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Abstract 

It was hypothesized that character strengths relate to job performance. Both constructs were 

investigated with respect to their currently known dimensions (i.e., 24 character strengths; job 

performance: task performance, job dedication, interpersonal facilitation, organizational 

support) to get a comprehensive overview of their co-occurrence. Two samples, 318 and 108 

employees, respectively, filled in measures assessing character strengths as traits and their 

usefulness at work, and the job performance dimensions. For sample 2, also supervisors 

judged the employees’ job performance. Based on this set of two samples we show replicable 

associations between character strengths and job performance (self-reports and supervisory 

ratings). Furthermore, the number of individual strengths beneficial at work was related to 

job performance. These promising findings open a new field for research on human 

performance. 

Keywords: character strengths; job performance; task performance; contextual 

performance; signature strengths 
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The Role of Character Strengths for Task Performance, Job Dedication, Interpersonal 

Facilitation, and Organizational Support 

Researchers in the field of positive psychology postulate that morally positively 

valued personality traits – character strengths – help people to flourish and lead them to good 

and right behavior (Peterson & Seligman, 2004). The right behavior can be being productive 

or profitable (Peterson & Park, 2006), and therefore, it is hypothesized that the possession of 

specific character strengths is related to productive or profitable behavior at work (i.e., job 

performance). There is first empirical evidence that character strengths do matter at work. For 

example, character strengths are related to job satisfaction across different occupations 

(Peterson, Park, Hall, & Seligman, 2009; Peterson, Stephens, Park, Lee, & Seligman, 2010). 

The character strength “capacity to love and be loved” predicted cadets’ accomplishments as 

leaders (Peterson & Park, 2006). The application of strengths at work relates to various 

positive outcomes like increasing productivity (up to 12.5%) and decreasing turnover rates 

(up to 50%) (cf., Hodges & Asplund, 2010). 

Taking theory and first empirical evidence together, it is to be expected that character 

strengths are significantly related to job performance. To get a broader overview of how the 

character strengths and job performance co-occur, both constructs will be examined with 

respect to their currently known dimensions (i.e., 24 character strengths; four dimension of 

job performance: task performance as well as job dedication, interpersonal facilitation, and 

organizational support as dimensions of contextual performance1). Studying exclusively self-

rating data can be criticized as the relationships might be artificially inflated due to the 

common method variance (Doty & Glick, 1998) and single sample studies do not provide 

                                                
1 Sometimes a further dimension of job performance is discussed in literature, namely 
counterproductive behavior, which has a negative value for the organizational effectiveness (e.g., 
Viswesvaran & Ones, 2000). However, character strengths are classified as positive traits (Peterson & 
Seligman, 2004) and are, thus, more likely related to positive behavior such as task and contextual 
performance. Therefore, it was decided not to investigate counterproductive behavior in the present 
research. 
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information on replicability of results. Therefore, a study was conducted including a total of 

two samples of employees (providing self-ratings in character strengths and job performance) 

and one sample of supervisors (providing supervisory ratings in job performance for one of 

the employee samples) from various occupations. 

This paper presents the first results on the relationships between 24 character 

strengths as narrow, morally valued personality traits and four different dimensions of job 

performance. Data derived from two different samples will be presented showing replicable 

results regarding the correlations between character strengths and job performance. In doing 

so, this paper introduces the character strengths as a new set of narrow personality traits that 

validly predict different aspects of job performance. Although, the present paper describes 

cross-sectional data, results may indicate specific character strengths that (research on) 

personnel selection and human resource development might consider as predictors for job 

performance. 

The 24 character strengths 

The Values in Action (VIA) classification of strengths includes 24 character strengths 

defined as positively valued trait-like individual differences with demonstrable generality 

across different situations and stability across time that manifest in the range of individuals’ 

thoughts, feelings, and behaviors (Peterson & Seligman, 2004). By definition, character 

strengths are widely recognized and desired across cultures (Peterson & Seligman, 2004). 

Additionally, researchers have found empirical support indicating character strengths are 

observed and valued cross-culturally (cf., Biswas-Diener, 2006; Park, Peterson, & Seligman, 

2006). The 24 character strengths were derived from an extensive review of sources 

describing human strengths, which included literature on good character (from psychiatry, 

youth development, philosophy, and psychology) and brainstorming in core groups of 

scholars (see Peterson & Seligman, 2004, for a detailed description). To reduce the initial list 

of human strengths, 10 criteria were used to identify character strengths (see Peterson & 
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Seligman, 2004, for a detailed description). For example, characteristics not valued across 

cultures (e.g., cleanliness, frugality, and silence) were excluded and redundancies were 

combined. Furthermore, character strengths are fulfilling (i.e., contribute to individual 

fulfillment, satisfaction, and happiness broadly construed), morally valued (i.e., are valued in 

their own right and not for tangible outcomes they may produce; although strengths can and 

do produce desirable outcomes), and do not diminish others (i.e., elevate others who witness 

them, producing admiration, not jealousy). Table 1 shows the 24 character strengths included 

in the VIA classification and short definitions describing their core meaning. 

Insert Table 1 about here 

The definitions in Table 1 highlight the closeness of the character strengths as positive 

traits to actual behavior. The character strengths included in the VIA classification differ 

from the personality traits that emerged from the psycho-lexical approaches of personality 

(e.g., Angleitner, Ostendorf, & John, 1990; Norman, 1963). Within the Big Five tradition 

valued, desirable traits were excluded intentionally as Allport (1937) regarded character as 

being unnecessary to describe personality. Allport thought valued traits should be kept 

separate from personality and, therefore, separated personality and character. Irrespective of 

being more valued some strengths go beyond the traditional Big Five (especially those of 

transcendence and theological strengths) – maybe especially at the accentuated end of the 

traits. Character strengths fulfill 10 criteria that are not successfully applicable to personality 

traits. Some strengths do overlap with selected Big Five traits (maximum correlation .65 that 

is below internal consistencies of the scales measuring the strengths and traits, and that, 

therefore, indicated uniqueness of concepts despite overlapping aspects). 

Interestingly, prior research indicates that morally valued behavior matters in the 

work context. For example, Schmidt and Hunter (1998) highlighted the role of integrity tests 

in the prediction of job performance. The VIA classification as a multidimensional approach 
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of positive, morally valued traits now brings the advantage to study the relationships between 

positive individual differences (e.g., integrity, fairness, and persistence) and job performance 

in a more sophisticated way. 

Personality manifests in behavior and therefore predicts behavior by definition (e.g., 

Eysenck & Eysenck, 1987; Pervin, Cervone, & John, 2005). As character strengths are 

personality traits this holds true for them as well. Hence, character strengths manifest in an 

individual’s behavior (Peterson & Seligman, 2004) and are, therefore, expected to relate to 

positive behavior in the workplace. Job performance can be seen as such a positive behavior 

in the workplace as it is defined as the aggregated value of the discrete behavioral episodes 

that an individual performs over a standard interval of time for the organization (Motowidlo, 

2003). 

The dimensions of job performance 

Job performance can be task- (i.e., doing job-specific tasks) and context-related (e.g., 

coordination among team members, compliance with instructions) as both aspects account 

nearly equal amounts of variance in overall performance ratings (Borman, White, & Dorsey, 

1995). Task performance is the in-role behavior as it is defined in job descriptions (Katz, 

1964; Williams & Anderson, 1991). It refers to the transformation of raw materials into the 

goods and services that are the organization’s products (e.g., selling merchandise, operating a 

production machine, and teaching) and to activities like replenishing the raw materials to 

maintain the technical core (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993). Contextual performance is a set of 

interpersonal and volitional behaviors that support the social and motivational context in 

which organizational work is accomplished. It does not contribute to the organization’s core 

processes, but maintains or improves aspects in the organization necessary for the core to 

function well (Katz & Kahn, 1978; Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996). Contextual 

performance is also known as citizenship performance and extra-role behavior (e.g., Borman, 

Penner, Allen, & Motowidlo, 2001; Coleman & Borman, 2000; Williams & Anderson, 1991) 
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and is similar (but not identical) to organizational citizenship behavior (Motowidlo, 2000). 

Job dedication, interpersonal facilitation, and organizational support are distinguishable 

dimensions of contextual performance (cf. Borman et al., 2001; Coleman & Borman, 2000). 

Job dedication (also labeled as conscientious initiative and job/task citizenship 

performance) means that an employee persists with extra enthusiasm to complete own tasks 

successfully. It further refers to voluntarily carrying out tasks that are not formally part of the 

job, and to ask for challenging tasks (Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996). Interpersonal 

facilitation (also known as personal support and interpersonal citizenship performance) 

includes helping and cooperating with others as well as assisting co-workers to perform. 

Thereby interpersonal facilitation helps to maintain the interpersonal and social context 

needed to for effective task performance in an organizational setting (Van Scotter & 

Motowidlo, 1996). Organizational support (also labeled as organizational citizenship 

performance) is the following of organizational rules and procedures, endorsing, supporting 

and defending organizational objectives (Borman et al., 2001; Coleman & Borman, 2000). 

The relationships between character strengths and job performance 

In their theory about individual differences in task and contextual performance, 

Motowidlo, Borman, and Schmit (1997) highlight that personality variables are have a 

stronger association with contextual performance (dimensions) than to task performance and 

task performance has a stronger association with cognitive ability variables. Nevertheless, 

they expect that traits have an impact on task performance as well and ability on contextual 

performance. In line with this theory, we expected stronger associations of the character 

strengths as positive traits with the contextual performance dimensions than with task 

performance. However, substantial correlations between character strengths and task 

performance are expected as well. Behaviors “such as volunteering, persisting, cooperating, 

and do forth are not likely to be strongly related to individual differences in knowledge, 

skills, and abilities. Instead, such behaviors are probably better predicted by individual 
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differences in interpersonal skills and motivation. Thus, personality variables should be better 

predictors of contextual performance than of task performance” (Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 

1994, p. 476). As character strengths are personality variables we transferred these 

assumptions to these positive traits. 

However, we did not expect all character strengths to be related to all dimensions of 

job performance. As different character strengths relate to different patterns of positive 

behavior and it was expected that different character strengths are associated with different 

dimensions of job performance. Therefore, more detailed hypotheses about the relationships 

between single character strengths and the job performance dimensions were formulated. 

First, across different occupations, task performance may be especially correlated 

perseverance and self-regulation, as these character strengths help finishing work tasks. 

Additionally, honesty is expected to correlate with task performance, because it assists 

judging the quality of one’s work in an authentic way and contributing one’s share with 

integrity. This behavior seems to be generally profitable at work, whereas other character 

strengths like religiousness do not seem to relate to profitable behaviors by content. Second, 

the interpersonal (e.g., kindness) and civic strengths (e.g., teamwork) directly refer to human 

interaction in groups and in dyads. Therefore, these strengths should strongly relate to 

interpersonal facilitation and organizational support. Third, as job dedication entails 

persisting with extra enthusiasm, job dedication is expected to profit from character strengths 

like perseverance and self-regulation because they assist persistence. Furthermore, job 

dedication includes asking for new and challenging tasks, and therefore, relations to bravery, 

curiosity, and love of learning are also expected to strongly relate to job dedication. Bravery 

may go along with venturing on difficult task. Curiosity and love of learning enable the 

interest in new assignments. 

Furthermore, there may not only be direct but also indirect associations between the 

24 character strengths and the four dimensions of job performance. Character strengths can 
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be ranked for each individual with respect to how central they are to the person. Peterson and 

Seligman (2004) postulate that most people have between three and seven core or “signature” 

strengths that are most central for the person. Signature strengths are the ones that “a person 

owns, celebrates, and frequently exercises” (p. 18). Especially those activities congruent with 

the individual’s signature strengths are fulfilling and most valued (Peterson & Seligman, 

2004). In line with this, Park and Peterson (2007, p. 299) reported that “people most valued 

[…] a job […] congruent with their own particular strengths of character” (i.e., their signature 

strengths). Signature strengths come with a package of 10 criteria (see Peterson & Seligman, 

2004). For example, after applying a signature strength one feels invigorated rather than tired. 

Furthermore, people applying a signature strength learn new information more quickly etc. 

This allows predicting that people will perform better at work when applying their signature 

strengths. Therefore, we assumed an impact of the degree of congruence between the job 

tasks and the individual signature strengths (i.e., the usefulness of signature strengths for 

doing the job tasks) on the dimensions of job performance. This congruence should not to be 

confused with but might be similar to the fit between a person and the work as often 

highlighted in psychological research as being decisive for job performance (e.g., Caplan, 

1987; Kristof, 1996). 

In the present research the operationalization of the degree of congruence between the 

job tasks and the individual signature strengths was based on the employee’s self-description 

and the description of the job regarding the character strengths. For the description of the job, 

it will be of interest how useful (i.e., the degree of being beneficial vs. detrimental) character 

strengths-related behavior is for the completion of the work tasks. Character strengths-related 

behavior might not always be useful for completing the work tasks. For example, too much 

curiosity when governing very sensitive data might go along with too much time spent 

reading individual entries (i.e., nosiness; Peterson, 2006). For the description of the 

employee, his or her individual signature strengths are of relevance. The individually 
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determined degree of the congruence between the job tasks and the individual signature 

strengths is defined as the number of the individual’s signature strengths that are beneficial at 

work (cf., Harzer & Ruch, 2012, in press, for a very similar approach). Thus, congruence is in 

degrees. When there is "congruence", there is variation in both the strengths and in the 

applicability. 

Aims of the present study 

The present paper aimed at investigating the relationships between the 24 character 

strengths and the four dimensions of job performance. Specific character strengths were 

expected to relate to specific dimensions of job performance as both refer to specific 

behaviors; character strengths to behavior in general and job performance to behavior at 

work. Two independent samples were studied to test for the replicability of the results. 

Furthermore, performance ratings in the second sample were based on self-reports as well as 

supervisors’ judgments on task performance, job dedication, interpersonal facilitation, and 

organizational support. The combination of supervisory ratings for the dimensions of job 

performance and self-ratings of character strengths was used to control for inflated 

correlations due to common method variance (Doty & Glick, 1998) as utilizing only 

supervisory ratings or self-descriptions may lead to inflated correlation coefficients between 

the dimensions of job performance and the character strengths. A great interest was taken in 

the results, which could be found across the two samples as well as across self-reports and 

supervisory ratings of the dimensions of job performance. 

One might argue against the usage of self-ratings for the dimensions of job 

performance. Nevertheless, they help to study the nomological network of the associations 

between character strengths and job performance as they provide information on the pattern 

of associations (cf., Luthans, Avolio, Avey, & Norman, 2007). Due to the common method 

variance (Doty & Glick, 1998), relationships between self-rated variables describe the upper 

bound of correlations. Nevertheless, we expected the pattern of correlations between the 
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character strengths and the dimensions of job performance to be the same across rating 

sources of job performance, but numerically smaller coefficients for the correlations between 

the supervisory ratings of job performance and the self-rated character strengths. 

Furthermore, agreement of self-reports and supervisory ratings of the dimensions of 

job performance should be satisfactory to show that self-reports and supervisory ratings are 

measures of the same performance construct. Variance in the ratings of job performance is 

usually restricted, for example, because of personnel selection (i.e., those who cannot 

perform certain behavior are selected out), vocational training, and interventions on the job 

(LeBreton, Burgess, Kaiser, Atchley, & James, 2003). Interrater correlation is, therefore, 

doubted to be “a proper measurement of reliability” (Kasten & Nevo, 2008, p. 180) as 

correlation-based estimates of rating similarity are attenuated (LeBreton et al., 2003). Hence, 

interrater reliability can be low when manifest agreement among raters is high (Kozlowski & 

Hattrup, 1992). LeBreton et al. (2003) recommended the rwg proposed by James, Demaree, 

and Wolf (1984) as a non-correlational index of rating similarity. The rwg as index for 

interrater agreement was used in a number of other studies (e.g., Biemann, Cole, & Voelpel, 

2012; Hendricks & Payne, 2007; Marks, 2009). Accordingly, rwg was utilized in the present 

study to examine the agreement of self-reports and supervisory ratings of the dimensions of 

job performance.2 

The purpose of this study was threefold. First, we evaluated the amount of shared 

variance between character strengths and job performance to examine the conceptual overlap 

between these two groups of constructs. Second, we examined the relationships between each 

                                                
2 The rwg by James et al. (1984) has been criticized. For example, the assumption of the uniform null 
distribution (without bias; answering options have the same probability to be selected due to random 
response pattern) as the referring distribution for random answers was questioned (e.g., Brown & 
Hauenstein, 2005; Kotzlowski & Hattrup, 2002; LeBreton et al., 2003). A (moderately) skewed null 
distribution was suggested to take into account that effects of vocational training and personnel 
selection lead to an upward bias in performance ratings (LeBreton et al., 2003). Therefore, we utilized 
the moderately skewed null distribution (with bias referring to effects of vocational training and 
personnel selection which lead to an upward bias) as a lower bound estimate of agreement and the 
uniform null distribution as the upper bound estimate of agreement (also cf. Kotzlowski & Hattrup, 
2002). 
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of the 24 character strengths and task performance, job dedication, interpersonal facilitation, 

and organizational support to test the hypotheses and to get a general overview of the 

relationships on a more exploratory level. Third, we studied the indirect relationships 

between character strengths and the dimensions of job performance by means of the 

intercorrelations between the number of the individual’s signature strengths that are 

beneficial at work and the dimensions of job performance. 

Methods 

Participants 

Sample 1 consisted of 318 German-speaking employees (71 men, 247 women) from 

various occupations like sales personnel, engineers, career counselors, and office workers. 

Largest groups (n ≥ 10) were n = 22 teachers, and n = 14 nurses. The mean age of the total 

sample was 41.46 years (SD = 10.41; ranging from 18-64 years). Participants were highly 

educated; n = 169 indicated having a Master’s degree, and n = 19 a PhD, n = 66 finished an 

apprenticeship, n = 38 the A-level, and n = 25 the secondary school (one missing). 

Participants had part time jobs of at least 50% up to full time work (M = 90.58, SD = 16.32; n 

= 221 had 100% of employment). Mean job tenure was 8.73 years (SD = 8.92). 

Sample 2 consisted of 108 German-speaking employees (40 men, 68 women) and 

their 108 supervisors (74 men, 34 women) from various occupations like sales personnel, 

engineers, computer scientist, career counselors, and office workers. Largest groups of 

employees were n = 4 lawyers, n = 4 teachers, n = 4 police officers, and n = 4 case workers. 

The employees’ mean age of the whole sample was 41.88 years (SD = 10.84; ranging from 

21-62 years). They were highly educated as n = 48 indicated having a Master’s degree and n 

= 8 a PhD; n = 33 finished an apprenticeship, and n = 13 the A-level (and n = 6 finished 

secondary school). Employees had part time jobs of at least 50% up to full time work (M = 

90.33, SD = 15.74; n = 70 had 100% of employment). Mean job tenure was 9.34 years 

(SD = 8.53). Their supervisors’ (74 males, 34 females) mean age was 45.93 years (SD = 8.16; 
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ranging from 25-73 years). The mean for the rating of how well they know the employees (1 

= not at all to 5 = partially to 9 = very well) was 6.63 (SD = 1.09; ranging from 5-9). That 

indicated that the supervisors knew the employees well and were therefore able to judge their 

behavior at the workplace. 

Instruments 

The Values in Action Inventory of Strengths (VIA-IS; Peterson, Park, & Seligman, 

2005) is a self-report questionnaire consisting of 240 items in a 5-point Likert-scale format 

(from 1 = very much unlike me to 5 = very much like me) measuring the 24 character 

strengths of the VIA classification (10 items for each strengths). Items are phrased in 

extremes (e.g., “I am always coming up with new ways to do things”, creativity). The 24 

scales of the German version of the VIA-IS (Ruch, Proyer, Harzer, Park, Peterson, & 

Seligman, 2010) showed high reliability (median α = .77) and high stability over 9 months 

(median test-retest correlation = .73). Independent from the original classification of 

character strengths analyses of the factor structure3 of the VIA-IS yielded five factors (e.g., 

Peterson & Seligman, 2004; Ruch et al., 2010). These were emotional strengths (e.g., bravery 

and hope), interpersonal strengths (e.g., leadership and kindness), strengths of restraint (e.g., 

prudence and self-regulation), intellectual strengths (e.g., creativity and love of learning), and 

theological strengths (e.g., gratitude and religiousness). 

The Usefulness of Character Strengths at Work Scale (UCSWS) is a list of the 24 

character strengths of the VIA classification presented as short content valid paragraphs 

describing the character strengths-related behavior based on the definitions by Peterson and 

Seligman (2004; e.g., kindness: Being nice, helpful, kind, and caring without expecting any 

reward). Respondents were asked to rate the extent to which each of the character strengths is 

                                                
3 Peterson and Seligman (2004) highlighted that an individual of good character may display one or 
two strengths within a group of strengths (e.g., civic strengths) and that one individual will rarely (if 
ever) display all strengths within a group of strengths. Consequently, factor analyses might not be the 
method of choice to test the original classification of strengths. Nevertheless, the internal structure of 
the VIA-IS is of interest to see which character strengths co-occur within individuals. 
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advantageous/facilitating/useful/beneficial vs. disadvantageous/aggregative/inhibitory/ 

detrimental for the completion of the work tasks (from 1 = very detrimental to 5 = neither 

detrimental, nor beneficial to 9 = very beneficial). 

The Task Performance Questionnaire (TPQ; Williams & Anderson, 1991) is a 

questionnaire for supervisory ratings on task performance consisting of 7 items (two items 

are reversed scored) in a 7-point Likert-scale format (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly 

agree) measuring in-role behavior independent from occupational groups. A sample item is 

“He/she adequately completes assigned duties”. The reported internal consistency is very 

satisfying (α = .80-.96; Diefendorff, Brown, Kamin, & Lord, 2002; Williams & Anderson, 

1991). 

The Job Dedication Questionnaire (JDQ; Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996) is a 

questionnaire for supervisory ratings in job dedication consisting of 8 items in a 5-point 

Likert-scale format (from 1 = very much unlike him/her to 5 = very much like him/her) 

describing extra effort, persistence, and discipline. A sample item is “He/she puts in extra 

hours to get work done on time”. The reported internal consistency is high (α = .94-.95; Van 

Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996). 

The Interpersonal Facilitation Questionnaire (IFQ; Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996) 

is a questionnaire for supervisory ratings on interpersonal facilitation consisting of 7 items in 

a 5-point Likert-scale format (from 1 = very much unlike him/her to 5 = very much like 

him/her) describing helpful, cooperative, and considerate behaviors. A sample item is 

“He/she praises coworkers when they are successful”. The reported internal consistency is 

high (α = .89-.93; Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996). 

The Organizational Support Questionnaire (OSQ) is a questionnaire for supervisory 

ratings on organizational support consisting of 13 items in a 5-point Likert-scale format (from 

1 = very much unlike him/her through 5 = very much like him/her), which describe behavior 

indicating loyalty and allegiance to the organization one is employed by. A sample item is 
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“He/she endorses, supports, or defends organizational objectives”. The authors of the present 

paper used the items presented in an expert rating study (Coleman & Borman, 2000), in 

which experts (i.e., psychologists working in or consulting organizations) categorized 

contextual performance behavior as described in the literature with organizational support as 

one of the categories (e.g., Brief & Motowidlo, 1986; Borman & Motowidlo, 1993). 

Procedure 

German version of the job performance measures. The present study used German 

translations of the TPQ, JDQ, IFQ, and OSQ. Three psychologists independently translated 

the items and the initial versions of the German TPQ, JDQ, IFQ, and OSQ were created by 

committee approach (Butcher & Pancheri, 1976). A bilingual linguist back-translated these 

versions and a native speaker compared the two English language versions. A few 

modifications were made to the initial version, and items were checked for understandability. 

Self-rating versions of the job performance measures. Usually the questionnaires 

assessing the dimensions of job performance measure the job performance as judged by the 

supervisors. For utilization as self-rating questionnaires the items were rephrased to suit self-

ratings but were equal regarding content. A sample item is “I endorse, support, or defend 

organizational objectives” (organizational support). Likert-style answer format analogously 

ranged from 1 = very much unlike me through 5 = very much like me. 

Reliabilities of the German self-rating versions were investigated in a pilot study with 

N = 168 currently employed participants (age: M = 37.00, SD = 18.30, ranging from 18-81 

years). Internal consistencies were satisfactory with Cronbach alpha coefficients of .75, .80, 

.76, and .87 for the German TPQ, JDQ, IFQ, and OSQ, respectively. 

Data collection. Employees of sample 1 and 2 were recruited in several ways to 

obtain heterogeneous samples. For example, people were informed about the survey by press 

coverage (e.g., newspaper and several magazines), online (through a website offering 

information about psychological studies), and email (those who had already registered on a 
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well established website for research purposes and stated interest in participating in future 

studies). Participants completed the questionnaires and provided information on 

demographics via the Internet. Respondents were not paid for participating, but were given a 

feedback of individual results when they expressed interest. 

After completing the questionnaires, the employees of sample 2 asked their 

supervisors to fill in the supervisory rating. Matching of rater and ratee was done by means of 

a code that the employees created themselves and communicated to their supervisors. 

Employees and supervisors filled in the questionnaires independent from each other. 

Supervisory ratings were not part of the feedback and both the employees and the supervisors 

were informed about this in advance. 

Results 

Preliminary analyses 

For an examination of the measurements, means, standard deviations, skewness, and 

kurtosis were computed for the VIA-IS and the UCSWS as well as for the TPQ, JDQ, IFQ, 

and OSQ in the self- and supervisory ratings, respectively. Furthermore, reliability analyses 

were conducted (see Table 2 for the results of sample 1 and 2). 

Insert Table 2 about here 

Table 2 shows that the VIA-IS demonstrated satisfactory variability and high 

reliability with a median of internal consistencies of .79 and .78 in sample 1 and sample 2, 

respectively. The means of the ratings in the UCSWS indicated that the behavior related to 

the character strengths (except modesty and religiousness) was rated at least as slightly 

beneficial (M ≥ 5.5). The cognitive strengths (creativity, curiosity, judgment, love of 

learning) as well as the character strengths perspective, perseverance, and social intelligence 

demonstrated the numerically highest ratings. Nevertheless, on an individual level the full 

range of the answer format (1 = very detrimental to 9 = very beneficial) was used. This 
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indicated the variability of the ratings and that some individuals experienced character 

strengths-related behavior as being very detrimental at their specific workplaces. Frequency 

analyses showed that up to 53 out of 426 participants rated particular character strengths as 

considerable or very detrimental indicating that character strengths did differ in their 

usefulness across various jobs. The two samples did not significantly differ in means of the 

VIA-IS scales and in the ratings in the UCSWS. 

Furthermore, job performance ratings were highly reliable with a median of internal 

consistencies of .82 in the self-ratings and of .83 in the supervisory ratings. However, the 

self-rated job dedication in sample 2 showed a lower, but still satisfying internal consistency 

for research purposes of .69. Item analyses indicated that this was due to the item “put in 

extra hours to get work done in time”. That was consistent with the feedback especially 

employees in sample 2 gave, that they were often prevented from putting in extra hours. 

However, the item was included in the final scale to obtain comparability between the 

samples. Employees of sample 1 and 2 did not significantly differ in the means of the 

performance self-ratings. Variance in performance ratings decreased from self-rating in 

sample 1 to sample 2 with the supervisory ratings showing the smallest standard deviations. 

As expected, minima and maxima in the scales measuring the dimensions of job performance 

indicated range restriction. Especially, the scores in task performance ranged from 3.14 to 

7.00, from 4.00 to 7.00, and from 4.29 to 7.00 in the self-reports of sample 1 and 2 as well as 

in the supervisory ratings, respectively. These findings indicated a ceiling effect in all 

dimensions of job performance but especially in task performance. That might have had an 

impact on the effect sizes of correlation-based relationships to other variables (i.e., it might 

lower them). Nevertheless, skewness (with a tendency of being slightly negative) and 

kurtosis indicated normal distribution. Means in supervisory ratings were significantly higher 

than in self-ratings in sample 2 for all performance scores except interpersonal facilitation. 
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For an examination of the extent of employee-supervisor agreement, rwg (James et al., 

1984) was computed for each of the dimensions of job performance for each pair of 

employee and supervisor. James et al.’s (1984) multi-item rwg (rwg(J)) contrasts the average 

observed item variance between employee and supervisor with that which might be expected 

from random response pattern. The medians of rwg(J) across the employee-supervisor pairs 

were .99, .97, .97, and .99 for task performance, job dedication, interpersonal facilitation, and 

organizational support, respectively, indicating a very strong agreement (cf., LeBreton & 

Senter, 2008).4 

The relationships between character strengths and job performance 

Analyses were conducted stepwise from a more general (multiple correlation with 

composite scores of character strengths factors) to a specific level (zero-order correlation 

between 24 character strengths and four dimensions of job performance). The 24 VIA-IS 

scales were reduced to the five strengths factors (i.e., emotional strengths, interpersonal 

strengths, strengths of restraint, intellectual strengths, and theological strengths) as reported 

in Ruch et al. (2010). A principal component analysis with Varimax rotation was computed 

utilizing the complete data set with the data from sample 1 and 2 (N = 426) to obtain a more 

robust solution (see Table 3 for the factor loadings). 

Insert Table 3 about here 

                                                
4 Also the moderately skewed null distribution (with bias referring to effects of vocational training 
and personnel selection which lead to an upward bias) was utilized (see LeBreton et al., 2003). This 
leads to the lower bound estimates of agreement, whereas the uniform null distribution (without bias; 
answering options have the same probability to be selected due to random response pattern) leads the 
upper bound estimates of agreement (Kotzlowski & Hattrup, 2002). Medians of lower bound 
interrater agreement were .97, .89, .90, and .96 for task performance, job dedication, interpersonal 
facilitation, and organizational support, respectively, indicating a strong to very strong agreement (cf., 
LeBreton & Senter, 2008). 
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The factor analysis resulted in five factors that were highly similar to the solution 

reported by Ruch et al. (2010). The Tucker’s phi coefficients for the corresponding factors 

ranged from .91 to .99. 

For an in depth examination of the relationships between character strengths and job 

performance, several additional analyses were conducted. First, regression analyses with 

each of the dimensions of job performance (i.e., task performance, job dedication, 

interpersonal facilitation, and organizational support) as dependent variable were computed 

to obtain multiple correlations. In the first run, five character strengths factors were entered 

as independent variables and in the second run the 24 character strengths scales (method: 

enter; two separate regression analyses). This was done to examine the overlapping variance 

between the sets of character strengths (5 strengths factors or 24 scales) and each dimension 

of job performance. Second, we investigated the zero-order correlations for each of the 

character strengths with each of the dimensions of job performance. The multiple and zero-

order correlations between the five character strengths factors and the four job performance 

variables as well as between the 24 character strengths scales and the four job performance 

variables for sample 1 and sample 2 are given in Table 4. 

Insert Table 4 about here 

Table 4 shows that there were various associations between character strengths and 

task performance, job dedication, interpersonal facilitation, as well as organizational support. 

Multiple correlations indicated that they shared between 5% and 48% of variance. The zero-

order correlation coefficients for the character strengths scales ranged between -.13 (p > .05; 

N = 108) and .57 (p < .001; N = 318) with a median of absolute coefficients of .26. When 

correcting the correlations for variance restriction in job performance ratings, the correlations 

were between -.28 and .78 with a median of absolute coefficients of .42. For the character 

strengths factors, the correlation coefficients ranged between -.05 (p > .05; N = 108) and .50 
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(p < .001; N = 318) with a median of absolute coefficients of .19. When correcting the 

correlations for variance restriction in job performance ratings, the correlations were between 

-.11 and .72 with a median of absolute coefficients of .31. Self-ratings in the character 

strengths and in the dimensions of job performance were more strongly related to each other 

due to common-method variance than self-ratings in the character strengths and supervisory 

ratings of job performance. Next, the rank order of correlation coefficients was examined to 

check for the similarity of the correlation pattern between the 24 character strengths and each 

of the job performance dimensions. Spearman correlations were computed between each pair 

of the 24 correlation coefficients (i.e., for each dimension of job performance: self-rated 

performance sample 1 and sample 2; self-rated performance sample 1 and supervisor-rated 

performance sample 2; self-rated performance and supervisor-rated sample 2). Spearman 

correlation coefficients indicated that correlation pattern were very similar (i.e., coefficients 

were .47, .44, and .83 for task performance, .53, .63, and .78 for job dedication, .76, .37, and 

.39 for interpersonal facilitation as well as .45, .54, and .41 for organizational support (all 

p < .05 one-tailed). 

The relationships by means of zero-order correlations between character strengths and 

the dimensions of job performance, which occurred across all samples and rating sources 

(i.e., self- and supervisory ratings), were of special interest. An examination of those 

indicated that the expectations were widely met5. Task performance was related to 

perseverance, teamwork, and the strengths of restraint (i.e., honesty, prudence, self-

regulation; ordered according numerically decreasing correlation coefficient to supervisor-

                                                
5 Also partial correlations between the character strengths and the dimensions of job performance 
were computed controlling for the corresponding ratings in the UCSWS. This was done as the ratings 
in the corresponding strengths in the VIA-IS and the UCSWS were slightly related to each other (i.e., 
median was .16 and .28 in sample 1 and sample 2, respectively). Results remained the same as 
correlation coefficients hardly changed (median change of absolute coefficients was .02. .03, and .02 
in sample 1 and in sample 2 for self- and supervisor-rated performance, respectively). Interestingly, 
UCSWS ratings did not consistently relate to the dimensions of job performance when the VIA-IS 
scores were controlled for (except social intelligence and task performance; perspective and hope with 
organizational support). This also highlighted the role of character strengths as positive traits for job 
performance. 
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rated task performance). Job dedication was associated with the strengths of restraint (i.e., 

honesty, prudence, self-regulation; ordered with numerically decreasing correlation 

coefficient to supervisor-rated job dedication). Furthermore, job dedication went along with 

emotional strengths and among those strengths particularly with perseverance and bravery. 

Additionally, it was related to teamwork, curiosity, and love of learning. Interpersonal 

facilitation correlated with teamwork, kindness, leadership, and fairness. Organizational 

support was the dimension of job performance most often related to the character strengths. 

Across all samples and rating sources, all except six character strengths (i.e., forgiveness, 

modesty, appreciation of beauty and excellence, gratitude, humor, and religiousness) were 

robustly related to organizational support. Furthermore, the factors strengths of restraint and 

emotional strengths were associated with organizational support. 

The relationships between the number of the individual’s signature strengths that are 

beneficial at work and job performance 

To examine whether performance scores increased with the degree of congruence 

between the job tasks and the individual signature strengths, several analyses were 

conducted. First, the degree of congruence between the job tasks and the individual signature 

strengths represented by the number of signature strengths useful at work was defined for 

each of the participants. Because we were interested in the signature strengths, only the seven 

numerically highest character strengths within each individual as measured by the VIA-IS 

were included in the analyses. Among those seven, a character strength was only counted as 

being congruent, if two conditions were met. First, the score in the VIA-IS was at least 3.5 on 

a rating scale for the endorsement of strengths-related statements with 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 

and 5 = totally agree to make sure that only those strengths were considered that were 

endorsed at least to a slight extent. It was assumed that people could not successfully show 
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character strengths-relevant behavior at work if they did not possess6 the character strengths 

to at least some extent. Second, the score in the UCSWS needed to be 7 or higher on a rating 

scale where 5 = neither detrimental, nor beneficial, 6 = slightly beneficial, 7 = beneficial, 8 = 

very beneficial, 9 = absolutely beneficial. With the cut-off of 7 it was made sure that the 

strength-related behavior was clearly judged as helpful. This resulted in a score ranging from 

a number of 0 to 7 beneficial signature strengths representing a very low to very high 

congruence between the job tasks and the individual signature strengths. 

Second, correlations between the number of signature strengths useful at work and the 

four dimension of job performance were computed. Table 5 presents the correlation 

coefficients obtained in the samples 1 and 2 as well as in self- and supervisor-rated task 

performance, job dedication, interpersonal facilitation, and organizational support. 

Insert Table 5 about here 

Table 5 shows that – as expected – the number of signature strengths useful at work 

was related to all dimensions of job performance in the self-ratings. The supervisory ratings 

of job dedication, interpersonal facilitation, and organizational support were significantly 

associated with the number of signature strengths useful at work but not with task 

performance. The latter might be due to the ceiling effects in the supervisory ratings of task 

performance. 

Discussion 

The present paper is the first one investigating the relationships between the 24 

character strengths from the VIA classification (Peterson & Seligman, 2004) and four 

dimensions of job performance (i.e., task performance, job dedication, interpersonal 

                                                
6 As it is the case for personality assessment in general, character strengths as personality 
traits are theoretical constructs and it is not possible to possess them technically speaking. 
Nevertheless, one can endorse statements relating to the character strengths and the 
information on this endorsement is used here as a proxy/operationalization for actual 
behaviors that represent the traits of interest. 
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facilitation, and organizational support). Agreement of self-reports and supervisory ratings of 

the dimensions of job performance was very high indicating that self-reports and supervisory 

ratings are measures of the same performance constructs. As expected, character strengths 

were positively related to job performance. Findings were replicable across two samples 

utilizing self- and supervisor-rated performance highlighting the robustness of the findings 

regarding the relationships between character strengths and performance. 

Taken together, character strengths had a stronger relationship with contextual 

performance dimensions than with task performance in terms of the number of significant 

correlations. Nevertheless, character strengths showed consistent associations to task 

performance as well. This is consistent with Motowidlo et al.’s (1997) theory of individual 

differences in task and contextual performance. Among the dimensions of contextual 

performance, organizational support was the one most often co-occurring with the character 

strengths across all samples and rating sources. 

Strengths consistently associated with task performance were perseverance, 

teamwork, honesty, prudence, and self-regulation. The relationship between task performance 

and perseverance, honesty, and self-regulation was anticipated since finishing what one 

starts, acting in a sincere way, and taking responsibility for one’s actions as well as being 

disciplined (Peterson & Seligman, 2004) assumedly relate to proper work outcomes. 

Prudence refers to not taking undue risks and not saying or doing things that might later be 

regretted (Peterson & Seligman, 2004), and therefore, played an important role for task 

performance. Teamwork was related to task performance as well, as doing one’s share within 

a team or organization may relate to proper work outcomes. 

Employees from different occupations were investigated here. Perseverance, 

teamwork, honesty, prudence, and self-regulation seem to be the strengths related to task 

performance across different occupations. Even more strengths (those that emerged in the 

mixed samples reported in the present research and those specific for a job) might be related 
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to task performance when specific job groups are studied, as task performance is the 

proficiency in job-specific tasks (Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996). For example, 

interpersonal character strengths (love, kindness, social intelligence) were especially related 

to satisfaction with work in jobs that explicitly involve other people like teaching or sales 

(Peterson & Park, 2006). The same could result for task performance as well. Future research 

should be conducted to investigate character strengths related to high job performance in 

specific occupations. 

Also consistent with hypotheses, job dedication was associated with perseverance, 

bravery, self-regulation, curiosity, and love of learning. Results indicated that it related to 

additional strengths, namely honesty, prudence, and teamwork. There was some overlap with 

the character strengths related to task performance as job dedication has more conceptual 

overlap with task performance than the other dimensions of contextual performance (Van 

Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996). However, the character strengths of bravery, curiosity, and love 

of learning were unique to job dedication in comparison to task performance. These character 

strengths refer to behaviors like not shrinking back from challenge or difficulty, taking 

interest in all of ongoing experience for its own sake, and mastering new skills. Hence, these 

character strengths may facilitate “extra effort to complete work tasks successfully despite 

difficult conditions and setbacks”, the development of own knowledge and skills, and “taking 

the initiative to accomplish team […] objectives” as parts of job dedication (Borman et al., 

2001, p. 55). 

Interpersonal facilitation was related to the civic and interpersonal character strengths 

as expected as teamwork, leadership, and fairness as well as kindness went along with it. 

These strengths may encourage employees to help and assist co-workers, if necessary. 

Helping, cooperating, and courtesy are inherent aspects of interpersonal facilitation (Borman 

et al., 2001), which may be assisted by positive traits such as teamwork (e.g., being loyal to 

the group), fairness (e.g., giving everyone a fair chance), and kindness (e.g., doing favors and 
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good deeds for others, helping them, and taking care of them). Leadership entails 

encouraging to get things done and at the time also maintaining good relations within the 

group. All these behaviors encourage the motivation of others in the team, which is an 

important aspect of interpersonal facilitation as well (Borman et al., 2001). 

Organizational support was related to all of the character strengths except six (i.e., 

forgiveness, modesty, appreciation of beauty and excellence, gratitude, humor, and 

religiousness) across all samples. The numerically highest associations were for found with 

perseverance, kindness, teamwork, and self-regulation. This dimension of job performance 

entails less performance related issues like enhancing own or others’ accomplishments. It is 

much more related to moral behavior like a positive representation of the organization one is 

employed at and includes promoting it, showing loyalty by staying with it despite hardship, 

and complying with organizational rules (Borman et al., 2001). 

Future studies should be conducted to investigate, whether character strengths would 

be still correlated with job performance when general mental abilities are controlled for. 

Schmidt and Hunter (1998), for example, highlighted the impact of intelligence on job 

performance as (one of) the most important predictors. Character strengths only slightly 

correlate with intelligence (Buschor, Proyer, & Ruch, 2011) and they, therefore, are expected 

to correlate with job performance when general mental abilities are controlled for. However, 

this needs to be further studied. 

The ceiling effect (especially in supervisory-rated task performance) in the ratings of 

job performance might have lowered the associations between character strengths and the 

dimensions of job performance. Especially, in sample 2 the ceiling effect seemed to be 

intensified by the self-selection; only employees working well asked their supervisors to 

judge their job performance. Therefore, it will be of interest to study whole departments or 

teams from different occupations, where all employees are invited to participate and do not 

need to ask their supervisors for their ratings as this would be part of the research program 
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implemented there. Furthermore, one might study beginners who do not have much training 

in their jobs or tenure. Those who will or need to leave a job might be the less well 

performing employees. Both may enable a broader range of job performance scores. 

However, given the range restrictions in the performance ratings, the reported correlation 

coefficients might serve as lower bound estimates of the relationships between character 

strengths and job performance. 

In addition to the previously discussed direct relationships between character 

strengths and job performance, the present research shows that there is an indirect association 

as well, through the number of signature strengths beneficial at work (i.e., the congruence 

between the job and a person). The participants who rated their signature strengths as 

beneficial at work seemed to be the better performer. Results were mixed for task 

performance, as they could not be replicated across all rating sources. This might be (a) due 

to the ceiling effect especially in the supervisory ratings lowering variability and (b) due to 

the single item measurement of the usefulness of strengths at work potentially limiting 

reliability. Nevertheless, the results are very promising. Future research should utilize more 

reliable instruments for the assessment of the usefulness of character strengths at work. 

Additionally, future studies may examine the shape of relationships between job 

performance and the number of signature strengths that are beneficial at work. Specifically, it 

might be of interest to test, whether performance steadily increases with the number of 

signature strengths that are beneficial at work or whether there is a “satiation point” of the 

number of beneficial signature strengths. This “satiation point” may be expected to be located 

between three and seven strengths as this is the hypothesized number of signature strengths 

within individuals stipulated by Peterson and Seligman (2004). That means that with the 

number of three rather than two beneficial signature strengths the level of job performance 

may increase but the increment of predictive validity of any further signature strength may be 

consecutively lower in amount and actually be stagnant past the hypothesized number of 
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signature strengths (Harzer & Ruch, 2012, in press). Results would give interesting insights 

for strengths-related personnel development in order to increase job performance by fostering 

the signature strengths. 

The character strengths-related congruence between the job and a person might be 

interpreted as a new approach for the person-job fit. In terms of Kristof’s (1996) descriptions 

of the fit measurement, in the present research, the fit was operationalized indirectly on an 

individual level. The operationalization of the degree of person-job fit (i.e., the number of 

signature strengths that are beneficial at work) was based on the employee’s self-description 

and the same employee’s description of the job regarding the character strengths. Considering 

the notion of signature strengths (Peterson & Seligman, 2004) a fit score can be computed 

that reflects the number of beneficial signature strengths instead of a difference score 

between the characteristics of an individual and his/her workplace. With the VIA-IS a 

reliable and valid measure for the character strengths of an individual exists (Peterson et al., 

2005; Ruch et al., 2010). Further research should be conducted to develop a measure 

assessing the job demands with multiple items whose reliability in terms of internal 

consistency but also by means of interrater agreement is investigated (cf., Harzer & Ruch, in 

press). Additionally, incremental validity might be studied with respect to common 

operationalizations of person-job fit (e.g., values, abilities; cf., Kristof, 1996) when predicting 

job performance or other work related outcomes like job satisfaction. 

As cross-sectional data were reported in the present study, causality could not be 

inferred and experimental or longitudinal studies are needed to address this issue. Character 

strengths can be modified because they are defined as malleable (Peterson & Seligman, 

2004). Consequently, interventions aimed at fostering job performance can be either designed 

to train character strengths like perseverance or to increase strengths-related person-job fit 

due to changes in the workplace design. Future research may address the utility of these two 

approaches to investigate the circumstances under which they are most appropriate. 
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Furthermore, the role of strengths-related person-job fit for job satisfaction, and flow can be 

examined, as those concepts profit from person-environment fit as well (e.g., 

Csikszentmihalyi, 1990; Verquer, Beehr, & Wagner, 2003). 

The present paper shows that character and job performance are related to each other 

directly and indirectly (i.e., through the congruence between the individual signature 

strengths and the character strengths beneficial at the individual workplace). Different 

character strengths were related to different dimensions of job performance. Hence, character 

strengths seem to be promising narrow, morally valued personality traits regarding the 

prediction of job performance. This finding provides new research opportunities for 

organizational behavior, personnel selection, and personnel development. For example, 

research could be conducted to further explore the role of character strengths at work across 

employees, but also considering the strengths-related person-job fit. Future research may not 

only address performance, but also other outcomes like job satisfaction and calling. 

Furthermore, the study of character strengths may not only be conducted on individual level 

but also on group level as character strengths profiles differ across different occupations (e.g., 

Matthews, Eid, Kelly, Bailey, & Peterson, 2006; Peterson et al., 2010). These profiles can, 

for example, be related to team efficiency or climate and may provide information for 

interventions on team level. 
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Table 1 

The 24 character strengths included in the Values in Action classification of strengths 

(Peterson & Seligman, 2004) and short descriptions defining the strengths 

1. Cognitive strengths that entail the acquisition and use of knowledge 
• Creativity [originality, ingenuity]: Thinking of novel and productive ways to 

conceptualize and do things; includes artistic achievement but is not limited to it 
• Curiosity [interest, novelty-seeking, openness to experience]: Taking an interest in all 

of ongoing experience for its own sake; finding subjects and topics fascinating; 
exploring and discovering 

• Judgment & Open-Mindedness [critical thinking]: Thinking things through and 
examining them from all sides; not jumping to conclusions; being able to change 
one's mind in light of evidence; weighing all evidence fairly 

• Love of Learning: Mastering new skills, topics, and bodies of knowledge, whether on 
one's own or formally; obviously related to the strength of curiosity but goes beyond 
it to describe the tendency to add systematically to what one knows 

• Perspective [wisdom]: Being able to provide wise counsel to others; having ways of 
looking at the world that make sense to oneself and to other people 

2. Emotional strengths that involve the exercise of will to accomplish goals in the face of 
opposition, external or internal 

• Bravery [valor]: Not shrinking from threat, challenge, difficulty, or pain; speaking up 
for what is right even if there is opposition; acting on convictions even if unpopular; 
includes physical bravery but is not limited to it 

• Perseverance [persistence, industriousness]: Finishing what one starts; persisting in a 
course of action in spite of obstacles; “getting it out the door”; taking pleasure in 
completing tasks 

• Honesty [authenticity, integrity]: Speaking the truth but more broadly and presenting 
oneself in a genuine way and acting in a sincere way; being without pretense; taking 
responsibility for one's feelings and actions 

• Zest [vitality, enthusiasm, vigor, energy]: Approaching life with excitement and 
energy; not doing things halfway or halfheartedly; living life as an adventure; feeling 
alive and activated 

3. Interpersonal strengths that involve “tending and befriending” others 
• Capacity to Love and Be Loved [short name: love]: Valuing close relations with others, 

in particular those in which sharing and caring are reciprocated; being close to people 
• Kindness [generosity, nurturance, care, compassion, altruistic love, "niceness"]: Doing 

favors and good deeds for others; helping them; taking care of them 
• Social Intelligence [emotional intelligence, personal intelligence]: Being aware of the 

motives and feelings of other people and oneself; knowing what to do to fit into 
different social situations; knowing what makes other people tick 

4. Civic strengths that underlie healthy community life 
• Teamwork [citizenship, social responsibility, loyalty]: Working well as a member of a 

group or team; being loyal to the group; doing one's share 
• Fairness Treating all people the same according to notions of fairness and justice; not 

letting personal feelings bias decisions about others; giving everyone a fair chance. 
• Leadership: Encouraging a group of which one is a member to get things done and at 

the time maintain time good relations within the group; organizing group activities 
and seeing that they happen 

5. Strengths that protect against excess 
• Forgiveness & Mercy: Forgiving those who have done wrong; accepting the 
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shortcomings of others; giving people a second chance; not being vengeful 
• Modesty & Humility: Letting one's accomplishments speak for themselves; not 

regarding oneself as more special than one is 
• Prudence: Being careful about one's choices; not taking undue risks; not saying or 

doing things that might later be regretted 
• Self-Regulation [self-control]: Regulating what one feels and does; being disciplined; 

controlling one's appetites and emotions 
6. Strengths that forge connections to the larger universe and provide meaning – 

transcendence/theological strengths 
• Appreciation of Beauty and Excellence [awe, wonder, elevation; short name: beauty]: 

Noticing and appreciating beauty, excellence, and/or skilled performance in various 
domains of life, from nature to art to mathematics to science to everyday experience 

• Gratitude: Being aware of and thankful for the good things that happen; taking time to 
express thanks 

• Hope [optimism, future-mindedness, future orientation]: Expecting the best in the 
future and working to achieve it; believing that a good future is something that can be 
brought about 

• Humor [playfulness]: Liking to laugh and tease; bringing smiles to other people; seeing 
the light side; making (not necessarily telling) jokes 

• Religiousness & Spirituality [faith, purpose]: Having coherent beliefs about the higher 
purpose and meaning of the universe; knowing where one fits within the larger 
scheme; having beliefs about the meaning of life that shape conduct and provide 
comfort 

Note. The character strengths are grouped together content-wise on a theoretical basis. 
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Table 2 

Descriptive Statistics and Internal Consistencies of the Measures for Character Strengths 
(VIA-IS), Usefulness of Character Strengths at Work (UCSWS), Task Performance (TPQ), 
Job Dedication (JDQ), Interpersonal Facilitation (IFQ), and Organizational Support (OSQ) 
in Sample 1 and Sample 2 

 Sample 1 (N = 318) Sample 2 (N = 108) 

Scales Min Max M SD α Min Max M SD α 

Character strengths – self-ratings        
Creativity 1.40 5.00 3.61 0.65 .87 1.90 5.00 3.56 0.66 .90 
Curiosity 2.20 5.00 4.02 0.49 .78 2.50 5.00 4.06 0.48 .78 
Judgment 2.40 5.00 3.93 0.46 .78 2.70 5.00 3.96 0.44 .79 
Love of learning 2.00 5.00 4.01 0.58 .85 2.30 5.00 3.97 0.53 .81 
Perspective 1.60 4.90 3.55 0.49 .77 2.60 4.80 3.61 0.42 .73 
Bravery 1.40 5.00 3.60 0.58 .80 2.20 4.70 3.60 0.52 .78 
Perseverance 1.70 5.00 3.55 0.64 .86 1.90 4.90 3.55 0.58 .86 
Honesty 2.30 5.00 3.80 0.48 .77 2.40 4.70 3.86 0.45 .76 
Zest 1.50 5.00 3.54 0.61 .82 2.30 5.00 3.64 0.53 .79 
Love 1.20 5.00 3.77 0.61 .80 2.40 4.90 3.84 0.54 .78 
Kindness 1.40 5.00 3.77 0.53 .78 2.80 4.80 3.88 0.44 .71 
Social Intelligence 1.70 4.90 3.73 0.48 .76 2.50 4.60 3.66 0.50 .78 
Teamwork 1.50 4.90 3.57 0.51 .77 2.10 4.70 3.68 0.49 .79 
Fairness 1.80 5.00 3.89 0.49 .78 2.70 5.00 3.95 0.43 .74 
Leadership 1.50 5.00 3.62 0.55 .81 2.20 4.70 3.66 0.48 .78 
Forgiveness 1.30 4.90 3.46 0.55 .80 2.10 4.60 3.52 0.53 .80 
Modesty 1.50 4.70 3.18 0.56 .77 1.90 4.80 3.27 0.58 .81 
Prudence 1.50 4.60 3.38 0.57 .78 2.30 4.70 3.46 0.52 .75 
Self-regulation 1.60 4.70 3.21 0.55 .73 1.70 4.40 3.33 0.54 .72 
Beauty 1.60 4.90 3.53 0.58 .75 2.10 4.90 3.46 0.60 .78 
Gratitude 1.30 5.00 3.64 0.58 .82 2.50 4.80 3.68 0.53 .81 
Hope 1.40 4.90 3.52 0.57 .79 2.50 4.70 3.59 0.57 .83 
Humor 1.10 5.00 3.57 0.62 .86 2.10 5.00 3.65 0.55 .87 
Religiousness 1.00 5.00 2.89 0.91 .91 1.10 5.00 2.84 0.94 .91 

Usefulness of character strengths at work – self-ratings1      
Creativity 1.00 9.00 7.14 1.86 -- 1.00 9.00 7.16 1.55 -- 

Curiosity 1.00 9.00 7.40 1.74 -- 2.00 9.00 7.43 1.43 -- 
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Judgment 1.00 9.00 7.45 1.78 -- 2.00 9.00 7.64 1.36 -- 

Love of learning 1.00 9.00 7.68 1.55 -- 5.00 9.00 7.79 1.10 -- 

Perspective 1.00 9.00 7.13 1.70 -- 3.00 9.00 7.49 1.44 -- 

Bravery 1.00 9.00 6.13 1.89 -- 1.00 9.00 6.43 1.68 -- 

Perseverance 2.00 9.00 7.77 1.31 -- 4.00 9.00 7.90 1.09 -- 

Honesty 1.00 9.00 6.90 1.83 -- 2.00 9.00 7.16 1.62 -- 

Zest 1.00 9.00 7.02 1.72 -- 2.00 9.00 6.95 1.45 -- 

Love 1.00 9.00 5.77 1.78 -- 3.00 9.00 5.74 1.56 -- 

Kindness 1.00 9.00 6.64 1.81 -- 2.00 9.00 6.69 1.70 -- 

Social Intelligence 2.00 9.00 7.90 1.38 -- 3.00 9.00 7.81 1.26 -- 

Teamwork 2.00 9.00 7.38 1.28 -- 3.00 9.00 7.54 1.43 -- 

Fairness 1.00 9.00 7.15 1.68 -- 3.00 9.00 7.23 1.49 -- 

Leadership 1.00 9.00 7.25 1.66 -- 3.00 9.00 7.44 1.51 -- 

Forgiveness 1.00 9.00 6.21 1.68 -- 2.00 9.00 6.43 1.57 -- 

Modesty 1.00 9.00 4.95 1.87 -- 1.00 9.00 5.06 1.68 -- 

Prudence 1.00 9.00 5.88 1.80 -- 2.00 9.00 6.22 1.73 -- 

Self-regulation 2.00 9.00 6.98 1.47 -- 3.00 9.00 6.85 1.37 -- 

Beauty 1.00 9.00 5.55 1.76 -- 2.00 9.00 5.48 1.46 -- 

Gratitude 1.00 9.00 5.76 1.53 -- 3.00 9.00 5.91 1.41 -- 

Hope 1.00 9.00 6.96 1.54 -- 4.00 9.00 7.06 1.33 -- 

Humor 1.00 9.00 6.59 1.61 -- 2.00 9.00 6.56 1.52 -- 

Religiousness 1.00 9.00 4.53 1.69 -- 1.00 9.00 4.94 1.72 -- 

Job performance – self-ratings         
Task performance 3.14 7.00 6.15 0.67 .82 4.00 7.00 6.17 0.66 .84 
Contextual performance           

Job dedication 1.50 5.00 3.70 0.69 .81 2.25 5.00 3.75 0.54 .69 
Interpersonal facilitation 1.14 5.00 3.97 0.56 .81 2.43 5.00 4.02 0.59 .81 
Organizational support 1.15 5.00 3.68 0.68 .92 1.77 4.92 3.78 0.63 .92 

Job performance – supervisory ratings2         
Task performance -- -- -- -- -- 4.29 7.00 6.39 0.54 .82 
Contextual performance           

Job dedication -- -- -- -- -- 2.25 5.00 3.92 0.59 .82 
Interpersonal facilitation -- -- -- -- -- 2.00 5.00 3.98 0.58 .84 
Organizational support -- -- -- -- -- 2.38 5.00 4.03 0.51 .90 

Note. 1 Internal consistency was not computed (single item measures). 2 -- em dash indicates 

that scores where not computed. 
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Table 3 

Varimax rotated 5-factor solution for the VIA-IS (principal-components analysis) 

VIA-IS scales 1 2 3 4 5 h2 

Creativity .28 .06 .12 -.11 .73 .65 

Curiosity .26 .15 .44 .10 .57 .63 

Judgment .17 .13 -.16 .52 .64 .75 

Love of learning .08 .07 .25 .08 .70 .57 

Perspective .58 .18 -.03 .33 .32 .58 

Bravery .66 .11 .13 .12 .36 .61 

Perseverance .61 .00 .11 .58 .07 .73 

Honesty .36 .48 -.03 .50 .05 .62 

Zest .68 .15 .41 .01 .17 .69 

Love .57 .36 .40 .05 -.10 .62 

Kindness .39 .67 .20 .08 .08 .65 

Social Intelligence .56 .39 -.02 .16 .28 .57 

Teamwork .32 .75 .14 .16 -.04 .71 

Fairness .06 .76 .11 .20 .26 .71 

Leadership .36 .61 .14 .10 .36 .66 

Forgiveness .06 .68 .29 .08 .08 .56 

Modesty -.26 .55 .18 .45 -.18 .63 

Prudence -.05 .27 .04 .81 .13 .75 

Self-regulation .31 .12 .23 .71 .03 .67 

Beauty -.02 .21 .66 .09 .41 .65 

Gratitude .27 .31 .74 .12 .15 .75 

Hope .64 .12 .50 .18 .13 .72 

Humor .51 .41 .10 -.30 .21 .57 

Religiousness .15 .12 .72 .01 .06 .56 

Note. N = 426. Bold indicates highest factor loadings of the scales. h2 = communality. 
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Table 4 

Zero-Order and Multiple Correlations Between Character Strengths and Job Performance Variables in Sample 1 and Sample 2 

 

Sample 1 (N = 318) 

Self-ratings of performance 

Sample 2 (N = 108) 

Self-ratings of performance 

Sample 2 (N = 108) 

Supervisory ratings of performance 

Character strengths TP JD IF OS TP JD IF OS TP JD IF OS 
Emotional strengths .32*** .42*** .36*** .32*** .24* .32*** .26** .37*** .13 .21* .08 .27** 

Zest .28*** .35*** .37*** .35*** .31** .49*** .36*** .40*** .12 .18 .09 .28** 
Bravery .32*** .46*** .42*** .34*** .18 .37*** .32*** .34*** .14 .27** .17 .29** 
Hope .34*** .30*** .36*** .36*** .16 .26** .32*** .38*** .02 .14 .09 .21* 
Perseverance .40*** .51*** .30*** .37*** .50*** .55*** .22* .45*** .33*** .30** .09 .36*** 
Perspective .32*** .38*** .38*** .30*** .20* .13 .15 .28** .07 .17 .07 .28** 
Love .30*** .26*** .43*** .26*** .21* .12 .40*** .44*** .00 .03 .01 .26** 
Social Intelligence .23*** .39*** .57*** .36*** .31** .25* .46*** .29** .18 .16 .15 .21* 
Humor .13* .24*** .36*** .17** .18 .15 .31** .22* .00 .02 -.01 .05 

Interpersonal strengths .16** .19*** .50*** .31*** .23* .18 .39** .15 .08 .07 .16 .14 
Fairness .25*** .25*** .46*** .34*** .32*** .29** .47*** .26** .07 .08 .22* .19* 
Teamwork .29*** .38*** .52*** .44*** .37*** .37*** .39*** .36*** .24* .26** .26** .33*** 
Forgiveness .18** .20*** .42*** .29*** .03 .15 .31** .20* -.13 .03 .06 .14 
Kindness .36*** .36*** .51*** .34*** .27** .23* .36*** .37*** .15 .27** .25** .34*** 
Leadership .30*** .39*** .53*** .45*** .32*** .38*** .57*** .34*** .11 .17 .23* .26** 
Modesty .08 .03 .09 .13* .26** .22* .11 .08 .20* .10 .01 .14 
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Strengths of restraint .28*** .20*** .06 .22*** .37*** .36*** .02 .24* .28** .24* .07 .29** 
Prudence .23*** .12* .19*** .23*** .38*** .31** .16 .29** .23* .24* .13 .30** 
Self-regulation .33*** .35*** .26*** .36*** .35*** .40*** .29** .35*** .19* .20* .12 .32*** 
Honesty .35*** .37*** .38*** .36*** .45*** .53*** .25** .34*** .28** .26** .06 .29** 

Intellectual strengths .17** .28*** .21*** .11 .10 .22* .25** .19* -.04 .16 .13 .21* 
Creativity .17** .38*** .24*** .18** .06 .22* .27** .25** -.05 .13 .05 .28** 
Love of Learning .23*** .28*** .24*** .17** .25** .29** .24* .31*** .09 .23* .19 .23* 
Judgment .34*** .38*** .32*** .26*** .21* .28** .11 .21* .07 .17 .09 .29** 
Curiosity .29*** .31*** .35*** .29*** .34*** .51*** .54*** .39*** .06 .24* .10 .28** 

Theological strengths .06 .01 .15** .09 .02 .03 .22* .28** -.05 -.03 -.02 .03 
Gratitude .29*** .24*** .43*** .27*** .19* .13 .33*** .43*** .06 .11 .06 .18 
Religiousness .05 .11 .25*** .19*** -.01 .03 .20* .24* -.03 -.02 .07 .05 
Beauty .14* .19*** .34*** .12* .13 .08 .31** .35*** .02 .04 .04 .12 

R factors .49*** .57*** .65*** .51*** .48*** .54*** .59*** .56*** .31 .35* .23 .45*** 
R scales .54*** .66*** .69*** .58*** -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

Note. TP = Task performance; JD = Job dedication; IF = Interpersonal facilitation; OS = Organizational support. Love = Capacity to love and be 

loved, Beauty = Appreciation of beauty and excellence. R = Multiple correlation. -- em dash indicates that scores where not computed due to a 

too small sample size for the number of independent variables (cf., Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Character strengths were organized with respect 

to their highest loading on the five strengths factors (in descending order of the loading within a strengths factor). 

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
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Table 5 

Relationships Between the Job Performance Variables and the Degree of Congruence 

Between the Job Tasks and the Individual Signature Strengths1 

Job performance variables 

Sample 1 

Self-ratings 

Sample 2 

Self-ratings 

Sample 2 

Supervisory ratings 

Task performance .34*** .28** .12 

Job dedication .33*** .30*** .19* 

Interpersonal facilitation .29*** .30*** .22* 

Organizational support .25*** .46*** .35*** 

Note. NSample1 = 318. NSample2 = 108. 

1 Operationalized as the number of signature strengths beneficial at work (range: 0 to 7). 

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 


