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Abstract 
This study aimed to investigated the psychometric properties of the High Po-
tential Traits Inventory (HPTI), particularly reliability, structure as well as 
convergent and predictive validity. The previously established six-factor 
structure (MacRae & Furnham, 2014) was tested through structural equation 
modelling (SEM), along with subscale reliabilities measured by Cronbach’s α. 
All subscales had high reliability. Convergent validity with the NEO-PI-R was 
also tested. All HPTI and NEO-PI-R personality factors were regressed on a 
measure of subjective success to determine predictive validity. Model fit was 
sufficient for early scale validation, but suggested more work needs to be 
done. HPTI subscales were highly correlated with subjective success, and sig-
nificantly better predictors of subjective success when all personality factors 
were regressed on a measure of subjective success. Limitations, implications, 
and the need for further work are discussed.  
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1. Introduction 

The idea of High-Flying individuals, namely those with a high potential or high 
probability of success in their careers, was first explored qualitatively (Hermans, 
2007; McCall, 1997; 2010). McCall indicated that high-flyers are those with a 
high potential to progress to senior leadership positions. High-Flyers or those 
with “High Potential” are often described as talented individuals whose combi-
nations of abilities, personality, and motivation patterns mean that they are very 
successful at work, as measured by early promotions, ratings by others, income, 
and perceived contribution to overall organisational success. However, there 
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have been few systematic or empirical attempts at the validation of high-flying 
traits, specifically in the workplace (McCall, 1997; 2010). 

Definitions and outcome measures vary widely between studies. The term 
potential is regularly in the literature, but typically appears as a vague, 
amorphous term that does not identify specific outcomes or end-states (Silzer 
& Church, 2009). Furthermore, most research uses past success as an outcome 
measure (Fuller & Marler, 2009; Barrick, Mount & Judge, 2001); which a useful 
indicator of potential in the workplace, past success is insufficient to generalise 
to future performance or outcomes. There is a scattered literature on personal-
ity and occupational success which suggests that some personality traits are 
consistently and explicably related to both subjective and objective measures of 
work outcome and success, albeit with the modest correlations (Furnham, 
2017). 

Spreitzer, McCall, and Mahoney (1997) suggested the ability to learn from 
experience is a major contributor to executive success, but the proposed meas-
ure was difficult to reconcile with current models of personality such as the 
Five Factor Model (FFM; Barrick, et al., 2001). Spreitzer and colleagues pro-
posed a 14-factor model with a great deal of overlap between the proposed di-
mensions which were often described in “lay” rather than psychological con-
cepts. For example, they propose “Open to Criticism” and “Seeks Feedback” as 
two separate factors, while not distinguishing between the two. Furthermore, 
they tested the factorial structure of their proposed 14-factor model but failed 
to investigate whether there are more parsimonious factorial structures to fit 
their data. 

The FFM is also a widely used and valid measure of personality, however, it is 
not designed specifically for applied use in the workplace. The same is true of 
other general measures of “bright-side” as well as “dark-side” personality (Ho-
gan, Hogan, & Warrenfeltz, 2007). Problems with using general measures of 
personality at either the domain or facet level are that they often measure va-
riables that are not relevant to work success while neglecting those that are 
(Hough & Furnham, 2003). We set out to devise a parsimonious, validated, 
work-related measure of high potential as measured by various indices of success 
at work. 

We propose personality is an adaptive cognitive mechanism which pro-
motes or inhibits searching for opportunities, dedication to tasks and subse-
quent emotions associated with success or failure in completing tasks. We 
suggest a model of personality would have the most utility for work psycholo-
gists if validated based on work- and career-related outcome variables. Thus, a 
model of high potential traits that helps to explain the stable individual differ-
ences associated with performance and potential at work (MacRae & Furnham, 
2014). 

1.1. Theoretical Framework to Measure High Potential 

Organisations require the tools and processes to identify and to recruit high po-

https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2020.118074


I. MacRae, A. Furnham 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/psych.2020.118074 1127 Psychology 
 

tential individuals (McDonnell et al., 2010). A major challenge for employers is 
to identify and measure potential to be effective in future roles, particularly over 
years and decades (Silzer & Church, 2009). The current literature has developed 
the idea of High-Flyers (McCall, 1997) and investigated correlates of perfor-
mance (Fuller & Marler, 2009).  

The measurement of personality is currently dominated by the FFM of perso-
nality. The best measure of the FFM is the NEO-PI-R (Costa & McCrae, 1992), 
however it is too lengthy and time-consuming for many researchers and for ap-
plied use in workplaces (Muck, Hell & Gosling, 2007). Furthermore, much of the 
current research and literature does not provide the tools or strong conceptual 
models necessary to address the needs of applied workplace psychology 
(McDonnell, 2011) and is only descriptive of statistic findings without providing 
explanations about personality within the “system” of interconnections with 
other variables to create an adaptive system (Block, 2010).  

Current measures of personality have been modestly related to career success, 
but the specific relationship with career success and achievement requires fur-
ther investigation. Costa and McCrae (1992) found Conscientiousness, Neuro-
ticism and Openness are predictive of career success. Ng, Eby, Sorensen and 
Feldman (2005) also found modest associations between personality traits and 
career success in a meta-analysis. Linden, Nijenhuis, and Bakker (2010) found 
correlations between Openness, Adjustment, and performance in a me-
ta-analysis of 212 studies (N = 144, 117). McCall (1997) conducted extensive 
qualitative research and proposed characteristics associated with High-Flyers 
including courage, opportunity seeking, and adaptation to cultural differences. 
Learning from experience (McCall, 1997; 2010) is an important component, 
but it is insufficient to fully understand high potential and is not helpful for 
early identification of those likely to be moderately or highly successful in the 
workplace. Silzer and Church (2009) suggest a clear construct of potential is 
required but does not exist in the current literature. For the purpose of this re-
search, potential in the context of work is defined as the ability to survive and 
thrive in the labour market demands and opportunities of time. 

Silzer and Church (2009) proposed three dimensions of potential: founda-
tional, growth, and career dimensions. Growth dimensions are relatively stable 
characteristics that are moderated by states and drives such as motivation and 
ambition. Career dimensions are influenced by context and are dependent on 
the particular career and occupation. Performance and knowledge are career 
dimensions and are primarily constrained within specific occupations. 

Career dimensions are too occupation- or position-specific for a general 
measure of potential; growth and foundational dimensions of potential lend 
themselves to a generalisable measure such as the High Potential Traits Indi-
cator. Foundational and growth dimensions of potential may include perso-
nality because personality can directly and indirectly affect performance (Bar-
rick, Mount, & Judge, 2001; Dragoni, Oh, Vankatwyk, & Tesluk, 2011; Linden 
et al., 2010). Furnham, Crump and Chamorro-Premuzic (2007) found signifi-
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cant personality differences between non-managers and managers. Managers’ 
report higher need for control, higher need for recognition, and higher dili-
gence. Individuals high on the Openness personality trait welcome new ideas, 
and new ways of doing and thinking. Those with high Conscientiousness are 
more discerning, more focused on planning and controlling their own beha-
viour and act dutifully. Hannah, Sweeney and Lester (2007) suggest courage is 
a personality trait that broadens an individual’s potential range of responses 
when faced with aversive stimuli.  

Most research compares the well-validated Big Five personality model with 
measures of performance (Barrick et al., 2001; Linden et al., 2010), but orga-
nisations and recruiters are most interested in measures that are specifically 
tailored for identifying potential; the Big Five has extraneous factors that are 
not associated with workplace performance or potential (McDonnell, 2011). 
Silzer and Church (2009) provide a strong theoretical model that includes a 
range of interconnected variables, as well as providing an explanation of how 
and why different variables contribute to adaptive (or maladaptive) behaviour 
at work.  

The development of the High Potential Traits Indicator and model began with 
a literature review which attempted to identify all the unique, if related, traits 
that have been shown to be related to success at work broadly defined. This 
yielded a list of 15 traits which, once examined for conceptual overlap, was 
reduced to ten. A 120 item (12 items per trait) measure was then constructed 
and administered to 450 adults (Dissou, 2003). This research was continued by 
MacRae (2012) who worked to develop a measure of personality for applied 
use at work, and developed a model of six clear and interpretable factors, the 
High Potential Traits Inventory (HPTI). Each of the six traits was hypothe-
sized to be highly related to subjective success at work. Various studies have 
been done using this measure (Teodorescu, Furnham, & MacRae, 2017; Furn-
ham & Treglown, 2018). 

1.2. High Potential Traits Inventory 
1.2.1. Conscientiousness 
Conscientiousness is a FFM personality trait that is characterised by self-discipline, 
organisation, and ability to moderate one’s own impulses (Costa & McCrae, 
1992, Wille et al., 2013). In a review of major measures of personality Jackson et 
al. (2009) confirmed conscientiousness is a higher-order factor composed of six 
underlying facets: industriousness, order, self-control, responsibility, traditio-
nalism, and virtue. Judge, Martocchio and Thoresen (1997) found conscien-
tiousness was a predictor of lower employee absence from a demographically 
representative group of 89 non-academic employees at an American university. 
Barrick et al.’s (2001) meta-analysis found conscientiousness was a moderate 
predictor of job success across all jobs and all measures of success. Furthermore, 
conscientiousness is relatively stable across time, but aspects of conscientious-
ness such as impulse control, reliability, and conventionality can increase with 

https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2020.118074


I. MacRae, A. Furnham 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/psych.2020.118074 1129 Psychology 
 

age (Jackson et al., 2009). 

1.2.2. Adjustment 
Adjustment is the adaptive end of the FFM neuroticism trait (Costa & McCrae, 
1992; Wille et al., 2013) characterised by recurrent emotional resilience to stres-
sors, positive affect, and perceptions. Adjustment has been linked to higher per-
formance. Judge & Locke (1992) found neuroticism (low adjustment) was asso-
ciated with lower subjective well-being and job satisfaction. Barrick et al.’s 
(2003) meta-analysis found higher adjustment was associated with improved 
performance and better teamwork in many occupations.  

1.2.3. Curiosity 
Curiosity (openness) is a Big Five personality trait characterised by curiosity for 
new ideas, experiences and situations. Openness at work encompasses new ways 
of completing tasks, new business ideas, and interest in colleagues with different 
opinions. Openness includes elements of reflectiveness, creativity and innova-
tion. Judge, Higgins, Thoreson, and Barrick (1999) conducted an analysis from 
three American longitudinal studies with 530 participants and found openness 
was moderately associated with job satisfaction, occupational status, and extrin-
sic career success. Linden et al. (2010) confirmed openness was associated with 
improved performance and learning outcomes. Barrick et al.’s (2003) me-
ta-analysis of personality and job performance found openness was moderately 
associated with training proficiency, but it was less related to performance than 
conscientiousness or adjustment.  

1.2.4. Ambiguity Acceptance 
Ambiguity Acceptance, sometimes described as Ambiguity Tolerance (AT), de-
scribes how an individual or group processes and perceives unfamiliarity or in-
congruence (Furnham & Ribchester, 1995). Those who are tolerant of ambiguity 
perform well in new or uncertain situations, adapt when duties or objectives 
are unclear, and are able to learn in unpredictable times or environments 
(Furnham, 1994). McCall (1997) suggested from extensive qualitative evidence 
that adapting to ambiguity is an essential trait of High-Flyers. Herman et al. 
(2010) found ambiguity tolerance involved four facets: valuing diversity, chal-
lenging perspectives, unfamiliarity, and change. The ambiguity tolerance 
component of the High Potential Traits Indicator Traits incorporates these 
four facets. Keenan and McBain (2011) found high AT reduced psychological 
strain in positions that involved role ambiguity. Those with higher ambiguity 
tolerance should perform better in high-level leadership positions because they 
have to incorporate many different sources of information and make decisions 
based on mixed information. 

1.2.5. Competitiveness 
Wang and Netemeyer (2002) propose competitiveness is a distinct trait that re-
flects part of McClelland’s (1965) N-Ach, and the achievement component of 
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Type A personality (Thornton et al., 2011). Trait competitiveness focuses on the 
adaptive elements of competitiveness that drive self-improvement, desire for in-
dividual and team success, and learning. Wang and Netemeyer (2002) studied 
the determinants of performance with 147 salespeople in the United States. They 
found competitiveness, mediated by learning effort, was a significant predictor 
of sales performance. Thus, competitiveness can be an important factor in High 
Potential Traits Indicator. Competitiveness may be a growth dimension that in-
dicates a High-Flying potential, but unlike traits such as conscientiousness, may 
not lead directly to improved performance. 

1.2.6. Courage 
Courage is the ability to combat or mitigate negative or threat-based emotions 
and broaden the potential range of responses. Fredrickson’s (2001) broaden and 
build theory of positive psychology proposes that negative emotions restrict an 
individual’s potential range of actions by creating overwhelming impulses to act 
in a certain way. Fear may create a strong drive to avoid the offending stimulus 
and restrict the perceived range of responses. Hannah et al. (2007) suggest the 
courageous individual uses the positive emotion, courage, to mitigate fear of in-
terpersonal conflict or reprisal to confront the behaviour. In an empirical study, 
Norton & Weiss (2009) found self-report measures of courage predicted actual 
courageous responses in a fear-evoking situation. Unchecked fear restricts the 
potential range of responses and typically leads to behaviours like avoidance or 
contrived ignorance. Whereas courage is exhibited as the willingness to confront 
difficult situations and solve problems in spite of adversity. Therefore, courage 
can be expressed in many situations including calculated risk taking, interper-
sonal confrontation, problem solving, or moral fortitude. However, all these 
courageous behaviours have the same underlying cognitive mechanism of broa-
dening the range of potential responses (Norton & Weiss, 2009).  

In this study we predict that all HPTI traits will be significantly correlated 
with subjective success. 

Further, the senior managers will have significantly higher levels of HPTI 
traits than managers. 

2. Method 
2.1. Participants 

The participants were drawn from three separate samples who participated in 
HPTI research done by both authors between 2014 and 2018. All were volun-
teers and where possible given feedback. One sample was comprised of 301 
participants from around the world who were required to be employed, 
full-time. They were tested online with the Amazon-Turk software and paid 
£1.00 to participate. The second sample was composed of 183 participants 
from an assessment center and included managers and senior managers work-
ing in multinational companies within Europe. Senior managers in this sample 
were head-of-company-level seniority. The third sample of 295 participants was 

https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2020.118074


I. MacRae, A. Furnham 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/psych.2020.118074 1131 Psychology 
 

composed of officers in the UK Armed Forces at the rank of major or equivalent. 
Table 1 details the sample sizes and the instruments administered to partici-
pants in each sample. 

The overall sample was composed of 779 employed, working professionals 
from over 25 countries, primarily from the UK (66.8%), Canada (10.8%), South 
Africa (4.4%), Singapore (4.4%) and Norway (2.3%). The sample includes 574 
men and 205 women, ages ranged from 17 to 64. The mean age was 39.46 (SD: 
9.05). Respondents represented a wide range of occupations, industries and po-
sitions within the company. Main occupations represented were Business, Man-
agement and Finance (41.2%), Armed Forces (37.9%), and mechanical trades 
(8.7%). Unpaid respondents were offered an individual profile describing their 
results on a personality test online to motivate them. 

All participants in every sample were required to be in full time employment. 
Testing was conducted online. Pairwise deletion was used for missing data. 

2.2. Instruments 
2.2.1. High-Flyers 
The 78-item High Potential Trait Inventory (HPTI) is a modification of the High 
Potential Traits Indicator Inventory (HFPI) based on research presented in Ma-
cRae and Furnham (2014), and MacRae (2012). Participants rate their agreement 
with statements about their thoughts, feelings, behaviours, and others’ percep-
tions of them at work, using a 7-point Likert scale anchored with Strongly Agree 
and Strongly Disagree at opposing ends. In previous studies (MacRae, 2012) the 
initial development of the HFPI was based on a 101-item questionnaire with 
items distributed equally on 9 hypothesized scales, designed to measure a varia-
tion of McCall’s dimensions of High-Flyers. The factorial structure was tested 
with a group of 461 working professionals and revised to improve the parsimony 
of the factor structure. An improved, 6-factor structure was suggested based on 
the results, and 53 of the original HFPI items were retained, and 25 added based 
on pilot work. 

2.2.2. NEO Personality Inventory Form S (NEO-PI-R; McCrae, & Costa,  
1985) 

The NEO is a five factor measures of the personality traits Openness to  
 
Table 1. Overview of samples and instruments used. 

 
International 
Professionals 

(N = 301) 

European 
Managers 
(N = 183) 

UK Armed Forces 
(N = 295) 

Sample Size of 
each Instrument 

HPTI ✓ ✓ ✓ 779 

FFM   ✓ 295 

Subjective Success ✓ ✓ ✓ 779 

Managerial Level  ✓  183 
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Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Neurotic-
ism. The NEO-PI-R responds using a 5-point Likert scale to rate their agree-
ment with 240 self-descriptive statements anchored between strongly agree and 
strongly disagree. 

2.2.3. Subjective Success 
Participants were asked to rate their own success at work, on a 7-point Likert 
scale anchored at Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree “I am very successful in 
my line of work”. This can be interpreted as an indicator of Silzer & Church’s 
(2009) foundational potential because it relates to general performance which is 
not task or occupation specific. Responses ranged from 1 to 7 (M = 5.28, SD = 
1.09. It was used in the study by Teodorescu et al. (2017) and shows a normal 
distribution. 

2.3. Procedure 

All participants completed the study online. All three groups were contacted by 
the two authors and an explanation for the study given. All received a full report 
on their results. The response rate was around 70%. Where participants wanted 
clarification of their results, these were provided. Before the test was administra-
tion was done, departmental ethics permission was sought and received. 

3. Results 
3.1. Descriptive Statistics 

Table 2 shows descriptive statistics and alpha values for each of the subscales. 
All subscales have acceptable alpha levels (greater than 0.70 for initial scale de-
velopment) indicating sufficient reliability (Yang & Green, 2011).  

Women had slightly higher HPTI conscientiousness, curiosity, and courage in 
the samples, although the effect size was small. Consistent with previous findings 
(Chapman, Duberstein, Sorensen, & Lyness, 2008; Hyde, 2005) women had 
much higher neuroticism scores on the NEO inventory than men, with a large 
effect size (shown in Table 3). 

3.2. Six Factor Model Fit 

Conscientiousness, ambiguity acceptance, and courage all had acceptable SRMR  
 
Table 2. Descriptive statistics and alpha values for HPTI sub-scales (all samples). 

 Items Min Max Mean SD α 

Conscientiousness 13 37 90 71.43 8.62 0.77 

Adjustment 13 19 78 53.39 9.97 0.78 

Curiosity 13 31 84 64.83 8.08 0.80 

Ambiguity 13 28 85 56.21 9.08 0.74 

Courage 13 36 87 64.99 8.78 0.72 

Competitiveness 13 20 87 53.92 10.34 0.74 
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Table 3. Gender differences between HPTI and NEO scales. 

Scale Items 
Male Female 

t-test Cohen’s d 
All 

N M SD N M SD Kurtosis Skew 

HPTI 78           

Conscientiousness 13 545 71.07 8.39 198 72.63 9.09 2.20* −0.18 −0.44 0.01 

Adjustment 13 555 53.33 9.73 200 53.55 10.39 0.31 −0.02 −0.3 0.13 

Curiosity 13 563 64.18 8.09 202 66.65 7.77 3.76*** −0.31 −0.11 −0.27 

Ambiguity 13 549 56.18 9.19 201 56.24 8.80 0.08 −0.01 0.15 −0.03 

Courage 13 557 65.54 8.67 201 63.48 9.02 2.86* 0.23 −0.07 −0.06 

Competitiveness 13 561 54.29 10.19 200 52.88 10.79 1.65 0.13 −0.21 0.08 

NEO 60           

Neuroticism 12 234 36.07 7.08 49 41.02 7.41 4.41*** −0.68 0.25 −0.05 

Extraversion 12 227 51.33 5.27 50 51.82 5.95 0.58 −0.09 −0.30 0.10 

Openness 12 232 50.44 5.09 49 51.18 4.60 1.67 −0.15 0.04 −0.18 

Agreeableness 12 235 56.31 4.67 49 57.39 5.03 1.45 −0.19 −0.24 −0.14 

Conscientiousness 12 244 54.89 6.03 49 55.94 6.75 1.09 −0.16 −0.79 1.18 

Note: *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. 

 
values, and the other three sub-scales had levels approaching acceptable levels 
(see Table 4) SRMR values lower than 0.08 is considered good fit (Hu & Bentler, 
1999), 0.5 for RMSEA, greater than 0.95 for CFI. Cutoff value close to 0.08 for 
RMSEA and 0.06 for SRMR. Cutoff RMSEA values up to 0.10 have been deemed 
acceptable; although more recent cut-off guidelines have been proposed at 0.08 
or 0.07 (Hooper et al., 2008), this is not necessary for an early validation. All 
sub-scale SRMR values are below 0.08 in this study. CFI values for all sub-scales 
do not yet reach the recommended CFI values. 

3.3. Convergent Validity (NEO Scales Correlation) 

Pearson correlations were used to explore the relationship between HPTI and 
NEO (see Table 5 and Table 6) While the HPTI was included in all samples, 
only the Armed Forces (N = 295) sample included both the HPTI and NEO. 
Pairwise deletion was used in this analysis. As would be expected: HPTI Con-
scientiousness was significantly positively correlated with NEO Conscientious-
ness; HPTI Curiosity was significantly positively correlated with NEO Openness; 
and HPTI Adjustment was significantly negatively correlated with NEO Neuro-
ticism. This shows encouraging convergent validity between HPTI and NEO va-
riables that would be expected to show convergent validity. There were many 
other significant correlations between variables consistent with previous re-
search in personality psychology.  

3.4. Regression with Subjective Work Success 

This was followed by regressions. First, two regression analyses were performed, 
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Table 4. SEM model fit for HPTI sub-scales from (all samples). 

Scale χ2 d.f. χ2/d.f. CFI RMSEA 90% CI 
p value 
RMSR 

SRMR 

Conscientiousness 440 65 6.77 0.805 0.087 0.080 - 0.095 0.000 0.061 

Ambiguity 256 65 3.94 0.876 0.062 0.054 - 0.070 0.006 0.047 

Courage 346 65 5.32 0.764 0.075 0.067 - 0.717 0.000 0.060 

Adjustment 570 65 8.77 0.735 0.101 0.093 - 0.108 0.000 0.070 

Curiosity 667 65 10.26 0.727 0.109 0.102 - 0.117 0.000 0.078 

Competitiveness 481 65 7.40 0.732 0.091 0.084 - 0.099 0.000 0.068 

Note: χ2, chi square; d.f., degrees of freedom; CFI, comparative fit index; TLI, RMSEA, root mean square 
error of approximation, 90. 

 
Table 5. Scale intercorrelations (HPTI all samples, NEO Armed Forces sample). 

 
NEO 

N 
NEO 

E 
NEO 

O 
NEO 

A 
NEO 

C 

HPTI Adjustment −0.64*** 0.37*** 0.09 0.45*** 0.38*** 

HPTI Courage −0.52*** 0.40*** 0.04 0.10 0.38*** 

HPTI Competitiveness −0.23*** 0.26*** −0.08 −0.22*** 0.13* 

HPTI Ambiguity −0.46*** 0.22*** 0.27*** 0.13* 0.11 

HPTI Curiosity −0.19** 0.33*** 0.46*** 0.22*** 0.18* 

HPTI Conscientiousness −0.40*** 0.36*** 0.02 0.18* 0.70*** 

Note: *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. 

 
Table 6. Correlations between HPTI and subjective success at work (all samples). 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. HPTI Adjustment - 0.49*** 0.00 0.49*** 0.28*** 0.35*** 0.30*** 

2. HPTI Courage  - 0.28*** 0.51*** 0.43*** 0.54*** 0.34*** 

3. HPTI Competitiveness   - 0.06 0.11** 0.30*** 0.26*** 

4. HPTI Ambiguity    - 0.36*** 0.19*** 0.21*** 

5. HPTI Curiosity     - 0.33*** 0.25*** 

6. HPTI Conscientiousness      - 0.49*** 

7. Work Success       - 

 
Table 7. Selection HPTI factors regression with subjective success (all samples). 

 β t value p value 

Conscientiousness 0.38 9.00 <0.0001 

Competitiveness 0.17 4.33 <0.0001 

Adjustment 0.20 4.73 <0.0001 
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regressing FFA and HPTI traits on subjective work success. The five factor mod-
el alone explained 16% of the variance of subjective success, R2 = 0.16, F(5, 257) 
= 11.13, p < 0.001 while the HPTI alone explained 30% of the variance in subjec-
tive success R2 = 0.30, F(6, 471) = 34.81, p < 0.001. 

The HPTI predicted a significant proportion of the variance in subjective suc-
cess. Furthermore, when regressing both HPTI and FFM variables on subjective 
success, HPTI Conscientiousness, Competitiveness and Adjustment were signif-
icant predictor of subjective success, explaining as much proportion of variance 
as using all HPTI predictors R2 = 0.30, F(6,487) = 69.63, p < 0.001 (as shown in 
Table 7). 

3.5. Predictive Validity 

Two-tailed t-tests were used to compare the personality traits of managers vs. 
senior managers. This used a subset of the data from the dataset of European 
managers . Average scores of managers (N = 43) were compared with the scores 
of managers of managers (senior, strategic management (N = 108)). There were 
significant differences in the personality traits of managers and senior managers 
for Curiosity, Ambiguity, Courage, and Competitiveness. Table 8 shows partic-
ularly large effect sizes for HPTI Curiosity, Ambiguity, Adjustment, and NEO 
Openness. 
 
Table 8. Personality differences between managers and managers of managers. 

Scale 

Manager of 
Managers 

Manager 
t-test Cohen’s d 

All 

M SD M SD Kurtosis Skew 

HPTI         

Conscientiousness 74.85 6.57 73.65 6.96 0.99 0.18 −0.21 −0.64 

Adjustment 58.46 9.43 56.23 8.73 1.34 0.25 −0.21 0.53 

Curiosity 73.47 8.11 66.58 8.01 4.73*** 0.85 −0.17 −0.74 

Ambiguity 62.06 9.90 55.77 8.48 3.66*** 0.68 0.03 −0.39 

Courage 72.51 7.34 66.12 7.29 4.84*** 0.87 −0.16 −0.40 

Competitiveness 56.31 10.11 53.02 10.60 1.78* 0.32 −0.22 −0.40 

NEO-PI-RI         

Neuroticism 62.06 20.62 68.09 19.90 1.64 −0.30 0.07 −0.22 

Extraversion 131.38 19.09 122.23 22.91 2.51** 0.43 −0.31 0.67 

Openness 123.40 17.54 110.91 14.96 4.11*** 0.77 −0.01 −0.40 

Agreeableness 123.38 12.88 127.14 14.18 1.56 −0.28 0.30 0.69 

Conscientiousness 136.44 16.27 137.26 13.97 0.29 −0.05 −0.35 0.28 

Note: Data from subset of general professional sample, N = 183. 
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4. Discussion 

The findings in this study suggest the factorial structure of the HPTI is structu-
rally sound and there are strong indicators of its predictive validity. Of course, 
further research will be essential to clarify exactly which traits contribute directly 
and indirectly to different measures of subjective and objective performance and 
potential. Items have not been removed in this study, because more research is 
required to improve the model fit without compromising predictive validity. 
Further research is required to make theory-based decisions about scale revision 
without making arbitrary decisions based on theoretical cut-off values. 

Conscientiousness, Adjustment, and Competitiveness are significant predic-
tors of general, subjective success at work. Curiosity, Ambiguity Acceptance, and 
Courage traits appear at significantly higher levels in senior management. The 
evidence from this study points strongly to all HPTI traits associated with meas-
ures of performance and success. However, it is both obvious and unsurprising 
that there is not a simple linear model where all six traits predict a single out-
come variable. This may indicate there are core personality traits associated with 
success in any task or career at work and in fact, foundational potential. FFM 
conscientiousness and neuroticism have been consistently shown to be corre-
lated with general measures of work performance (Barrick, et al., 2003). Whereas 
complementary traits such as curiosity, ambiguity acceptance, and courage may 
be required for specific job demands such as those of senior leadership. Also of 
importance to note, the effect sizes are very large for HPTI traits, while lower for 
FFM measures, and in many cases non-significant. This suggests the HPTI is 
picking up on key work-related differences inherent in trait requirements. While 
correlations are high between overlapping Big 5 and HPTI measures such as 
Conscientiousness r(272) = 0.70, p < 0.001, curiosity with openness r(272) = 
0.46, p < 0.001, and Adjustment with Neuroticism r(272) = −0.64, p < 0.001 
these differences in work samples clearly suggest the HPTI is tapping into the 
fundamental individual differences at work. Furthermore, personality differenc-
es between managers show the effect size is larger for HPTI curiosity than 
five-factor openness. There are high correlations within and between the HPTI 
and NEO personality traits, which we would expect, however, these findings in-
dicate greater predictive validity of the HPTI for indicators of success and per-
formance at work. 

Although previous research has found significant gender differences on key 
personality traits such as neuroticism (Chapman et al., 2007). There were few 
gender differences on the HPTI, and the significant gender differences had very 
modest effect sizes. While HPTI adjustment is a similar construct to FFM neuro-
ticism, the HPTI is more focused on thoughts, emotions and behaviours at work. 
Hyde (2005) also suggests the social context can drastically affect gender differ-
ence results, so the focus of the HPTI on thoughts and behaviour in a work con-
text may affect this. It is also important to note, although the gender differences 
are statistically significant, the effect sizes indicate in applied uses the HPTI 
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would not significantly favour either men or women in a hiring process, al-
though employee selection decisions made using the NEO might. 

The results of this study were similar to that of Teodorescu et al. (2017) who 
correlated the six HPTI traits with five subjective and three objective (e.g. in-
come, last promotion) measures of success which were examined the item and 
totaled level. Nearly all correlations were significant (0.11 < r < 0.30; N = 383). 
When both measures of success were combined, a stepwise regression indicated 
age, Conscientiousness, and Competitiveness accounted for 19.5% of the va-
riance. They noted that they were consistent with previous findings. Further Ng 
et al. (2005) argued objective and subjective measures of success may be con-
ceptually distinct as evidenced by the weak correlations between each other. 
Thus, these may be predicted by different factors. Ng et al. (2005) suggest per-
sonality traits may be more relevant for predicting subjective measures of suc-
cess which are more strongly associated to psychological well-being and personal 
assessment, while human capital and demographics may be better predictors of 
objective measures of success. This idea remains to be tested (Furnham, 2017). 

5. Conclusion 

This study provided psychometric evidence for the HPTI: a personality measure 
useful for identifying talented people in the workplace. It is being used in various 
research studies (Furnham & Treglown, 2018) as it promises to be an eminently 
useful and valid measure for identifying talented people in the workplace. 

Like all others this paper had limitations. Three are particularly important. 
The first was not having a number of reliable objective measures of success like 
income, promotions, and appraisal data. The second was not having a large rela-
tively homogeneous work sample from a single large organization. The third was 
not having longitudinal data to show how the traits predict over time. 

Although some of the sub-scale reliability is good, and some SEM fit indices 
such as RMSEA and SRMR are acceptable, further work needs to be done on the 
scale to improve the CFI fit. The strong evidence from convergent and predictive 
validity indicates the scales are potentially very useful. The iterative process of 
scale development means repeated testing and improvement of scales, and initial 
scales do not always require the same rigorous, and arbitrary cut-off scores (John 
& Soto, 2007). Thus, the scale should be investigated further for measures of 
predictive validity and adjustments may need to be made to the scale so it has a 
better fit with the proposed models to improve the construct validity. Further 
research is required to test the HPTI with additional measures of subjective and 
objective success to improve model fit without compromising predictive validity. 

One obvious way forward would be to use Item Response Theory to test the 
model which is the next step in our research endeavor.  
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