 
Stability, Agreeableness, and Extraversion for the jobs with strong 
social skills. Extraversion is more positive with job performance in 
highly competitive jobs, while, in the same context, Agreeableness 
is evaluated negatively. Furthermore, Openness better predicts job 
performance in jobs where creativity is a necessity, while Emotional 
Stability, Agreeableness, and Extraversion affect performance in those 
jobs that are dealing with unpleasant or angry people. Thus, it can 
be concluded that in addition to general personality traits, specific 
professions are affecting job performance. Finally, there are several 
studies in different sectors and professions where personality traits 
predict job performance differently (Barrick & Mount, 1991, 1993; 
Barrick et al., 2001; Kim et al., 2019; Le et al., 2011; Mount et al., 1998; 
Salgado, 1997; Walmsley et al., 2018), with some studies (LaHuis et 
al., 2005; Le et al., 2011) implying that, depending on the complexity 
of the jobs, some relationships between personality traits and job 
performance may actually be non-linear.

Considering the importance and effect that performance 
evaluator and sector may have on the relationship between 
personality trait and job performance, it is considered useful 
to examine it through the meta-analytical approach. Moreover, 
current literature implies that specific cultural context in which 
the studies are conducted may be influential in this evaluator- and 
sector-moderating role in personality traits and job performance 
relationship. 

Cultural Differences in Traits - Performance Relationship 

The world has been transforming day by day into a “global village”, 
with a continuously changing structure, allowing for cultures to 

intertwine. This situation makes it possible to see cultural diversity 
in almost all societies. However, the norms of societies somehow 
continue to manifest themselves. Especially “expressiveness, 
punctuality, rule-breaking, and personal space” norms are useful 
in revealing the differences between cultures (Myers, 2010). 
Bibliometric analysis findings in the current study advocate in favour 
of examining the traits-performance relationship in different cultural 
context considering the following list of countries that publish the 
most in this field: USA, Canada, UK, China, Germany, Netherlands, 
Spain, Japan, Australia, Italy, Malaysia, Denmark, Sweden, India, 
Belgium, Iran, Norway, Finland, and France. 

Power Distance

Degree to which the less powerful members of a society accept and 
expect that power is distributed unequally.

Individualism vs. Collectivism

Individualist societies: people are supposed to look after themselves and 
their family only.

Collectivist societies: people who belong to "in groups" thattake care of 
them in exhange for loyalty.

Masculinity vs. Femininity

Masculinity - preference in society for achievement, heroism, 
assertiveness, and material rewards for success.

Femininity - preference for cooperation, modesty, caring for the weak 
and quality of life.

Uncertainty Avoidance

Degree to wihich the members of a society feel uncomfortable with 
uncertainty and ambiguity.

The main issue is how a society deals with the fact that the future can 
never be known?

Long vs. short term orientation

Society's link with the past: keeping traditions and norms while viewing 
societal change with suspicion vs. a more pragmatic approach that 
encourages modern education as a way to prepare for the future.

Indulgence vs. restraint

Indulgence - society that allows free gratification of needs towards 
enjoying life and having fun.

Restraint - society that suppresses gratification of needs and regulates it 
by means of strict social norms.

Figure 1. Hofstede’s Six Cultural Dimensions Framework (adapted from 
Hofstede et al., 2010 and https://www.hofstede-insights.com).

Interesting cooperation and results from publication analysis 
imply that there are studies conducted both in similar and/or mixed 
cultural settings. Thus, in order to understand and compare these 
cultural differences Hofstede’s cultural dimensions frameworks 
can be used. Dutch management researcher Geert Hofstede created 
the cultural dimensions theory in 1980 after conducting one of the 
most comprehensive studies on how culture influences values in the 
workplace. After his initial study on a large amount of survey data 
about the values of over 100,000 employees working in the local 
subsidiaries of a large multinational corporation IBM in more than 
fifty countries around the world, Hofstede derived four cultural 
dimensions. Later on, based on the Chinese Value Survey (CVS) in the 
90s, and subsequent replication of Hofstede’s study conducted across 
93 separate countries (Hofstede et. al, 2010), finally, six dimensions 
were established. These six dimensions are Power Distance 
(from small to large), Collectivism vs. Individualism, Feminity vs. 

https://www.hofstede-insights.com
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Masculinity, Uncertainty Avoidance (from weak to strong), Long-term 
vs. Short-term Orientation and Indulgence vs. Restraint (Hosftede 
et.al 2010), which are presented in more detail in Figure 1.

Among the most publishing countries on traits-performance 
relations, China, Japan, Malaysia, India, and Iran can be considered 
mostly collectivist, while others are considered individualist (Hofstede 
et al., 2010). As for the studies regarding individualist countries, it can 
be said that they have more influence in the field, both quantitatively 
and qualitatively. This result is also seen in the cooperation between 
individualistic countries. For example, UK-USA, Canada-USA, 
Australia-USA, Australia-UK, German-USA, Netherlands-USA, Italy-
USA collaborations stand out. Among top publishing countries, the 
USA seems to collaborate the most with other countries, but there 
is no cooperation with collectivistic countries like Malaysia and 
Iran. There has been some collaboration between researchers in 
collectivistic India and Japan and the individualistic USA. Finally, 
collectivistic China cooperated with both the individualistic USA and 
with other collectivistic countries, such as Pakistan and Thailand. 

A meta-analysis study conducted by Salgado on European worker 
samples (Salgado, 1997) shows that Conscientiousness and Emotional 
Stability are especially valid predictors among professional groups, 
while other personality traits have different predictability according 
to different occupational groups. In addition to these studies, 
interpretation of different meta-analyses by Ones et al. (2007) reveals 
the importance and effectiveness of personality in organizational 
decision making. When considering a recent publication, Bhatti 
conducted descriptive and correlational studies with different authors 
in Saudi Arabia, Malaysia, and Egypt. In particular, his collaborative 
correlational study (Bhatti et al., 2014) on employees coming from 12 
different countries, both individualistic and collectivistic, reveals that 
personality traits are effective in adapting to a different country and, 
in this sense, improving job performance.

When evaluating studies from different national contexts, 
considering Hofstede et al.'s (2010) cultural dimensions, it can be 
observed that in a South African (individualistic) meta-analysis, 
Conscientiousness and later Emotional Stability predicted technical 
performance (van Aarde et al., 2017), while in a quantitative synthesis 
study based on samples from Spain (individualist) Conscientiousness 
and Emotional Stability emerge as the most significant predictors 
of job performance (Lado & Alonso, 2017). In a study conducted in 
Sri-Lanka (collectivistic), it was found that Agreeableness predicted 
job performance the most, while Emotional Stability is the least 
predictive trait (Chandrasekara, 2019). Conscientiousness and 
Emotional Stability traits are the best predictors of job performance 
in other studies with individualistic country samples (Barrick et al., 
2001; Ones et al., 2007; Salgado, 1997). When considering a recent 
publication, Batti et al (2014) conducted descriptive and correlational 
studies with different authors in Saudi Arabia, Malaysia, and Egypt. In 
particular, this collaborative correlational study on employees coming 
from 12 different countries, both individualistic and collectivistic 
countries, reveals that personality traits are effective in adapting to a 
different country and, in this sense, improving job performance. 

Limited research regarding countries that are considered as of 
collectivist cultural structure is what encouraged the authors to 
conduct this study in the context of Türkiye, which, according to 
Hofstede’s scale, is considered as a collectivistic country.

Big Five and Job Performance in Türkiye

Located on the peninsula that bridges the European and Asian 
continent, Türkiye was throughout history considered as an important 
transportation, political, economic, and social space, where a plethora 
of cultures were mixing. Türkiye’s strategically important location 
has given it major influence in the region, but at the same time 
making it an important stop throughout numerous migration waves. 

Considering its significant influence and a population of almost 85 
million people, Türkiye is being considered as a country of specific 
and dynamic cultural space which deserves to be further discovered 
and compared to other cultures throughout the world. 

Türkiye can be considered as part of the cultural cluster of 
the Global Leadership and Organizational Behavior Effectiveness 
Research Program (GLOBE) (House et al., 2004), which was initially 
focusing on leadership, but further expanded into other aspects of 
national and organizational cultures. In the scope of this project, 
Hosftede’s scale was applied on the large scale proving some specific 
characteristics of the collectivist societies. When compared with 
Europe and USA, Türkiye’s culture is more collectivistic, as it tends 
to encourage social cohesion, national pride, intra-group loyalty, 
collective action, and mass distribution of resources at the level of a 
family, organization, and overall society (Hofstede et al., 2010; House 
et al., 2004). Socialization and interpersonal compatibility are likely to 
be more important in Türkiye than in Europe and the US. In societies 
like Türkiye, people in positions of authority are expected to act as 
parents and look after employees and their families. Employees are 
expected to have a holistic view instead of a narrow task-based one. It 
is observed that performance fit, which refers to the extent at which 
the community encourages and rewards innovation, high standards, 
and performance improvement, gets higher value in individualistic 
societies, such as the USA, than in the collectivistic societies such as 
Türkiye. 

Another important concept in discussing cultural differences 
is human harmony, which is defined as the degree of rewarding 
society’s actions of justice, sacrifice, generosity, and courtesy. Human 
harmony is higher in Türkiye compared to countries such as Germany, 
England, Denmark, or Ireland (House et al., 2004). These differences 
may suggest that, in cases where an employee is evaluated by the 
supervisor, diligence and innovativeness-related characteristics 
may be less important in Türkiye than in societies such as the USA. 
Certain disparities are suggestive of how societal acts and behaviours 
are incentivized within certain cultural contexts. According to Smith 
et al. (1996), daily interactions and societal expectations in Türkiye 
place a significant focus on fairness, sacrifice, generosity, and civility. 
The notion of human harmony carries significant ramifications for the 
evaluation of employees, particularly in the context of performance 
assessments conducted by supervisors. In communities that place 
a strong emphasis on human harmony, employee assessments may 
prioritise attributes associated with fairness, sacrifice, generosity, 
and civility. This implies that in Türkiye performance assessments 
may place greater importance on elements such as teamwork, 
interpersonal skills, and conformity to cultural norms and values 
compared to societies where similar values are less emphasized. 
On the other hand, it is worth noting that certain nations, such as 
the United States, tend to prioritise individualism, achievement, and 
innovation to a greater extent (House et al., 2004; Triandis, 1995). 
In societies of this nature, the assessment of employees may place 
a higher degree of significance on attributes such as originality, 
proactivity, and proficiency in resolving challenges. The attributes 
of diligence and innovativeness are potentially more significant in 
ascertaining the success and progression of employees.

When examining correlational work between job performance 
and personality regarding Big Five personality scales in the context 
of Türkiye, besides Bacanlı et al. (2009), Gençöz and Öncül (2012), 
Somer et al. (2002), who each developed their own scales in Turkish, 
there are many other studies (Benet-Martínez & John, 1998; Costa & 
McCrae, 1985, 1992; Goldberg, 1992; Goldberg et al., 2006; Gosling et 
al., 2003; John et. al, 1991; John & Srivastava, 1999; McAbee & Oswald, 
2013; Stewart, 1999) whose scales were adapted to Turkish after 
conducting validity and reliability tests. In her doctoral dissertation, 
Gümü  (2009) applied the Turkish version of the scale used in another 
unpublished work by John et al. (1991). Sümer et al. (2005), presented 
a Turkish version of the Benet-Martínez and John’s (1998) study at 
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a conference on traffic and transportation and contributed to the 
studies in this field, especially in master’s and doctoral dissertations. 
The scale used in Costa and McCrae (1985) was also adapted to 
Turkish and used in Kusdil’s (2000) doctoral dissertation, which later 
on contributed to other graduate dissertations and articles. In a book 
that brings together NEO-PI-R (Costa & McCrae, 1992) and studies 
from different cultures, Gulgöz (2002) adapted this scale to Turkish, 
enabling it to be used especially in master’s and doctoral dissertations. 
While some studies adapted Gosling et al.’s (2003) study to Turkish 
according to their own samples, Atak (2013) used adapted Turkish 
version in his article and master dissertations.

When we look at the master’s and doctoral dissertations that 
make use of the scale in the chapter “Big Five trait taxonomy: History, 
measurement, and theoretical perspectives” (John & Srivastava, 1999), 
it is seen that each study has its own adaptation. When the scales 
developed in Turkish are examined, Gençöz and Öncül (2012) found 
a “negative valance” dimension, which is a different dimension in 
addition to the Big Five, and stated that cultural differences may have 
an effect on the formation of this dimension. On the other hand, they 
express that the descriptive adjectives in the languages they use, as 
well as the cultures of the countries, can lead to the formation of such 
different dimensions. Bacanlı et al. (2009) developed a personality test 
based on adjectives in their work following the Big Five personality 
theory. In this study, it is seen that the internal consistency coefficient 
is high in the other four dimensions, while it is low in the Emotional 
Stability dimension. With 15 specific dimensions under these five 
basic dimensions, (Somer et al. 2002) also proved the weakness of the 
Emotional Stability dimension. It can be thought that the “negative 
valance” that arises from the cultural difference and descriptive 
adjectives introduced by Gençöz and Öncül (2012) may be the cause 
of the weak effect of the Emotional Stability dimension. 

However, focusing on just the above mentioned three studies 
related to job performance is of limited use. Considering that mainly 
imported scales adapted to Turkish are used, it can be assumed that 
there is a high probability that the Emotional Stability dimension is 
not meaningful in the studies conducted in Türkiye. Thus, there is a 
need to examine a relationship between personality traits and job 
performance, as well as the moderating effect of sector/industry 
and performance evaluator variables, in the studies conducted 
on Turkish workforce samples and assess it through the scope of 
Hofstede’s individualism vs. collectivism dimension. 

Method

Meta-analytic Database

Search Methods

For the purpose of this research, the following databases in 
Türkiye were used: National Thesis Center, TO-KAT Scanning, 
TR-Index, Harman Scanning, ULAKB-M Discovery, EKUAL 
Discovery, DergiPark. During the search, different combinations 
of the keywords in Turkish such as Big Five, personality, 
conscientiousness, extraversion, openness, neuroticism, emotional 
stability, agreeableness, openness to experience, performance, 
job performance, personnel selection were used. These keywords 
were searched in the specified databases as follows: (“big 
five” OR “big 5” OR “personality” OR “conscientiousness” OR 
“extraversion” OR “openness” OR “neuroticism” OR “emotional 
stability” OR “agreeableness” OR “openness to experience”) AND 
(“job performance” OR “work performance” OR “performance” 
OR “personnel selection”). The search was limited to articles, 
conference papers, and master’s and doctoral dissertations 
published between 2000 and August 2020. 

Inclusion Criteria 

During the analysis and according to previous meta-analytic studies 
(Barrick & Mount, 1991; Salgado, 1998), some criteria on the effect of 
Big Five personality traits on job performance were determined. Each 
resource was read by the Turkish authors and evaluated for inclusion. 
First focus was only on studies conducted in Türkiye and that these 
are not included in any international publication. Special emphasis 
was placed on ensuring a pure transformation of Turkish sources 
into the international literature, which was a crucial consideration 
in authors’ decision-making process. By excluding international 
publications published in the Turkish context, we aimed to create 
a clear distinction between studies born from the Turkish cultural 
context and those conducted by researchers from outside of Türkiye. 
This separation allows for a focused examination of the unique 
contributions and insights specifically originating from the Turkish 
context. It is important to acknowledge that our study serves as a 
complementary piece, focusing on the Turkish context and providing 
specific insights that may not be found in the broader international 

Büyük Be li, Ki ilik, 
Sorumululuk, D a  

Dönüklük, Aç kl k, Nevrotizm,  
Duygussal Denge, Uyumbuluk,  

Deneyime Aç kl k, Performans,   
Perfomans , Personal SeçmeSearch Databases All Papers Accessed

National Thesis Center, TO-KAT  
Scanning, TR-Index, Harman Scanning,  

ULAKB M Discovery, EKUAL  
Discovery, DergiPark

103

- 57 papers were not  
  realted to Big Five

- 8 papers were qualitative 
   studies

Search Terms 
(Turkish)

Papers Eligible Papers

- 29 dissertations

- 8 articles

- 1 conference paper

Figure 2. Search Process of Papers to Be Included in the Meta-analysis.
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literature. By enabling a pure transformation of Turkish sources into 
the international literature, we tried to enhance the visibility and 
recognition of the unique contributions made by Turkish researchers. 
Subsequently, studies using different personality trait scales 
suitable for the Big Five personality trait structure were included. 
For these studies it was important to have correlation values or 
enough information to calculate a correlation between personality 
traits and job performance (academic, contextual, task, overall job, 
counterproductive work behavior, etc.), in addition to sufficient 
information about the sample size so that standard error can be 
calculated. No study with missing information was found.

Table 1. Features of the Studies Included in the Meta-analysis

Feature Type k %

Publication year
2020  1   2.6
2019   4 10.5
2018   5 13.2
2017   2   5.3
2016   3   7.9
2015   6 16.7
2014   1   2.6
2013   3   7.9
2012   2   5.3
2011   3   7.9
2010   1   2.6
2009   2   5.3
2006   1   2.6
2005   2   5.3
2004   2   5.3

Industry
Airline   1   2.6
Construction   1   2.6
Finance   3   7.7
Health   8 20.5
Manufacturing   4 10.3
Military   1   2.6
Mixed   9   23.1
Service 10     25,6
Telecommunication   1   2.6
University   1   2.6

Article type
Dissertations 29 76.3
Article   8 21.1
Conference  1   2.6

Performance criterion
Overall   7 15.2
Task 29     63.0
Contextual   9 19.6
CWP   1   2.2

Rater
Subjective 27 71.1
Supervisor   3   7.9

 Administrative   8 21.1

Note. k = number of studies contributing to meta-analysis; % = relative percentage of 
study type within each category.

During the research process, according to the aforementioned 
criteria (Figure 2) under the guidance of PRISMA 2020 (Page et al. 
2021), 103 studies were initially discovered. Next, we reviewed the 
research abstracts and findings. We found that 57 of these studies 
were not related to the Big Five personality traits, while 8 studies 
were qualitative, and these 64 studies were left out of the analy-

sis. Accordingly, the descriptive statistics of the 29 dissertations, 
8 articles and 1 conference report included in this meta-analysis 
are shown in Table 1. When looking at the table, it can be conclu-
ded that the most studies were published in 2015 (k = 6, 16.7%), 
2018 (k = 5, 13.2%) and 2019 (k = 4, 10.5%) respectively, with mainly 
dissertations (k = 29, 76.3%). While evaluators were predominantly 
employees (k =27, 71.1%), task performance is put forward as the 
dominant performance criterion (k = 29, 63.0%). When looking at 
the sector, mainly studies in service (k = 10, 25.6%) and health (k = 
8, 20.5%) were in focus. Characteristics of all studies included are 
presented in Table 2.

Publication Bias

This study employed a thorough search through all the major 
databases in Türkiye to ensure a comprehensive search for pertinent 
research. The utilization of this extensive search method is vital in 
acquiring a wide range of studies, including both published and 
unpublished sources such as theses and dissertations. This process, 
along with our use of precise and diverse terminology, allowed us to 
guarantee the inclusion of a broad spectrum of relevant findings. The 
scope of our investigation extended beyond peer-reviewed articles 
to encompass conference papers as well as master’s and doctoral 
dissertations. This has significance due to the fact that unpublished 
studies, such as theses, frequently yield divergent findings compared 
to published studies, hence aiding in the mitigation of publication 
bias. In addition, the authors of the study were contacted for missing 
data or additional information. 

The research methodology employed in this study was 
characterized by the implementation of well-defined criteria, which 
served as a guide for the inclusion or exclusion of studies. These 
criteria were established in advance and were based on objective 
standards. This practice mitigates the potential for biased reporting. 
The research methodology adhered to the PRISMA 2020 standards 
(Page et al., 2021), a set of principles specifically developed to enhance 
the quality of reporting in systematic reviews and meta-analyses. 
By adhering to these standards, individuals can adopt a methodical 
and open attitude, thereby mitigating any biases. The researchers 
presented a comprehensive description of the total number of studies 
identified, the rationale for their exclusion, and the ultimate number 
of papers used in the meta-analysis. The transparency exhibited 
in this context facilitates readers’ comprehension of the decision-
making process while concurrently mitigating the potential for 
biased or partial reporting. The prioritization of research produced 
in Türkiye that remains unpublished in international journals can 
contribute to the identification of studies that may have been ignored 
in global databases, hence mitigating the potential for overlooking 
pertinent research. Although these aspects may contribute to 
mitigating publication bias, it is important to acknowledge that no 
strategy can completely eradicate this risk. 

In Figures 3 and 4, we present the forest and funnel plots for the 
explored relationships between personality traits and task perfor-
mance. We focused our analysis of publication bias only on the task 
performance effect sizes because all other tested relationships had 
very few (< 10) available studies. A visual inspection of the forest 
and funnel plots reveals some heterogeneity, though we do not see 
any evidence of egregious asymmetry that would lead us to conclude 
significant publication bias. Figure 3 shows the complex relationship 
between personality factors and task performance. Most studies had 
tight confidence intervals, indicating great precision and dependa-
bility in meta-analytic findings. However, to understand how per-
sonality differences affect work behaviour and outcomes, one must 
understand the effect sizes’ variability. Figure 4 for each personality 
feature demonstrates strong impact size symmetry, demonstrating 
little publication bias in our meta-analysis. Agreeableness and Emo-
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tional Stability favourable associations with task performance are 
supported by symmetrical studies across effect sizes. Minor asym-
metries in the Conscientiousness, Extraversion, and Openness plots 
may not dramatically undermine the overall trends and may reflect 
the research’s heterogeneity rather than systematic bias. These plots 
demonstrate the resilience of our meta-analytic findings and provi-
de a solid framework for evaluating how personality characteristics 
affect task performance by showing significant and non-significant 
results throughout the literature. The methodical strategy emplo-
yed in this study was useful for mitigating the potential influence of 

publication bias. Nevertheless, the number of total studies for each 
personality trait and criterion is severely limited, and more research 
in this area within the Turkish context would greatly benefit our un-
derstanding of the true relationships between personality and per-
formance criteria in Türkiye.

 Effect Size Estimation 

To analyze these data, psychometric meta-analysis (Schmidt & 
Hunter, 2015) was used and correlations across all studies were pooled. 

Table 2. Descriptive Characteristics of the Studies Included in the Meta-analysis

Study 
No. Author Year Publication Type Industry Occupation City Rater Type Performance 

Criterion
Personality Traits 
Studied

1 Akta 2011 Dissertations Airline Pilot Mixed SM TP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
2 Arsoy et.al. 2018 Article University Academist Mixed AR TP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
3 Aslan 2012 Dissertations Health Nurse stanbul SM CP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
4 Batun 2015 Dissertations Mixed Engineering Ankara AR TP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
5 Camgöz 2009 Dissertations Finance Managers Mixed AR TP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
6 Cicerali 2012 Dissertations Service Mixed stanbul SM TP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
7 Çetin 2015 Dissertations Manufacturing Laborer Mixed SM CP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
8 Çetinsöz and Akda 2015 Article Service Mixed Antalya SM TP C, ES, Op
9 Eri 2013 Dissertations Manufacturing Mixed Mixed AR TP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
10 Ertürk 2009 Dissertations Health Mixed Mixed SM TP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
11 Eryılmaz et.al. 2015 Conference Paper Service Managers Manisa SM CP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
12a Girit1 2013 Dissertations Mixed Mixed Mixed SM OP C, Ex
12b Girit2 2013 Dissertations Mixed Mixed Mixed SM TP C, Ex
13 Güne 2016 Dissertations Service Mixed Ankara SM TP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
14 Gürkaynak 2017 Dissertations Service Mixed Ankara SM OP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
15a Harmancı1 2018 Article Manufacturing Laborer Kayseri SM TP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
15b Harmancı2 2018 Article Manufacturing Laborer Kayseri SM CP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
16 Keskin and Gündo an 2019 Article Service Customer Service Antalya SM OP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
17 Kılıç 2013 Dissertations Health Mixed Mixed SM TP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
18a Kocabacak1 2011 Dissertations Health Representative Mixed SM TP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
18b Kocabacak2 2011 Dissertations Health Representative Mixed SM CP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
19a Mardan1 2010 Article Service Consultant Adana SR CP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
19b Mardan2 2010 Article Service Consultant Adana SR TP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
20a Mohammed1 2016 Dissertations Mixed Laborer Mixed SM TP C, ES, Ex
20b Mohammed2 2016 Dissertations Mixed Laborer Mixed SM CWP C, ES, Ex
21 Ordun 2005 Article Health Representative Unknown AR TP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
22 Özçelik 2005 Dissertations Manufacturing Laborer Kocaeli AR OP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
23a Selengil1 2004 Dissertations Health Nurse Mixed SM OP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
23b Selengil2 2004 Dissertations Health Nurse Mixed SM CP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
223c Selengil3 2004 Dissertations Mixed Sales Consultant Mixed SM OP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
23d Selengil4 2004 Dissertations Mixed Sales Consultant Mixed SM CP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
24 eker 2011 Dissertations Health Customer Service Kayseri AR OP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
25 Ta demir 2018 Dissertations Mixed Mixed stanbul SM TP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
26 Turna 2004 Dissertations Finance Representative Mixed SM TP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
27a Ya cı1 2015 Dissertations Mixed Mixed Mixed SR OP A, C, Ex
27b Ya cı2 2015 Dissertations Mixed Mixed Mixed SR TP A, C, Ex
28 Ya in 2016 Dissertations Construction Mixed Ankara SM TP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
29a Yelbo a1 2006 Article Finance Managers Unknown SM TP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
29b Yelbo a2 2006 Article Finance Managers Unknown SM CP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
30 Cankurtaran 2018 Dissertations Mixed Mixed Unknown SM TP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
31 Meral 2020 Dissertations Health Mixed Van SM TP A, C, ES, Ex, Op

32 yigün 2014 Dissertations Mixed Mixed stanbul - 
Kocaeli

SM TP A, C, ES, Ex, Op

33 Özdemir 2015 Dissertations Service Laborer Antalya SM TP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
34 Gülduran 2018 Dissertations Service Laborer Mu la SM TP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
35 Kahya 2017 Dissertations Military Soldier Mixed SR TP A, C, ES, Ex, Op

36 Haberdar 2019 Dissertations Telecommunica-
tion Mixed stanbul SM TP A, ES, Ex, Op

37 Tatar & Özdemir 2019 Article Mixed Mixed stanbul SM TP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
38 Tarakcı 2019 Dissertations Service Customer Service Mixed AR TP A, C, ES, Ex, Op
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This form of meta-analysis is commonly used for assessing relationships 
between constructs, and uses a random effects meta-analysis model 
that estimates both the mean effect size and the true variability of 
effect sizes across studies (Schmidt et al., 2009). Psychometric meta-
analysis is regarded as highly useful for these contexts as it corrects for 
both sampling error as well as other common statistical artefacts, such 
as measurement error and range restriction (Schmidt & Hunter, 2015). 

In the present study, we corrected for both sampling error and 
measurement error in predictor and criterion, as well as for univariate 
indirect range restriction in the predictor. We used the artefact 
distribution approach to correct for measurement error and range 

restriction. In this approach, the initial meta-analysis was conducted 
using observed correlations without correction, and then these results 
were corrected post hoc using information about the distribution of 
reliability and range restriction ratio values. This approach is useful, 
as it can accommodate missing data in artefact values from the 
included studies, and it can reduce influence of outlier artefact values 
on the meta-analysis results (Dahlke & Wiernik, 2020). 

In this study, we used the Taylor Series Approximation method 
for artefact distribution corrections (Wiernik & Dahlke, 2020). 
Information needed to correct for measurement error and range 
restriction was rarely reported in the studies included in the current 
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Figure 3. Forest Plots of Meta-analytic Relationships between Personality Traits and Task Performance to Test for Publication Bias. First row (from left to right): 
Agreeableness, Conscientiousness; Second row: Emotional Stability, Extraversion; and Third row: Openness.
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meta-analyses, so we relied on previously published artefact 
distribution information to apply these corrections. We drew 
artefact distribution means and variances from Salgado’s (1997) 
large-scale meta-analyses of European personality-performance 
relationships. These distributions are applicable to the current 
studies for several reasons. First, Türkiye is a European country with 
similar economic contexts and job families as present in Salgado’s 
(1997) meta-analyses. Second, most of the personality inventories 
used in the current studies were translations of inventories originally 
developed in Europe or North America. Based on these factors, it is 
reasonable to expect similar levels of reliability and indirect range 
restriction as observed in other European personality-performance 
studies. We used the following mean (μu) and squared variance 
(σ2

u) of observed-score u-ratios for each Big Five personality trait: 

Agreeableness (μu = 0.82, σ2
u = 0.07), Conscientiousness (μu = 0.83, σ2

u 
= 0.04), Emotional Stability (μu = 0.81, σ2

u = 0.05), Extraversion (μu = 
0.86, σ2

u = 0.04), and Openness to Experience (μu = 0.85, σ2
u = 0.08). 

For each Big Five–performance relationship examined in the current 
study, we computed mean observed correlations ( ), mean corrected 
correlations ( ), and confidence intervals around the mean corrected 
correlations.

Moderator analyses were subsequently conducted to assess the 
influence of occupational industry and rater type on the relationship 
between personality traits and job performance criteria. To examine 
heterogeneity, we estimated random effect variance (SD_ρ) using the 
Hunter-Schmidt estimator, and we computed credibility intervals 
for corrected correlations. The 80% credibility interval estimates 
the range of values where 80% of the population correlations lie 
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Figure 4. Funnel Plots of Meta-analytic Relationships between Personality Traits and Task Performance to Test for Publication Bias. First row (from left to right): 
Agreeableness, Conscientiousness; Second row: Emotional Stability, Extraversion; and Third row: Openness.
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(Whitener, 1990). A wide credibility interval suggests that there 
may be potential moderators increasing the variability of the effect 
sizes, whereas a narrow credibility interval suggests that potential 
moderators only have small or trivial effects (Wiernik et al., 2017).

All meta-analytic calculations were conducted using the Psychmeta 
package (Dahlke & Wernik, 2019) in R (R Core Team, 2023).

Results

Relations among Personality Traits and Performance Criteria

In total, 38 studies were included in this meta-analysis. Sample sizes 
were roughly equal across personality traits and performance criteria; 
however, the number of studies and sample sizes varied considerably 
between performance criteria, with task performance having the 
greatest number of studies included and the largest sample sizes.

Table 3 presents the results for the meta-analysis of relationships 
between personality traits and job performance criteria in Türkiye. 
All traits showed strong moderate correlations with task performance 
ranging in  from .18 to .37; however, all correlations had wide 80% 
credibility intervals, suggesting varying influences of potential 
moderators.

A moderate correlation is observed between Agreeableness (ρ = 
.25) and task performance, with an 80% confidence interval excluding 
zero [.01, .48]. This suggests the presence of a potentially positive 
relationship between trait Agreeableness and task performance 
in the Turkish context. A stronger correlation with contextual 
performance is observed (ρ = .39); however, the 80% CR [-.06, .83] 
contains zero, which suggests that the effect may have low credibility. 
There is a positive correlation between Conscientiousness and task 
performance (ρ = .37, 80% CR [.09, .64]), while the correlation between 
Conscientiousness and contextual performance is still positive but 
has a very wide credibility interval that includes zero (ρ = .28, 80% CR 
[-.15, .70]), similar to the relationship with overall performance (ρ = 
.21, 80% CR [-.36, .79]). 

Moving on to Emotional Stability, we see a weak to moderate 
positive correlation with both task performance (ρ = .18, 80% CR [-.13, 
.49]), overall performance (ρ = .14, 80% CR [-.20, .48]), and contextual 
performance (ρ = .15, 80% CR [-.38, .69]), but all 80% CRs encompass 
zero, and hence no conclusive relationships were found between 
Emotional Stability and performance. There is a positive correlation 
between Extraversion and task performance (ρ = .24, 80% CR [.01, 
.47]), contextual performance (ρ = .25, 80% CR [-.01, .52]), and overall 
performance (ρ = .18, 80% CR [.06, .30]). It is worth noting that the 
80% CR for contextual performance just overlaps zero, leading to 
low confidence. Lastly, there exists a moderate to strong positive 
correlation between Openness and both task performance (ρ = .24, 
80% CR [.01, .48]) and contextual performance (ρ = .39, 80% CR [.16, 
.63]). Notably, both of these correlations exclude zero in the 80% 
CR, which suggests the presence of plausible positive relationships 
between Openness and performance in the Turkish context. While 
these results help shed some light on the trait-criterion relationships 
observed in studies conducted in Türkiye, we are still limited in terms 
of number of studies and the variety of performance criteria assessed. 
Particularly, the available data for CWB is scant, which complicates 
the process of deriving meaningful conclusions about traits related to 
CWB. We found a single study that reported a somewhat meaningful 
CWB relationship: an inverse correlation with Extraversion was 
identified (ρ = -.32, 80% CR [-.49, -.15]), excluding zero, suggesting 
that Extraversion may be negatively related to CWB, but this finding 
comes from only one study and is not a meta-analytic estimate. All 
other correlations among traits and performance criteria were highly 
variable across samples given the frequently low number of studies, 
even after correcting for error, and all are accompanied by wide 
credibility intervals.

These results largely reflect the consensus around trait-criterion 
relationships observed by Barrick and Mount (1991), Hough et 
al. (1990), and Salgado (1997), namely we observe moderate and 
high positive relationships between Conscientiousness and the 
performance criteria. However, we also observe these moderately 

Table 3. Meta-Analytic Relations among Personality Traits and Performance Criteria

Personality Trait Performance Criterion k n SDr SDres SDrc SDρ 95%           CI 80%          CR

Agreeableness Task Performance 27 12969 .16 .15 .12 .25 .21 .18 .16 .33 .01 .48
 Contextual Performance   9   3667 .27 .26 .23 .39 .35 .32 .10 .64 -.06 .83
 Overall Performance   7   2034 .03 .20 .19 .04 .31 .29 -.24 .32 -.38 .46
Conscientiousness Task Performance 29 14153 .25 .18 .15 .37 .24 .21 .27 .46 .09 .64
 Contextual Performance   9   3667 .19 .23 .22 .28 .32 .31 .02 .51 -.15 .70
 Overall Performance   8   2676 .14 .28 .27 .21 .42 .41 -.14 .55 -.36 .79

 Counterproductive Work 
Performance   1     241   -.11 — — -.17 — — -.35 .02 — —

Emotional Stability Task Performance 28 13492 .12 .18 .16 .18 .25 .24 .08 .28 -.13 .49
 Contextual Performance   9   3667 .11 .27 .27 .15 .39 .38 -.15 .44 -.38 .69
 Overall Performance   6   1914 .09 .17 .16 .14 .25 .23 -.12 .39 -.20 .48

 Counterproductive Work 
Performance   1     241 -.06 — — -.09 — — -.28 .1 — —

Extraversion Task Performance 29 13852 .17 .14 .12 .24 .20 .18 .17 .32 .01 .47
 Contextual Performance   9   3667 .18 .16 .14 .25 .22 .19 .08 .42 -.01 .52
 Overall Performance   8   2676 .12 .09 .06 .18 .13 .09 .07 .29 .06 .30

 Counterproductive Work 
Performance   1     241 -.22 — — -.32 — — -.49 -.15 — —

Openness Task Performance 27 13251 .16 .15 .12 .24 .22 .18 .15 .33 .01 .48
Contextual Performance   9   3667 .28 .18 .13 .39 .24 .17 .20 .57 .16 .63

 Overall Performance   6   1914 .00 .23 .22 .00 .34 .33 -.35 .36 -.49 .50

Note. k = number of studies contributing to meta-analysis; N = total sample size;  = mean observed correlation; SD_r = observed standard deviation of r; SD_res = residual 
standard deviation of r;  = mean true-score correlation; SD_(r_c ) = observed standard deviation of corrected correlations (r_c); SD_ρ = residual standard deviation of ρ; CI = 
confidence interval around ; CR = credibility interval around . Correlations corrected using artifact distributions.

Color Legend
  

k < 3 ρ < 0 ρ > 0 Wide CI Wide CR

95%          CI 80%        CR
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Table 4. Industry-Moderated Meta-Analytic Relations among Personality Traits and Performance Criteria

Personality Trait Performance 
Criterion Industry k n SDr SDres SDrc SDρ 95%           CI 80%          CR

Emotional Stability Task Performance All Levels 28 13492 .12 .17 .17 .14 .20 .19 .07 .22 -.10 .39
Finance 3 463 -.18 .20 .18 -.21 .23 .21 -.47 .05 -.48 .06
Health 5 2114 -.02 .25 .24 -.03 .29 .28 -.28 .22 -.39 .33
Manufacturing 2 513 .20 .04 .00 .23 .05 .00 .16 .30 .23 .23
Mixed 6 6432 .18 .08 .07 .21 .09 .08 .14 .28 .11 .31
Service 7 2613 .13 .13 .12 .15 .15 .14 .03 .26 -.03 .32
University 1 136 -.12 — — -.13 — — -.33 .06 -.13 -.13
Airline 1 340 .38 — — .44 — — .34 .55 .44 .44
Construction 1 390 .03 — — .03 — — -.08 .15 .03 .03
Telecommunication 1 101 .56 — — .65 — — .49 .80 .65 .65
Military 1 390 .08 — — .09 — — -.02 .21 .09 .09

Emotional Stability Overall  
Performance All Levels 6 1914 .08 .18 .16 .13 .27 .25 -.15 .40 -.24 .49

Health 2 519 .08 .13 .11 .13 .20 .17 -1.17 1.25 -.40 .65
Manufacturing 1 121 .33 — — .49 — — .26 .68 — —
Mixed 1 662 -.07 — — -.10 — — -.21 .02 — —
Service 2 612 .20 .22 .20 .30 .31 .28 -1.39 1.46 -.58 1.17

Emotional Stability Contextual 
Performance All Levels 9 3667 -.08 .29 .28 -.11 .42 .41 -.42 .21 -.68 .46

Finance 1 177 .14 — — .20 — — -.01 .40 — —
Health 3 1215 -.01 .37 .37 -.01 .55 .54 -1.05 1.04 -1.03 1.01
Manufacturing 2 1304 -.17 .42 .41 -.25 .59 .58 -1.57 1.55 -2.04 1.55
Mixed 1 662 -.12 — — -.17 — — -.28 -.06 — —
Service 2 309 .00 .26 .24 .00 .37 .36 -1.46 1.46 -1.09 1.09

Emotional Stability Counterproductive 
Work Performance All Levels 1 241 -.06 — — -.09 — — -.28 .10 — —

Mixed 1 241 -.06 — — -.09 — — -.28 .10 — —
Openness Task Performance All Levels 27 13251 .16 .15 .12 .24 .22 .18 .15 .33 .01 .48

Finance 3 463 .22 .27 .24 .32 .38 .34 -.64 1.06 -.33 .96
Health 5 2 114 .40 .12 .00 .56 .15 .00 .36 .74 .56 .56
Manufacturing 2 513 .14 .11 .06 .20 .16 .09 -1.01 1.20 -.07 .47
Mixed 5 6191 .13   .06 .00 .20 .09 .00 .08 .31 .20 .20
Service 7 2613 .10 .14 .12 .15 .21 .18 -.04 .35 -.11 .42
University 1 136 -.12 — — -.18 — — -.42 .07 — —
Airline 1 340 .03 — — .04 — — -.12 .20 — —
Construction 1 390 .19 — — .28 — — .14 .42 — —
Telecommunication 1 101 -.30 — — -.43 — — -.66 -.18 — —
Military 1 390 .08 — — .12 — — -.03 .26 — —

Openness Overall Performance All Levels 6 1914 .00 .23 .22 .00 .34 .33 -.35 .36 -.49 .50
Health 2 519 .23 .24 .21 .33 .35 .30 -1.51 1.58 -.59 1.26
Manufacturing 1 121 -.02 — — -.03 — — -.30 .23 — —
Mixed 1 662 -.01 — — -.01 — — -.12 .11 — —
Service 2 612 -.17 .27 .26 -.26 .40 .37 -1.61 1.57 -1.41 .89

Openness Contextual 
Performance All Levels 9 3667 .28 .18 .13 .39 .24 .17 .20 .57 .16 .63

Finance 1 177 .44 — — .59 — — .44 .73 — —
Health 3 1215 .37 .19 .11 .51 .25 .14 -.16 1.01 .24 .78
Manufacturing 2 1304 .32 .13 .00 .45 .17 .00 -.99 1.35 .45 .45
Mixed 1 662 .02 — — .03 — — -.08 .14 — —
Service 2 309 .22 .19 .14 .31 .26 .19 -1.35 1.48 -.27 .89

Extraversion Task Performance All Levels 29 13852 .17 .14 .12 .24 .20 .18 .17 .32 .01 .47
Finance 3 463 .01 .04 .00 .02 .06 .00 -.12 .16 .02 .02
Health 5 2114 .36 .18 .14 .50 .23 .18 .19 .77 .22 .78
Manufacturing 2 513 .06 .01 .00 .09 .01 .00 .02 .15 .09 .09
Mixed 8 7194 .17 .05 .00 .25 .07 .00 .19 .30 .25 .25
Service 6 2211 .10 .13 .12 .15 .19 .17 -.05 .34 -.10 .39
University 1 136 -.20 — — -.29 — — -.51 -.06 — —
Airline 1 340 .39 — — .54 — — .42 .65 — —
Construction 1 390 -.07 — — -.11 — — -.25 .04 — —
Telecommunication 1 101 -.05 — — -.07 — — -.35 .21 — —
Military 1 390 .04 — — .06 — — -.09 .20 — —

Extraversion Overall Performance All Levels 8 2676 .12 .09 .06 .18 .13 .09 .07 .29 .06 .30
Health 2 519 .17 .16 .14 .25 .23 .20 -1.32 1.45 -.37 .86
Manufacturing 1 121 .17 — — .24 — — -.01 .48 — —
Mixed 3 1424 .14 .07 .03 .21 .11 .05 -.06 .46 .12 .29
Service 2 612 .03 .02 .00 .04 .02 .00 -.16 .24 .04 .04
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Personality Trait Performance 
Criterion Industry k n SDr SDres SDrc SDρ 95%           CI 80%          CR

Extraversion Contextual 
Performance All Levels 9 3667 .18 .16 .14 .25 .22 .19 .08 .42 -.01 .52

Finance 1 177 .29 — — .40 — — .22 .57 — —
Health 3 1215 .29 .20 .17 .40 .26 .23 -.29 .95 -.03 .83
Manufacturing 2 1304 .07 .02 .00 .10 .02 .00 -.09 .30 .10 .10
Mixed 1 662 .11 — — .16 — — .05 .26 — —
Service 2 309 .29 .27 .25 .40 .36 .32 -1.57 1.65 -.59 1.39

Extraversion Counterproductive 
Work Performance All Levels 1 241 -.22 — — -.32 — — -.49 -.15 — —

Mixed 1 241 -.22 — — -.32 — — -.49 -.15 — —
Conscientiousness Task Performance All Levels 29 14153 .25 .18 .15 .37 .24 .21 .27 .46 .09 .64

Finance 3 463 .12 .03 .00 .18 .05 .00 .05 .30 .18 .18
Health 5 2114 .51 .15 .07 .69 .17 .08 .47 .88 .57 .82
Manufacturing 2 513 .24 .09 .00 .35 .13 .00 -.76 1.15 .35 .35
Mixed 8 7194 .21 .11 .08 .31 .16 .12 0.17 .44 .15 .47
Service 7 2613 .19 .21 .20 .28 .31 .28 -.01 .55 -.13 .69
University 1 136 -.14 — — -.20 — — -.44 .04 — —
Airline 1 340 .37 — — .53 — — .41 .64 — —
Construction 1 390 .33 — — .47 — — .35 .58 — —
Military 1 390 .17 — — .25 — — .11 .39 — —

Conscientiousness Overall Performance All Levels 8 2676 .14 .28 .27 .21 .42 .41 -.14 .55 -.36 .79
Health 2 519 .12 .08 .03 .17 .12 .05 -.81 1.02 .03 .32
Manufacturing 1 121 .31 — — .45 — — .22 .66 — —
Mixed 3 1424 .24 .25 .23 .35 .35 .32 -.53 1.02 -.25 .96
Service 2 612 -.09 .51 .51 -.14 .77 .76 -1.64 1.64 -2.48 2.20

Conscientiousness Contextual 
Performance All Levels 9 3667 .19 .23 .22 .28 .32 .31 .02 .51 -.15 .70

Finance 1 177 .27 — — .38 — — .19 .56 — —
Health 3 1215 .37 .31 .28 .52 .39 .36 -0.54 1.18 -.16 1.19
Manufacturing 2 1304 .08 .19 .18 .11 .27 .27 -1.38 1.42 -.71 .93
Mixed 1 662 .08 — — .11 — — .00 .22 — —
Service 2 309 .17 .24 .22 .24 .34 .31 -1.46 1.51 -.71 1.19

Conscientiousness Counterproductive 
Work Performance All Levels 1 241 -.11 — — -.17 — — -.35 .02 — —

Mixed 1 241 -.11 — — -.17 — — -0.35 .02 — —
Agreeableness Task Performance All Levels 27 12969 .16 .15 .12 .25 .21 .18 .16 .33 .01 .48

Finance 3 463 .12 .14 .11 .18 .22 .16 -.36 .67 -.13 .49
Health 5 2114 .40 .13 .00 .57 .16 .00 .35 .75 .57 .57
Manufacturing 2 513 .17 .13 .09 .25 .19 .13 -1.11 1.28 -.15 .66
Mixed 6 6311 .10 .04 .00 .15 .06 .00 .08 .21 .15 .15
Service 6 2211 .12 .16 .14 .18 .23 .21 -.07 .42 -.12 .49
University 1 136 -.04 — — -.06 — — -.31 .20 — —
Airline 1 340 .26 — — .38 — — .24 .52 — —
Construction 1 390 .29 — — .42 — — .30 .55 — —
Telecommunication 1 101 .41 — — .59 — — .37 .77 — —
Military 1 390 .11 — — .17 — — .02 .31 — —

Agreeableness Overall Performance All Levels 7 2034 .03 .20 .19 .04 .31 .29 -.24 .32 -.38 .46
Health 2 519 .00 .05 .00 .00 .07 .00 -.60 .59 .00 .00
Manufacturing 1 121 -.16 — — -.24 — — -.49 .03 — —
Mixed 2 782 -.06 .11 .09 -.10 .16 .14 -1.13 1.05 -.52 .32
Service 2 612 .20 .34 .32 .31 .50 .47 -1.54 1.56 -1.15 1.76

Agreeableness Contextual 
Performance All Levels 9 3667 .27 .26 .23 .39 .35 .32 .10 .64 -.06 .83

Finance 1 177 .14 — — .20 — — -.01 .41 — —
Health 3 1215 .40 .31 .27 .56 .38 .34 -.52 1.19 -.08 1.19
Manufacturing 2 1304 .33 .18 .13 .47 .24 .17 -1.25 1.43 -.04 .98
Mixed 1 662 -.06 — — -.08 — — -.20 .03 — —

  Service 2 309 .26 .37 .34 .38 .50 .47 -1.54 1.57 -1.07 1.82

Note. k = number of studies contributing to meta-analysis; N = total sample size;  = mean observed correlation; SD_r = observed standard deviation of r; SD_res = residual 

standard deviation of r;  = mean true-score correlation; SD_(r_c ) = observed standard deviation of corrected correlations (r_c); SD_ρ = residual standard deviation of ρ; CI = 

confidence interval around ; CR = credibility interval around . Correlations corrected using artifact distributions.

Color Legend
  

k < 3 ρ < 0 ρ > 0 Wide CI Wide CR

Table 4. Industry-Moderated Meta-Analytic Relations among Personality Traits and Performance Criteria (continued)
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Table 5. Rater-Moderated Meta-Analytic Relations among Personality Traits and Performance Criteria

Personality Trait Performance 
Criterion

Evaluator Moderator 
Analyses k n SDr SDres SDrc SDρ

95%       
CI 80% CR

Emotional 
Stability Task Performance All Levels 28 13492 .12 .17 .17 .14 .20 0.19 .07 .22 -.10 .39

Administrative 
Ratings 6 1262 .01 .23 .22 .01 .26 0.25 -0.20 .22 -.32 .33

Subjective Measures 20 11712 .14 .16 .16 .16 .19 0.18 .08 .25 -.07 .40
Supervisor Ratings 2 518 .04 .07 .04 .04 .08 0.04 -.07 .16 -.01 .10

Emotional 
Stability Overall Performance All Levels 6 1914 .09 .15 .14 .11 .18 0.17 -.03 .26 -.11 .33

Administrative 
Ratings 2 295 .26 .06 .00 .31 .07 0.00 .21 .41 .31 .31

Subjective Measures 4 1619 .06 .15 .14 .07 .17 0.16 -.09 .24 -.13 .28
Emotional 
Stability

Contextual 
Performance All Levels 9 3667 .11 .26 .25 .12 .30 0.29 -.07 .32 -.25 .49

Subjective Measures 8 3539 .12 .26 .25 .14 .29 0.29 -.07 .34 -.23 .50
Supervisor Ratings 1 128 -.22 — — -.25 — — -.44 -.06 -.25 -.25

Emotional 
Stability

Counterproductive 
Work Performance All Levels 1 241 -.06 — — -.07 — — -.23 .08 -.07 -.07

Subjective Measures 1 241 -.06 — — -.07 — — -.23 .08 -.07 -.07
Openness Task Performance All Levels 27 13251 .16 .15 .12 .24 .22 0.18 .16 .33 .01 .48

Administrative 
Ratings 6 1262 .02 .11 .08 .03 .16 0.12 -.13 .20 -.14 .21

Subjective Measures 19 11471 .18 .15 .11 .27 .22 0.17 .17 .37 .05 .49
Supervisor Ratings 2 518 .06 .06 .00 .08 .09 0.00 -.69 .81 .08 .08

Openness Overall Performance All Levels 6 1914 .00 .23 .22 .00 .35 0.34 -.35 .36 -.49 .50
Administrative 
Ratings 2 295 .26 .34 .31 .39 .48 0.43 -1.61 1.65 -.94 1.72

Subjective Measures 4 1619 -.05 .19 .18 -.07 .28 0.27 -.50 .37 -.51 .37

Openness Contextual 
Performance All Levels 9 3667 .28 .18 .12 .40 .24 0.17 .20 .58 .16 .63

Subjective Measures 8 3539 .29 .18 .12 .41 .24 0.16 .20 .60 .18 .63
Supervisor Ratings 1 128 .06 — — .09 — — -.16 .34 — —

Extraversion Task Performance All Levels 29 13852 .17 .14 .13 .24 .20 0.18 .16 .32 .01 .47
Administrative 
Ratings 6 1262 .14 .29 .27 .20 .41 0.39 -.23 .60 -.37 .77

Subjective Measures 20 11952 .18 .12 .10 .26 .17 0.14 .18 .34 .07 .45
Supervisor Ratings 3 638 .02 .03 .00 .03 .04 0.00 -.07 .14 .03 .03

Extraversion Overall Performance All Levels 8 2676 .12 .09 .06 .18 .13 0.09 .07 .29 .06 .30
Administrative 
Ratings 2 295 .26 .12 .02 .38 .16 0.03 -.97 1.33 .27 .48

Subjective Measures 5 2261 .11 .07 .04 .16 .10 0.06 .03 .29 .07 .25
Supervisor Ratings 1 120 .00 — — .01 — — -.25 .27 — —

Extraversion Contextual 
Performance All Levels 9 3667 .18 .16 .14 .25 .22 0.19 .08 .42 -.02 .52

Subjective Measures 8 3539 .19 .16 .14 .26 .22 0.20 .07 .44 -.02 .54
Supervisor Ratings 1 128 .06 — — .09 — — -.16 .33 — —

Extraversion Counterproductive 
Work Performance All Levels 1 241 -.22 — — -.32 — — -.49 -.15 — —

Subjective Measures 1 241 -.22 — — -.32 — — -.49 -.15 — —
Conscientiousness Task Performance All Levels 29 14153 .25 .18 .15 .37 .24 0.21 .27 .46 .09 .64

Administrative 
Ratings 6 1262 .14 .24 .22 .21 .35 0.33 -.16 .55 -.27 .69

Subjective Measures 20 12253 .27 .16 .13 .39 .22 0.18 .29 .50 .15 .64
Supervisor Ratings 3 638 .07 .17 .15 .11 .25 0.22 -.49 .67 -.31 .53

Conscientiousness Overall Performance All Levels 8 2676 .14 .28 .28 .21 .42 0.40 -.14 .54 -.36 .79
Administrative 
Ratings 2 295 .24 .08 .00 .36 .11 0.00 -.65 1.10 .36 .36

Subjective Measures 5 2261 .14 .32 .31 .21 .47 0.46 -.38 .73 -.50 .91
Supervisor Ratings 1 120 .01 — — .02 — — -.25 .28 — —

Conscientiousness Contextual 
Performance All Levels 9 3667 .19 .23 .22 .27 .32 0.30 .02 .51 -.15 .70

Subjective Measures 8 3539 .20 .23 .22 .29 .32 0.31 .01 .54 -.15 .72
Supervisor Ratings 1 128 -.03 — — -.05 — — -.29 .20 — —

Conscientiousness Counterproductive 
Work Performance All Levels 1 241 -.11 — — -.17 — — -.35 .02 — —

Subjective Measures 1 241 -.11 — — -.17 — — -.35 .02 — —
Agreeableness Task Performance All Levels 27 12969 .16 .15 .12 .25 .22 0.18 .16 .33 .01 .48

Administrative 
Ratings 6 1262 .12 .19 .17 .19 .28 0.25 -.11 .47 -.18 .56

Subjective Measures 18 11069 .18 .14 .11 .27 .21 0.17 .16 .37 .04 .49
Supervisor Ratings 3 638 .04 .12 .10 .06 .18 0.15 -.39 .49 -.22 .34
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positive correlations between Openness and Agreeableness and the 
performance criteria, while Salgado and other have observed much 
lower correlations. Additionally, Emotional Stability also emerged as 
positively correlated with task, overall, and contextual performance, 
supporting Salgado’s (1997) findings of positive validity at the same 
value. Similarly, while we find a moderate trait-criterion relationship 
for Extraversion, other studies such as Barrick et al. (2001) found that 
results linked to Extraversion were close to the low middle. These 
results highlight potentially different trait-criterion relationships 
observed in the Turkish context compared to Western ones. 

Moderator Influences of Sector and Evaluator

Given the wide credibility intervals, we additionally explored 
influences of occupational industry and performance evaluator type 
as two types of moderators of these correlations. These moderator 
analyses were conducted separately. Table 4 and Table 5 present the 
results of the industry and evaluator moderator analyses respectively. 
In scrutinizing the relationships between personality traits and 
various performance criteria across different industries, a few more 
interesting insights emerge.

The trait of Conscientiousness consistently manifested as a robust 
predictor of task performance with an aggregate effect size of ρ, 80% 
CR = .37 [.09, .64]. Particularly within the health sector, this trait 
exhibited a pronounced effect (ρ, 80% CR = .69 [.57, .82]). However, 
its influence varied, becoming less apparent in the finance and mixed 
industries (ρ, 80% CR = .18 [.18, .18] and ρ, 80% CR = .31 [.15, .47], 
respectively). Other Conscientiousness relationships did not show 
meaningful relationships or had credibility intervals that included 
zero. Extraversion demonstrated a modest positive association with 
task performance, with an overall effect size of ρ, 80% CR = .24 [.01, 
.47]. Notably, this trait emerged as a stronger predictor within the 
health sector (ρ, 80% CR = .50 [.22, .78]) and mixed sector (ρ, 80% CR 
= .25 [.25, .25]), and showed a negligible impact in the finance sector 
(ρ, 80% CR = .02 [.02, .02]). 

Openness displayed a moderately positive effect on task 
performance (ρ, 80% CR = .24 [.01, .48]), with notable amplification 
within the health sector (ρ, 80% CR = .56 [.56, .56]). However, its 
influence on overall performance was practically null (ρ, 80% CR 
= .00 [-.49, .50]), reflecting the trait’s limited applicability across 
performance domains. Agreeableness, while manifesting a modest 
positive relationship with task performance (ρ, 80% CR = .25 [.01, .48]), 
its association with overall performance was insubstantial (ρ, 80% CR 
= .04 [-.38, .46]), hinting at the circumscribed utility of this trait in 
predicting holistic job performance. In terms of task performance, the 
trait-criterion relationship was emphasised within the health sector 
(ρ, 80% CR = .57 [.57, .57]) and slightly lower in the mixed sector (ρ, 80% 

CR = .15 [.15, .15]). Lastly, in these data, the trait of Emotional Stability 
showed only one meaningful relationship with performance criteria, 
in the case of task performance within the “mixed” industry studies 
(ρ, 80% CR = .21 [.11, .31]), but remained unaffected by moderators. 

These findings echo the multifaceted nature of personality-
performance relationships, emphasizing the imperative of contextual 
considerations in elucidating the predictive power of personality 
traits across diverse occupational realms.

Similarly, for the evaluator-based moderator analyses reported 
in Table 5, correlations were consistent with the overall relationship 
across most cases. It must be noted again that several rows in the 
table show small number of effect sizes included in the evaluator-
level analyses with ks ranging from 1 to 20 when including subjective 
measures, but only from 1 to 7 when subjective measures are 
excluded, indicating that the number of comparable studies for other 
evaluating types is relatively low. 

Evaluating type largely did not influence the existing trait-
criterion relationships. However, subjective rating measures had the 
greatest number of effect sizes reported than the other types, and in 
most cases, showed stronger correlations than when performance 
is scored using administrative evaluation. Notably, Openness (ρ, 
80% CR = .27 [.05, .49]), Extraversion (ρ, 80% CR = .26 [.07, .45]), 
Agreeableness (ρ, 80% CR = .27 [.04, .49]), and Conscientiousness 
(ρ, 80% CR = .39 [.15, .64]) show higher correlations with task 
performance when performance is assessed using subjective 
measures than when using any other type of evaluations/ratings. 

Discussion

The results of the current study show that the validities of 
personality traits for predicting job performance range from small 
to moderate and are largely consistent with expected and previously 
observed validities. Conscientiousness emerged as a strong predictor 
of all performance criteria, mirroring the accepted consensus, and 
this validity is generalizable across industries and evaluations types 
in Türkiye. 

The second relevant finding is that even after accounting for 
variance from measurement error and statistical artefacts, all five of 
the Big Five traits showed some meaningful relationships with task 
performance, and to a lesser and more varied extent with contextual 
and overall performance. This finding slightly diverges from those 
of Barrick and Mount (1991), Hough et al. (1990), and Salgado 
(1997) who found validities of Openness and Agreeableness to be 
considerably smaller than was observed in this meta-analysis. 

In the current study, we found positive relationships between task 
performance and all personality traits. Given that task performance 
primarily involves employees executing technical processes related 

Personality Trait Performance 
Criterion

Evaluator Moderator 
Analyses k n SDr SDres SDrc SDρ

95%       
CI 80% CR

Agreeableness Overall Performance All Levels 7 2034 .03 .20 .19 .04 .31 0.30 -.24 .32 -.39 .47
Administrative Ratings 2 295 -.09 .08 .00 -.14 .12 0.00 -.97 .79 -.14 -.14
Subjective Measures 4 1619 .04 .23 .22 .06 .35 0.34 -.48 .59 -.50 .63
Supervisor Ratings 1 120 .11 — — .17 — — -.10 .43 — —

Agreeableness Contextual 
Performance All Levels 9 3667 .27 .26 .23 .39 .35 0.32 .10 .64 -.06 .83

Subjective Measures 8 3539 .28 .26 .23 .40 .35 0.31 .09 .67 -.04 .84
  Supervisor Ratings 1 128 -.05 — — -.07 — — -.32 .19 — —

Note. k = number of studies contributing to meta-analysis; N = total sample size;  = mean observed correlation; SD_r = observed standard deviation of r; SD_res = residual 
standard deviation of r;   = mean true-score correlation; SD_(r_c ) = observed standard deviation of corrected correlations (r_c); SD_ρ = residual standard deviation of ρ; CI = 
confidence interval around  ; CR = credibility interval around  . Correlations corrected using artifact distributions.

Color Legend
  

k < 3 ρ < 0 ρ > 0 Wide CI Wide CR

Table 5. Rater-Moderated Meta-Analytic Relations among Personality Traits and Performance Criteria (continued)

80%       CR95%       CI



15Meta-analysis of Personality and Job Performance in Türkiye

to their job using their technical skills or supporting technical 
processes (Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994), the identification of 
a significant relationship between task performance and all five 
personality traits is a noteworthy discovery. As with most other 
contexts, in Türkiye there exists a strong relationship between 
personality traits and one’s ability to execute different aspects of 
their job. Those functions that are particularly predicted by a certain 
trait would be better performed by those who generally exhibit 
more of that trait. In the study conducted in South African context 
(van Aarde et al., 2017), there was a positive correlation between 
Conscientiousness and Emotional Stability and task performance. 
Similar results were found in Spain, as the European country with 
the lowest individualistic trait (Lado & Alonso, 2017). In the current 
study, it is seen that Emotional Stability and task performance and 
other performance types do not differ from individualist culture 
studies. While collectivist Japan and individualist USA evaluate 
Emotional Stability levels differently (Minkov & Hofstede, 2013), it 
is an important finding that collectivist Türkiye has similar results 
to the USA.

We also find that for contextual performance, Agreeableness 
and Openness emerge as the strongest predictors, followed by 
Conscientiousness, Extraversion, and Emotional Stability. In studies 
specific to South Africa and Spain, Extraversion and Emotional 
Stability have a positive and high relationship with contextual 
performance, while Openness has a negative one. There are clear 
differences between individualist and collectivist (Türkiye) cultures. 
When we consider issues such as willingly helping a colleague and 
volunteering as components of contextual performance, in a society 
where collaborative, thoughtful features and inner feelings, and 
socialization are always open, Agreeableness and Openness are 
expected to be positively high, unlike in individualistic cultures.

Overall performance, which is a general performance indicator 
related to other types of performance, was positively correlated 
with Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability, and Extraversion, while 
in the South African study and other similar individualistic culture 
studies (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Hough, 1992; Hurtz & Donovan, 
2000; Lado & Alonso, 2017; Salgado, 1998) the same directional 
relationship is observed. In addition, Agreeableness and Openness 
were very low in the study, while the other mentioned similarly low 
correlation is seen in individualistic culture studies.

Only Conscientiousness and Extraversion and counterproductive 
work performance (CWP) were negatively correlated with collectivist 
South Korea and Taiwan (Oh, 2009), while each of them was positively 
associated with Conscientiousness in the individualistic South 
African sample. It is considered normal that Conscientiousness and 
Extraversion are positive in other desired performance indicators 
and that CWP, which is an undesirable performance, is negative in 
these features. However, in the case of South Africa, the positive 
result of this performance indicator with Conscientiousness can be 
considered as a remarkable difference.

As for the moderator relationship of the industry, there was a high 
positive relationship with Conscientiousness and Agreeableness, 
Openness, Extraversion, Emotional Stability, respectively. In their 
study that deals with 15 meta-analyses (539 studies) specific 
to individualistic countries, Wilmot & Ones (2021) indicated a 
low positive relationship between Emotional Stability and task 
performance, while a low positive relationship is also seen in 
Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and Extraversion among health 
workers. While there is a similarity in Emotional Stability specific 
to healthcare professionals in both individualistic and collectivistic 
countries, there is a clear difference in terms of Conscientiousness 
and Agreeableness. Particularly in collectivist cultures, there is a 
general sense of responsibility, generosity and kindness in caring 
for family members (Minkov & Hofstede, 2013). This norm may 
be a factor in explaining this difference in Conscientiousness 
and Agreeableness characteristics when compared with more 

success-oriented individualistic cultures, due to the fact that 
healthcare professionals approach people in difficult situations 
such as patient care and elderly care with the same understanding. 
Including Emotional Stability, the same results are observed with 
Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, Openness, Extraversion among 
service workers in individualist countries (Wilmot & Ones, 2021). 

Although the sample of military personnel in our study is small, 
while task performance and Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, 
and Openness have similar values with individualistic countries, 
there are small differences in Emotional Stability and Extraversion. 
While Emotional Stability is considered natural to be same from 
individualistic culture in almost all cases, a low Extraversion in a 
military profession can be considered culture-specific. It can be 
explained by the low level of masculinity and high power distance 
in collectivist societies such as Türkiye (Hofstede et al., 2010) 
and its compatibility with the requirements of the profession. 
Considering the health, service, and military workers as moderate 
in occupational complexity (Wilmot & Ones, 2019) task performance 
and Conscientiousness show the same results as in individualist 
countries. On the other hand, when we look at those working in 
finance with the same complexity, Openness, Conscientiousness, 
and Agreeableness are positively related to task performance, while 
Emotional Stability is negatively related (albeit with a wide CR). 
Additionally, there is no relationship with Extraversion. As in other 
studies (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Barrick et al., 2001; Judge & Zapata, 
2015; Ones et al., 2007; Salgado, 1997; Schmidt & Hunter, 1992), we 
can conclude that each personality trait may be related to different 
sectors and, naturally, predict performance differently. However, 
there are likely to be significant differences between collectivist 
and individualistic societies in occupations that may be associated 
with cultural norms, such as in the healthcare and military sectors. 
Thus, there is a need for studies examining the wider personality and 
performance relationship in the context of occupations that can be 
associated with cultural norms.

Extensive research on personality and social psychology, 
where supervisor and acquaintance ratings can provide accurate 
information about one’s personality, can be encountered (Hofstede 
et al., 2010; Kolar et al., 1996). Moreover, there is a dominant opinion 
that the subjective evaluations of people are also very valuable 
(Connelly & Hülsheger, 2012; Kluemper et al., 2015; Morgeson et al., 
2007; Ployhart, 2006; Wilmot & Ones, 2022). Based on evaluator-
moderated evaluation, Emotional Stability is positively related to task 
performance, as expected, with subjective evaluations being strongly 
related to Conscientiousness. On the other hand, a significant 
positive relationship is observed in Openness, Extraversion, and 
Agreeableness. Likewise, in the subjective rating moderator, 
contextual performance was positively associated with Emotional 
Stability, while Openness and Agreeableness were positively 
associated with high levels, and Conscientiousness and Extraversion 
were positively associated, respectively. Considered as a subjective 
moderator, there is a significant positive relationship between overall 
performance and Conscientiousness and Extraversion.

When task performance under the supervision of supervisor 
evaluations is examined, Emotional Stability is not highly 
correlated, while in the individualist meta-analysis study (van 
Aarde et al., 2017), a positive relationship is observed at the same 
level. Furthermore, Openness and Agreeableness display similarly 
low positive relationships. Moreover, in the same study there is a 
positive relationship in Conscientiousness, although at different 
levels. The positive correlation between overall performance and 
Agreeableness in the supervisor evaluations was similar in a meta-
analysis study conducted in individual cultures (Wilmot & Ones, 
2022). When task performance is examined under the moderation 
of administrative evaluations/ratings, there is a positive correlation 
between Extraversion and Conscientiousness, corresponding to the 
individualist culture study. While Agreeableness was very low in 
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the same individualistic culture study (van Aarde et al., 2017), it was 
found to be significantly positively correlated in this one.

These findings are not dissimilar to previous research, such as 
Alonso (2000), though the validities observed here are generally 
higher than validities reported by Barrick and Mount (1991) and 
Salgado (1997), but are more similar to validities reported by van 
Aarde et al. (2017) in their meta-analysis of personality-performance 
relationships in South Africa. 

In our assessment of industry and evaluator type as moderators, 
we find the personality-performance relationships to be generally 
consistent across different sectors and evaluators. This is in line 
with reported findings in other contexts and suggests that these 
relationships can be generalizable. However, the small number 
of studies included in some of the moderator analyses makes it 
difficult to draw major conclusions with a high degree of certainty. 
Each of the personality traits can have different relational statuses 
to job performance types in different contexts such as situation, 
condition, structure, country, environment, or a completely 
different result can be obtained when evaluated from an overall 
perspective. For example, while there is no relationship between 
overall performance and Agreeableness in other meta-analyses, 
our study and a study of 142 different meta-analyses (> 1.9 million 
participants) (Wilmot & Ones, 2022) actually find a relationship. 

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Studies

Limitation of the current study lies in the fact that there is a 
small number of studies that are exploring the Turkish personality-
performance landscape. Moreover, the limited number of studies 
included in some of the moderator analyses makes it difficult to draw 
major conclusions with a high degree of certainty. As in the meta-
analysis by Salgado and Moscoso (2022), in which the relationship 
between subject well-being and work performance reveals the 
intercultural differences, there is a need for more meta-analysis 
studies that will reveal the individualistic and collectivist differences 
of the relationships between the Big Five and work performance. 
So far, organizational research in Türkiye was based largely on data 
collected for purposes other than verification tests. When considering 
the behavior patterns of contemporary work job performance, 
particularly deviant organizational behavior in Türkiye, the lack 
of further work in these areas is a noticeable omission. Looking at 
the last five years of studies in the field regarding the Big Five-job 
performance relationship, it is observed that there are also studies 
on other personality traits such as Machiavellianism, Narcissism, 
psychopathy. Thus, it might be interesting to see more studies that 
are examining these traits and performance relationships, especially 
in different cultural contexts. 

Conclusion

This study meta-analyzed the validities of personality trait 
predictors of job performance criteria across a range of industries/
sectors and evaluator types in Türkiye. This topic has been addressed 
previously around the world, particularly in American and European 
contexts (e.g., Barrick and Mount, 1991; Salgado, 1997), although this 
research focuses solely on workers based in Türkiye. The results of 
this study are shown to be consistent with meta-analytic findings 
from other national and organizational contexts, providing support 
to the cultural universality of personality-performance relations. This 
has been observed previously in other cultural contexts such as in 
Europe (Salgado, 1997), East Asia (Oh, 2009), and South Africa (van 
Aarde et al., 2017). This study focuses on a single country and finds 
that Turkish personality-performance relationships are generally 
consistent across industries and evaluation types, and are consistent 
with observed relationships across global contexts.

 There are several theoretical implications of the current study. 
Meta-analytical results of the current study confirm that the Big 
Five personality traits play an important role in predicting job 
performance in Türkiye. Additionally, this study is among the first 
to address the moderating effect of evaluators and sectors on the 
relationship between Big Five personality traits and job performance 
dimensions. Further development of industrial psychological research 
in Türkiye may be achieved with new scales that evaluate the criteria 
in a cultural sense, rather than solely relying on the available scales 
in the analysis. In predictive validity studies, researchers should 
emphasize the importance of ratings and accountability to ensure 
data quality through the participation of different evaluators. Finally, 
a psychometric meta-analysis was used in the current study, which 
is one of the first of its kind to be used in the context of a Turkish 
workforce sample. As a collectivist country that is in the position to 
be a bridge between Europe and Asia, Türkiye is representing valuable 
and interesting context to conduct a meta-analysis that can further 
contribute to discussion and comparison on cultural differences 
among personality-performance academic studies. 

Not only does this study contribute with its discussion regarding 
collectivistic-individualistic cultural dimension, but it implies that 
performance evaluator and sector in which the performance is 
measured is also of significant importance. Accordingly, among 
practical implications it can be derived that in occupations that may 
be associated with cultural norms, such as in the healthcare and 
military sectors, special emphasis should be placed on differences 
between collectivistic and individualistic societies. Robust estimates 
of the effects of personality traits for the key performance areas 
in organizations that were proposed in the current study should 
inform the human resources management practices in Türkiye. Thus, 
human resources managers and recruiters should adopt personality 
assessments and incorporate them into decision-making systems 
for other practices such as staff selection, career development, 
mentoring, and similar.
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