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Abstract

The aim of this study was to explore the relationship between mental ability and personality traits and to decide
whether there are differences in some personality traits between individuals who were classified as having high
verses low general mental ability (GMA). 209 individual who achieved high score (percentile 84 or higher) on a
general mental ability test were compared with 136 individuals who achieve low score (percentile 16 or less) on
the same test. 15 personality characteristics were measured in both groups using the Jackson Personality
Inventory. The results indicate that there are significant differences between high and low GMA individuals on
the personality traits. Fresh graduates with high GMA have higher levels on the following traits: innovation,
traditional values, responsibility, complexity, tolerance, breadth of interest, organization, energy level, social
confidence, and risk taking. On the other side, low GMA have higher levels on traits of anxiety and cooperation.
Furthermore, gender seems to have impact on personality traits. While the dominant traits of intelligent females
are innovation and responsibility, the dominant traits of males are risk taking and innovation. The current results
may help in better employee selection and career counseling for fresh university graduates. Some theoretical and
empirical implications of the results are further discussed.
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1. Introduction

Intelligence is an important issue in academia, business, and day to day life. Societies, companies, organization
and academia emphasize the importance of intelligence in order to keep up with development in technology and
fast learning societies (Gottfredson, 1997). Research has indicated that fresh graduates with high mental abilities
are more likely to leave better impressions during job interviews and show increased job performance in the
future (Sjoberg et al., 2012; Marcus et al., 2009; Cook, 2009; Schmidt, Shaffer, & OH, 2008; Rode et al., 2008;
Gerald, Witt, & Hochwarter, 2001; Livenes, Highhouse, & De Corte, 2005; Schmidt & Hunter, 2004;
Gottfredson, 1997). Companies realize long ago that intelligent fresh graduates learn new tasks faster than low
mental abilities graduates and make fewer mistakes (Salgado et al., 2003; Brand, 1987). Because of increasing
job complexity, companies and organizations strongly address mental ability strongly and most companies in the
United States are use some type of mental ability test or personality questionnaire in their recruitment procedures.
The same applies to North Europe and the rest of the world is starting to follow (see Cook, 2009).

Intelligence has been linked to many influences such as gens and heredity, environment, interests, motivation,
and personality traits (Johnson et al., 2007; Gilbert et al., 2006; Ackerman, 2009; DeYoung, 2011). Most of the
research conducted on personality and intelligence show that the two variables are correlated. Some researchers
believe that mental abilities influence personality traits. Therefore, some early theorists considered personality to
include intelligence (e.g. Cattell, 1950; Guilford, 1959). However, other researchers rejected this idea and did not
consider intelligence to be part of personality, instead asserting either that intelligence is unrelated to personality
(e.g., Eysenck, 1994) or that intelligence and personality are related but categorically distinct (e.g. DeYoung,
2011; Chamorro-Premuzic & Furnham, 2005).

So far, most of the research linking personality to intelligence has used correlational designs to determine
potential relationship between General Mental Ability (GMA) and some personality traits. Therefore, the current
study employs a comparative design to decide whether there are personality trait differences between individuals
who vary in their GMA. This approach has important advantages over cross-sectional studies relating personality
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to intelligence as the utilization of a comparative design allows for the examination of the traits that differentiate
individuals of high GMA from those who have low GMA.

We are using a well known personality questionnaire which is Jackson Personality Inventory-Revised JPI-R.
Specifically, we compared traits from the JPI-R between high GMA graduates and Low GMA graduates.

1.1 General Mental Ability (GMA) and Personality

General Mental Ability can be defined as the ability to reason, plan, solve problems, think abstractly,
comprehend complex ideas, learn quickly and learn from experience by using for example verbal ability and
spatial thinking. As DeYoung (2011) indicated “intelligence is not merely book learning, or a narrow academic
skill; Rather it reflects a broader and deeper capability for comprehending our surroundings, catching on, making
sense of things, or figuring out what to do”.

On the other hand, personality is a broader concept than intelligence. McAdams and Pals (2006) defined
personality as an individual’s unique variation on the general evolutionary design for human nature, expressed as
a developing pattern of dispositional traits, characteristic adaptations, and integrative life stories, complexly and
differentially situated in culture. Personality traits describe the individual’s stable patterns of behavior, and
unique complex of motivation, emotion, and cognition (see Pytlik, Zillig, Hemenover, & Dienstbier, 2002; Wilt
& Revelle, 2009).

Regardless of the argument between the two views, many researchers indicated that intelligence and personality
are distinct but might be correlated (see DeYoung, 2011). Therefore, many researchers explored the nature of the
relationship between intelligence and personality. One of their aims was to identify the specific traits that may
distinguish individuals with high mental ability from those of low mental ability. Research has indicated that the
most prominent trait that distinguishes people with high mental ability is openness (one of the big five
personality traits) (Ackerman, 2009; Johnson & Bouchard, 2007; Saucier, 1992). Intelligent individuals are more
open to new experience, see issues from different angle, and are more tolerant towards new ideas and unusual
thinking. Open individuals tend to be creative, imaginative, original, innovative, artistic, perceptive, poetic, and
fantasy-prone. Some recent reviews show that openness is the highest correlated personality factor to intelligence
with an average correlation of around 0.30 (Ashton, Lee, Vernon, & Jang, 2000; Austin, Deary, & Gibson, 1997;
Austin et al, 2002; Chamorro-Premuzic & Furnham, 2008; DeYoung et al, 2009; Furnham &
Chamorro-Premuzic, 2005; Furnham et al.,, 2007; Holland et al., 1995). In Jackson’s (1993) Personality
Inventory the openness factor is measured by four traits: complexity, breadth of interest, innovation and
tolerance. He pointed that these traits have been categorized under one factor labeled as “analytical”. Analytic
individuals might be expected to consider arguments from multiple points of view and may be inclined towards
drawing distinctions among otherwise unrelated elements of information. On the other hand, individual with low
analytical traits might be expected to think of things in more black-and-white terms and to prefer straightforward,
linear interpretations of events.

Another characteristic that distinguishes high mental individuals is the conscientiousness factor which includes
traits such as organization, self discipline, and responsibility. Some studies show that these traits are positively
correlated with intelligence because they contain some important personality traits to intellectuality such as
organized thinking, self discipline and patience to achieve long term goals, and being responsible toward others.
Some researchers propose that traits of conscientiousness are good predictor of academic and occupational
performance, and that they can predict job performance independently (Barchard et al., 2003; Higgins et al.,
2007; Mount, Barrick, & Strauss, 1999). Additionally, other studies were able to show that impulsivity (the
opposite side of conscientiousness) correlates negatively with intelligence (Kuntsi et al., 2004; Lynam et al.,
1993; Vigil-Colet & Morales-Vives, 2005).

However, other researchers reported that the correlation between conscientiousness and intelligence is
ambiguous at best. For example, Ackerman and Heggestad’s (1997) meta-analysis suggested no correlation
between conscientiousness and intelligence. Additionally, Chamorro-Premuzic and Furnham (2005) have
hypothesized that individuals with high conscientiousness may be good performers and achievers without being
highly intelligent. The researchers explained this issue by indicating that some low intelligent individuals might
develop traits of responsibility that help them to accomplish tasks in order to avoid complexity that they find
difficult to manage because of their low intelligence. Similarly, they may tend to work extra hard, so as to
accomplish tasks that could be performed more quickly or easily by someone more intelligent. Hence, they
develop the traits of conciseness without being intelligent.

Some studies reported weak or negative correlations between some personality traits and intelligence. Research
has indicated that there is no correlation between cooperation, empathy (the traits of agreeableness) and high
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mental ability (DeYoung & Gray, 2009; Nettle, 2006). Intelligent people might not be very cooperative because
they prefer individual tasks and individual recognition rather than team or group recognition. Additionally, some
studies pointed out that aggression is correlated negatively with intelligence (Ackerman & Heggestad, 1997;
DeYoung et al., 2008). Also, intelligence is negatively correlated with antisocial behavior, impulsivity, and drug
abuse (Krueger et al., 2002, 2007). Such correlations might exist because intelligent people are more aware of
the consequences of their acts and behavior so they can predict the consequences of aggression or antisocial
behavior.

Furthermore, research has show that there are no correlations between social traits and intelligence (i.e.
extroversion). Extroversion includes some social traits such as sociability, assertiveness, talkativeness, social
confidence, and positive emotionality. Ackerman and Heggestad (1997) reported a very small positive
correlation of extroversion with general mental ability (» = .08). In a more recent meta analysis including 50
studies, Wolf and Ackerman (2005) found a rather weak effect size (r = .05).

Finally, research showed weak correlation between anxiety (neuroticism in general) and intelligence. Ackerman
and Heggestad (1997) reported a correlation of -0.15. Such a negative correlation means that individuals with
high anxiety do badly on GMA tests. This weak correlation is likely to be due to the fact that neurotic individuals
are more likely to experience anxiety under the pressures of testing situations and that anxiety might affect their
cognitive processing (Ackerman & Heggestad, 1997; Fales et al., 2008; Keightley et al., 2003).

In conclusion, it can be seen that there are some personality traits that distinguish intelligent individuals with
openness, tolerance, and intellectual traits (e.g., imagination, breadth of interests, complexity) being the highest
correlated traits. Research also indicates that intelligent individuals seem to be less cooperative, more organized,
responsible, and have low anxiety. However, intelligence seems to have no effect on the social aspect of the
individual. In light of this review the current study aims to test whether there are other traits that can be
distinguished between high and low GMA individuals. For example, Jackson personality inventory measures
rather more detailed traits such as complexity, breadth of interest, innovation, social confidence, energy level,
social astuteness, risk taking, and Traditional Values. The use of this particular instrument may provide new
information to the research paradigm.

1.2 Study Aims and Questions

The aim of this study is to explore the relationship between general mental ability and personality for fresh
graduates. This may help to determine whether there are differences in certain personality traits between fresh
graduates who vary in their general mental ability. Another objective is to decide whether there are gender
differences in the relationship between personality and mental abilities.

Specifically, the study aims to investigate the following questions:

1) What are the distinguishing personality traits of high mental ability participants using Jackson personality
inventory JPI-R.

2) Does gender affect the relationship between personality and GMA of fresh graduates?
2. Methodology
2.1 Sample

The sample consists of 345 individuals who were recent university graduates. The average age is 23 years.
63.5% (n = 219) of the total sample were females and 36.5% (n = 126) were males. 37.8 % (n = 129) of the
sample were studying in scientific colleges (e.g., medical school, pharmacology, pure sciences, agriculture,
computer sciences) and the rest (n = 216) in social and humanities colleges (e.g., education school, law,
management, linguistics). Individuals were included in the sample if they achieved cretin score on a general
mental ability test (percentile of 84 or above for high GMA and percentile 16 or lower for low GMA). Table 1
provides information about the distribution of the sample according to gender and faculty type.
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Table 1. Distribution of the sample according to gender and faculty type

N Percent
Sex Male 126 36.5%
Female 219 63.5%
Total 345 100%
Faculty type Scientific 129 37.4%
Humanities 216 62.6%
Total 345 100%

2.2 Tools
2.2.1 General Mental Ability

General mental ability was measured using a standardized test that was developed specifically for selection and
career counseling for fresh graduates from Jordanian Universities (Al-Zoubi, 2015). The test consists of 45
questions that measure three cognitive abilities: verbal reasoning (the ability to reason using words, understand,
interpret and communicate verbal information), numerical reasoning (ability to reason with and to understand
numerical information when it is presented in different formats) and spatial thinking (the ability in interpretation
and manipulation of shapes and analyzing diagrams). Such categories are widely accepted for assessing general
mental ability (see Gottfredson, 1997; Gensen, 1998; Cook, 2009). The test is a computerized multiple choice
questionnaire in which each question has 4-5 choices. The test is limited to 20 minutes. Individuals who answer
a question correctly receive one point and no deduction is made for wrong answers. The total score of the test is
the sum of correct answers. The total score is transformed to standardized percentile score ranging from 1-99.
The test is fully computerized so that the system records the answers and produces the total score and the
standardized score automatically.

Al-Zoubi (2015) provided some information about the validity of the test. The researcher provided information
about the relationship between the test scores and previous academic records such as University GBA and the
national secondary exam (i.e., predictive validity). Additionally, the researcher provided indications about the
construct validity and the ability of the test to discriminate between individuals. The test in general, has an
acceptable levels of validity.

2.2.2 Jackson Personality Inventory-Revised JPI-R

The personality characteristics of participated individuals were measured using Jackson Personality Inventory
Revised (JPI-R) developed by Doglas Jackson (Jackson, 1993). The JPI-R consists of 15 subscales that assess 15
personality traits. These traits are: complexity, breadth of interest, innovation, tolerance, empathy, sociability,
social confidence, energy level, anxiety, cooperativeness, social astuteness, risk taking, organization, traditional
values, and responsibility. The 15 traits represent five main factors (see Table 2) which are: an analytical factor
(complexity, breadth of interest, innovation and tolerance), an emotional factor (traits of empathy,
cooperativeness, and anxiety), an extroverted factor (energy level, sociability, social confidence), an
opportunistic factor (risk taking and social astuteness), and a dependable factor (organization, responsibility, and
traditional values). The JPI-R is used worldwide to determine important characteristics such as leadership,
discipline, dependability, and the ability to make a good impression on others. The JPI-R provides an assessment
of personality and demonstrates a variety of cognitive, social and value orientations, which affect an individual’s
functioning. The test contains 300 true/false statements and takes about 45 minutes to complete.

The measurement has an Arabic version that was validated with Jordanian samples (Al-Hourani, 2009). The
Arabic version consists of 300 short yes/no items. Al-Hourani was able to replicate the original factor structure
of the JPI-R for the Arabic version. Additionally, the reliability coefficients using Cronbach’s Alpha showed that
the items have acceptable internal consistency. The total scores for each personality trait are transformed to a
standardized T score (mean = 50, SD = 10) ranging from 1-100.

Table 2 provides the results of internal consistencies for the present sample for the 15 dimensions of JPI-R using
Cronpach Alpha formula.
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Table 2. Internal consistency coefficients for the dimensions of JPI-R

Personality factors Sub traits Cronbach’ s Alpha
Complexity 0.85
Analytical Breadth of interest 0.91
Innovation 0.83
Tolerance 0.76
Empathy 0.81
Emotional Anxiety 0.74
Cooperativeness 0.91
Sociability 0.82
Extroverted Social Confidence 0.81
Energy Level 0.75
Opportunistic Social Astuteness 0.81
Risk Taking 0.88
Organization 0.92
Dependable Traditional values 0.87
Responsibility 0.83

Table 2 indicates that Cronbach coefficients for the JPI-R in the current sample were between 0.74 to 0.92.
These levels are acceptable results and very close to coefficients reported in the manual of the test produced by
Jackson (1993) as well as the coefficients reported in the Arabic version of the test.

2.3 Procedures

The sample was collected by using local universities alumni records, advertisement in the local newspapers,
formal websites and social media. Fresh graduates were informed of an opportunity to have a comprehensive
assessment that may increase their awareness of their abilities and increase their employment chances. The
comprehensive assessment consists of a full day assessment that includes completing various personality
measures, cognitive tests, attitudes scales and behavioral assessments.

All test and activities were completed in a special assessment center that contained 15 computers and a data
show for instructions. Tests were applied in small groups ranging from 5-15 individuals. Three assistants were
recruited to give instructions and supervise the tests. All assistants received a comprehensive training to answer
all participants’ questions as well as administrate all tests and assessment activities. All instructions were
included in a manual which became the standardized procedures for giving instructions and delivering
assessment activities.

More than 1400 fresh graduates were assessed during a period of 6 months. Individuals were also asked to
complete the Jackson Personality Inventory after performing the mental ability test. The personality inventory
took from 40-50 minutes to complete. Each individual participated in the assessment received 10-page report
about his/her potentials as well as a compensation for transportation ($5).

2.4 Statistical Analysis

Statistical analysis was based on average and Standard Deviation (SD) for the standardized scores of the mental
ability test and personality inventory. The mental ability score were produced by the sum of points that the
individual took for correct answers which range from 0-45. The total scores were transformed to a standardized
percentile scores. From this pool of data, two groups were created: the first group (n = 209) is High General
Mental Ability group (High GMA: individuals scored a percentile of 84 or above on the general mental ability
test), and the second group (n = 136) is the Low General Mental Ability group (Low GMA: individuals scored a
percentile of 16 or lower).
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As for the personality inventory, total score were produced for each personality trait measured by the Jackson
inventory and the scores were transformed to standardized T scores (mean = 50, SD = 10). All statistics in the
current study were calculated using the standardized scores.

Statistical analysis was performed in total on 345 individuals. Descriptive statistics were produced for all
variables. The first and second question were answered by generating cross tabulation statistics (mean, SD and
percentage) and independent samples T test.

3. Results

The aim of the study was to explore the relationship between mental ability and personality traits for fresh
graduates who were classified as intelligent individuals. The following analysis explores the main results of the
study.

The first analysis was a descriptive one to show the mean and standard deviations of the sample according to
their mental ability category (high or low GMA) and according to the gender. Tables 3-5 provide means and
standard deviations for the 15 JPI-R dimensions. Table 3 provides statistics using the total sample while Tables 4
and 5 provide statistics for males and females separately.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics for the total sample (n = 345), male sample (n = 126) and female sample (n = 219)

Personality Mental Total Total Total Male Male Female Female
traits ability sample  sample  sample sample sample sample sample
group N Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Complexity High GMA 209 4870  8.77 49.13 9.60 48.49 8.34
Low GMA 136 4549  8.05 45.73 8.07 4533 8.08
Breadth of High GMA 209 52.88 10.75 50.68 11.07 54.01 10.44
Interest Low GMA 136 4988 8.2 48.20 8.06 51.02 9.18
Innovation High GMA 209 55.03 10.42 52.51 11.65 56.33 9.51
Low GMA 136 49.33 10.02 47.78 8.93 50.38 10.62
Tolerance High GMA 209 49.81 9.54 49.28 10.12 50.09 9.25
Low GMA 136 46.96  8.46 45.80 8.08 47.75 8.68
Empathy High GMA 209 50.11 11.98 47.44 12.03 51.48 11.76
Low GMA 136 47.71 10.45 46.78 10.07 48.33 10.72
Anxiety High GMA 209 47.71 11.46 45.85 10.68 48.67 11.76
Low GMA 136 4836  9.73 47.84 9.93 48.72 9.64
Cooperation High GMA 209 46.84 11.42 45.11 11.60 47.72 11.27
Low GMA 136 4942 921 49.45 10.53 49.40 8.26
Sociability High GMA 209 51.63 11.52 49.24 12.27 52.86 10.95
Low GMA 136 50.01 8.92 48.49 8.39 51.05 9.16
Social High GMA 209 53.05 10.29 51.80 11.73 53.70 9.45
Confidence Low GMA 136 5020 10.64  49.07 10.96 50.96 10.42
Energy Level ~ High GMA 209 52.38 11.61 51.49 12.61 52.84 11.08
Low GMA 136 49.33 10.03 48.40 10.72 49.96 9.55
Social High GMA 209 50.05 10.79 49.48 12.77 50.35 9.66
Astuteness Low GMA 136 49.55 10.63 48.42 9.04 50.32 11.58
Risk taking High GMA 209 49.69  11.24 53.58 11.39 47.70 10.67
Low GMA 136 4690 936 46.35 7.73 4727 10.35
Organization High GMA 209 53.77 10.52 52.21 12.67 54.57 9.17
Low GMA 136 50.84  8.92 50.38 9.509 51.15 8.55

120



www.ccsenet.org/ijps International Journal of Psychological Studies Vol. 7, No. 3; 2015

Traditional High GMA 209 52.15 10.37 49.80 12.48 53.36 8.90
values Low GMA 136 48.96 9.06 48.82 9.40 49.05 8.88
Responsibility =~ High GMA 209 54.64 9.70 52.13 12.60 55.93 7.54

Low GMA 136 50.74 9.15 50.02 9.71 51.23 8.78

Table 3 indicates that there are observed differences in personality traits means between individuals with high or
low GMA regardless of gender. The results indicate that high GMA individuals have substantially higher
averages (mean differences from 2-6 degrees) in most traits (complexity, breadth of interest, innovation,
tolerance, empathy, social confidence, energy level, risk taking, traditional values, social astuteness, and
organization) except for sociability and anxiety where the scores show only moderate differences (mean
difference less than 2). However, individuals with low mental ability scored higher averages only on the traits of
cooperation and anxiety.

Additionally, Table 3 indicates that there are obvious observed differences in personality trait means according
to gender. Specifically, high GMA males have clear higher averages (mean differences from 2-6) in complexity,
breadth of interest, innovation, tolerance, social confidence, energy level, risk taking, and organization and
moderate differences (mean difference less than 2) in empathy, sociability, social astuteness, and traditional
values. However, males with low mental ability scored higher averages only on the traits of anxiety and
cooperation.

As for the female sample, the results in Table 3 indicate that females with high GMA have higher averages
(mean differences from 2-6) in innovation complexity, breadth of interest, tolerance, empathy, social confidence,
energy level, traditional values and organization and moderate differences (mean difference less than 2) in
sociability, social astuteness, and risk taking. Finally, females with low mental ability have higher scores in the
traits of anxiety and cooperation.

The next analysis was aimed at answering the questions of the study. The first question which is about the
distinguished traits of high GMA individuals while the second question was aiming to determine whether gender
affects the personality traits of high GMA. Independent sample T tests were used to answer the first and second
questions. Table 4 provides the results of the analysis for the total sample that answers the first question.

Table 4. Results of T test analysis for the total sample (N = 345)

Personality dimension Mental ability N Mean T test Mean

group difference

High GMA 209 48.70 3.42% 3.21
Complexity

Low GMA 136 45.49

High GMA 209 52.88 2.71%* 3
Breadth of Interest

Low GMA 136 49.88

High GMA 209 55.03 5.03* 5.7
Innovation

Low GMA 136 49.33

High GMA 209 49.81 2.83% 2.85
Tolerance

Low GMA 136 46.96

High GMA 209 50.11 1.09 2.4
Empathy

Low GMA 136 47.71

High GMA 209 47.71 -.543 0.65
Anxiety

Low GMA 136 48.36
Cooperation High GMA 209 46.84 -2.20* 2.58

121



www.ccsenet.org/ijps International Journal of Psychological Studies Vol. 7, No. 3; 2015

Low GMA 136 49.42

High GMA 209 51.63 1.38 1.62
Sociability

Low GMA 136 50.01

High GMA 209 53.05 2.48% 2.85
Social Confidence

Low GMA 136 50.20

High GMA 209 52.38 2.51%* 3.05
Energy Level

Low GMA 136 49.33

High GMA 209 50.05 424 0.50
Social Astuteness

Low GMA 136 49.55

High GMA 209 49.69 2.40%* 2.79
Risk taking

Low GMA 136 46.90

High GMA 209 53.77 2.67* 3.29
Organization

Low GMA 136 50.84

High GMA 209 52.15 3.93% 3.19
Traditional values

Low GMA 136 48.96

High GMA 209 54.64 3.72% 3.9
Responsibility

Low GMA 136 50.74

* Significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

The results in Table 4 indicate that there are significant differences in personality trait averages between
individuals with high and low GMA. There were significant differences in 11 traits out of the 15 traits measured
in the current study. The strongest difference was for the trait of innovation (T = 5.03, o0 < 0.05, mean difference
= 5.7), followed by the trait of traditional values (T = 3.93, co < 0.05, mean difference = 3.19), responsibility (T
=3.72, o < 0.05, mean difference = 3.9), complexity (T = 3.49, o0 < 0.05, mean difference = 3.21), tolerance (T
= 2.83, © < 0.05, mean difference = 2.85), breadth of interest (T = 2.71 o < 0.05, mean difference = 3),
organization (T = 2.67, c < 0.05, mean difference = 3.29), energy level (T = 2.51, o < 0.05, mean difference =
3.05), social confidence (T = 2.48, « < 0.05, mean difference = 2.85), risk taking (T = 2.40, oo < 0.05, mean
difference = 2.79), and finally cooperation (T = -2.20 , o0 < 0.05, mean difference = 2.58). However, the traits of
empathy, sociability, social astuteness and anxiety have no significant differences.

The next analysis was to explore the distinguishing traits of males with high against low GMA. Table 5 provides
the T test results for the male sample.

Table 5. Results of T tests analysis for the male sample (N = 126)

Personality dimension Mental ability N Mean T test Mean
deference
High GMA 71 49.13 2.11%* 34
Complexity
Low GMA 55 45.73
High GMA 71 50.68 1.39 2.48
Breadth of Interest
Low GMA 55 48.20
Innovation High GMA 71 52.51 2.49* 4.73
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Low GM 55 47.78

High GMA 71 49.28 2.08* 3.48
Tolerance

Low GMA 55 45.80

High GMA 71 47.44 0.325 0.66
Empathy

Low GMA 55 46.78

High GMA 71 45.85 -1.06 1.99
Anxiety

Low GMA 55 47.84

High GMA 71 45.11 -2.16* 4.34
Cooperation

Low GMA 55 49.45

High GMA 71 49.24 0.387 0.75
Sociability

Low GMA 55 48.49

High GMA 71 51.80 1.332 2.73
Social Confidence

Low GMA 55 49.07

High GMA 71 51.49 1.456 3.09
Energy Level

Low GMA 55 48.40

High GMA 71 49.48 0.523 1.06
Social Astuteness

Low GMA 55 48.42

High GMA 71 53.58 4.04* 7.23
Risk taking

Low GMA 55 46.35

High GMA 71 52.21 0.893 1.83
Organization

Low GMA 55 50.38

High GMA 71 49.80 0.487 0.98
Traditional values

Low GMA 55 48.82

High GMA 71 52.13 1.02 2.11
Responsibility

Low GMA 55 50.02

* Significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

The results in Table 5 indicate that there are significant differences in some personality traits between
individuals with high and low GMA. There were significant differences in 5 traits out of the 15 traits measured
in the current study. The strongest difference was found for the trait of risk taking (T = 4.04, co < 0.05, mean
difference = 7.23), then innovation (T = 2.53, c < 0.05, mean difference = 4.73), cooperation (T = -2.16, co <
0.05, mean difference = 4.34), followed by complexity (T = 2.11, o0 < 0.05, mean difference = 3.4), and finally
tolerance (T = 2.83, o < 0.05, mean difference = 3.48). However, the traits of traditional values, responsibility,
breadth of interest, organization, energy level, social confidence, empathy, sociability, social astuteness and
anxiety show no significant differences.

The final analysis was to explore the distinguishing characteristics of females who differ in their general mental
ability level. Table 6 provides the T test results for the female sample.
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Table 6. Results of T tests analysis for the female sample (N =219)

Personality dimension = Mental ability N Mean T test Mean
difference

High GMA 138 48.49 2.72* 3.16
Complexity

Low GMA 81 45.33

High GMA 138 54.01 2.13* 2.99
Breadth of Interest

Low GMA 81 51.02

High GMA 138 56.33 4.27% 5.49
Innovation

Low GMA 81 50.38

High GMA 138 50.09 1.84* 2.34
Tolerance

Low GMA 81 47.75

High GMA 138 51.48 1.97* 3.15
Empathy

Low GMA 81 48.33

High GMA 138 48.67 -0.27 .05
Anxiety

Low GMA 81 48.72

High GMA 138 47.72 -1.16 1.68
Cooperation

Low GMA 81 49.40

High GMA 138 52.86 1.24 1.81
Sociability

Low GMA 81 51.05

High GMA 138 53.70 1.98% 2.74
Social Confidence

Low GMA 81 50.96

High GMA 138 52.84 1.94* 2.88
Energy Level

Low GMA 81 49.96

High GMA 138 50.35 0.18 0.03
Social Astuteness

Low GMA 81 50.32

High GMA 138 47.70 0.287 0.43
Risk taking

Low GMA 81 47.27

High GMA 138 54.57 2.70* 3.42
Organization

Low GMA 81 51.15

High GMA 138 53.36 3.46* 431
Traditional values

Low GMA 81 49.05

High GMA 138 55.93 4.18% 4.7
Responsibility

Low GMA 81 51.23

* Significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

The results in Table 6 indicate that there are significant differences in some personality traits between females
with high and low GMA. There were significant differences in 10 traits out of the 15 traits measured. The
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strongest difference was for the trait of innovation (T = 4.27, o < 0.05, mean difference = 5.49), followed by
responsibility (T = 4.18, c < 0.05, mean difference = 4.7), then traditional values (T = 3.70, © < 0.05, mean
difference = 4.31), complexity (T = 2.72, oo < 0.05, mean difference = 3.16), organization (T = 2.70, o0 < 0.05,
mean difference = 3.42), breadth of interest (T = 2.13 o < 0.05, mean difference = 2.99), social confidence (T =
1.98, © < 0.05, mean difference = 2.84), energy level (T = 1.94, co < 0.05, mean difference = 2.88), tolerance (T
= 1.84, © < 0.05, mean difference = 2.34), and finally empathy (T = 1.97, o < 0.05, mean difference = 3.15).
However, the characteristics of cooperation, risk taking, sociability, social astuteness and anxiety have no
significant differences.

4. Discussion

The aim of this study was to explore the relationship between mental ability and personality for fresh graduates
and to decide whether there are differences in personality traits between individuals who were classified as
having high verses low general mental ability (GMA). To achieve this goal, individuals who were classified as
high GMA were compared with individuals who were classified as low GMA on 15 personality traits.

The first question of the current study was to deal with the distinguishing personality traits of high mental ability
people using Jackson personality inventory. The results of the study indicated that there are observed and strong
differences between high and low GMA individuals on most of the measured traits. The results in Table 6
indicate that there were significant differences in 11 traits out of the 15 traits measured in the current study. The
strongest differences between the two groups were for the trait of innovation in which the individuals with high
mental ability are higher than low mental ability individuals in almost 7 points. However, other traits were also
having clear differences such as organization and complexity. In general, the top traits that distinguish high
GMA fresh graduates are (arranged from highest to lowest): innovation, traditional values, responsibility,
complexity, tolerance, breadth of interest, organization, energy level, social confidence, and risk taking.
However, the characteristics of empathy, sociability, social astuteness and anxiety have no significant
differences.

Its very clear form the results that fresh graduates with high mental ability are more innovative. This is logical as
intelligent people are more interested in developing new solutions and look from different angels to problems
they face especially if they are fresh graduates and with little experience. Such results are in line with previous
research findings which indicate that openness/intellectual traits are the distinguishing traits of intelligent
individuals (Furnham & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2004; Holland, Dollinger, Holland, & MacDonald, 1995; Ashton,
Lee, Vernon, & Jang, 2000; Austin, Deary, & Gibson, 1997; Austin et al., 2002; Chamorro-Premuzic &
Furnham, 2008). Jackson (1993) indicated that a high scorer in innovation is a creative and inventive individual,
capable of originality of thought, motivated to develop novel solutions to problems, values new ideas and who
likes to improvise.

Additionally, the results indicated that the second most important trait of intelligent graduates is that they hold
more traditional values than low mental ability individuals. Jackson (1993) indicated that traditional individuals
are more likely to watch their behaviors and care about what other people think. Additionally, a high scorer on
traditional values scale values traditional customs and beliefs, his or her values may be seen by others as “old-
fashioned”, takes a rather conservative view regarding contemporary standards of behavior, and is opposed to
change in social customs. In addition, the characteristics of complexity and breadth of interest are also a sign of
intelligence which is supported by previous studies (DeYoung et al., 2009; Austin et al, 2002;
Chamorro-Premuzic & Furnham, 2008).

Another characteristic of high mental ability individuals is that they are more responsible in comparison with
low mental ability individuals. This result is highly supported by other studies which indicated that responsibility
is a major sign of intelligence (DeYoung, 2011; Ackerman, 2009).

However, the results indicated that individuals with high mental ability are less cooperative. Jackson (1993)
pointed out that individuals with low scores on cooperation refuses to go along with a crowd, unaffected and
un-swayed by others’ opinions and remain independent in thought and action. Therefore, cooperation might be
an obstacle for intelligent individuals who are proud of their own abilities and opinions and love independence.
However, this is may be a less favorite characteristics especially in the world of business which is more focused
on group work (Cook, 2009). Finally, it can be seen that high and low GMA graduates do not differ in social
traits such as sociability, empathy, and social astuteness.

In general, analyzing the profile of intelligent individuals according to Jackson’ s personality big five factors,
reveals that intelligent fresh graduates are more analytical because they scored higher scores on the trait of
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complexity, innovation, breadth of interest, and tolerance. Moreover, high GMA individuals are dependable
individuals because they score higher on traits of responsibility, traditional values, and organization.

The second question in the current study was about determining whether gender affects the relationship between
mental ability and personality. Specifically, the aim was to explore whether males with high mental ability have
different traits from females with high mental ability. The results of the study indicate that there are differences
between males and females in the dominant traits. As for males, the results indicated that the strongest
differences between high and low GMA were: risk taking, innovation, cooperation, complexity and tolerance. In
other words, the intelligent males tend to be risk takers (i.e., willingly exposing themselves to situations with
uncertain outcomes, enjoying adventures, having an element of peril, taking chances), and they are also more
innovative, capable of originality of thought, motivated to develop novel solutions to problems, value new ideas,
like to improvise, and they are less cooperative and prefer to work alone. Such results are in line with previous
studies which concluded that males with high mental ability tend to be adventurous, have wide interest and are
complex in their thoughts and attitudes (Jackson, 1993).

As for females, the biggest difference was for traits of innovation, followed by responsibility, traditional values,
complexity, organization, and breadth of interests. In other words, intelligent females tend to be more
dependable (methodical, predictable, systematic, conservative and mature in their attitudes) and analytical
(expected to consider arguments from multiple points of view and inclined towards drawing distinctions among
otherwise unrelated elements of information). Such results are supported by previous studies which pointed out
that intelligent females tend to be conservative, reliable, and dependable (Jackson, 1993).

In general, it can be concluded that mental ability does not affect the characteristics of sociability or emotionality.
Females and males with low or high mental ability do not differ in the traits of sociability, social astuteness,
empathy, or anxiety. These results are contradicting the common but unscientific belief that intelligent people are
not social creatures, lack social confidence, and are without empathy or feelings. In other words, the results
indicate that someone can find intelligent person who is sociable, anxious, and empathetic and vise versa.
However, the same applies for low general mental ability individuals. Such results are close to previous meta
analytic findings (Ackerman & Heggestad, 1997; Wolf & Ackerman, 2005).

Furthermore, the current results indicated some practical applications for fresh graduates’ selection and career
counseling. The current study indicates that fresh graduates can be selected based on their personality. Graduates
with high mental ability seem to have certain personality traits. Intelligent graduates have higher levels of
openness and innovation, are more complex in terms of thinking, more traditional, responsible, tolerant,
organized, and have a higher energy level. However, gender seems to have impact on the dominant personality
traits. While the dominant traits of intelligent females are innovation and responsibility, the dominant traits of
males are risk taking and innovation. Such results may help in selecting the right candidates as many studies
indicated that the most predictive variables of future performance of recent college graduates are personality and
mental ability (Koczwara, 2012; Sjoberg et al., 2012; Marcus et al., 2009; Cook, 2009; Schmidt, Shaffer, & OH,
2008; Rode et al., 2008; Schmidt & Hunter, 2004; Gottfredson, 1997).

In addition, the current findings might be very helpful in career guidance. Fresh graduates usually look for
different kinds of jobs and they are more open to various offers. Therefore, personality profiles of intelligent
graduates might help career counselors to orient intelligent graduates to jobs that suite their mental abilities and
personality profile.

Finally, the current study has several limitations, including: (a) measures variance: intelligence and personality
differ in their methods of measurement (intelligence was assessed using ability tests, whereas personality was
assessed by questionnaire) (b) small sample size, and (c) lack of generalizability beyond our population of
interest (fresh university graduates). Nevertheless, our results suggest that personality and mental ability have a
common base. Given the different results reported by studies focusing on intelligence and personality, future
research is needed to better understand the reasons for, as well as the implications of, our findings.
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