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Abstract

Team performance as the foundation of  organization in dealing with the complexity 
of  the work and increasing the its competitiveness. Literature have shown that team 
psychological safety is an important predictor of  team performance. This study use 
Trait Activation Theory to develop and present a model that aims to find the inter-
action between personality, team psychological safety and team performance. Re-
garding personality framework, this study uses the perspective of  The Five-Factor 
Model. The results suggest that: First, the indirect effects of  Conscientiousness per-
sonality on team performance will be stronger in (a) work that requires freedom and 
(b) work with high attention/detail requirements. Second, the indirect effects of  ex-
traversion personality on Team performance will be stronger in (a) jobs that require 
high social skills, (b) jobs with a high level of  competition requirements, and (c) 
work where someone must often deal with unpleasant responses. Third, the indirect 
effect of  openness personality on team performance will be stronger in (a) work that 
requires freedom and (b) work with high requirements of  creativity.
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INTRODUCTION

Psychological safety is a concept that 
continues to evolve and become a concern of  
researchers over the past two decades. The stu-
dy of  Schein and Bennis (1965) about organiza-
tional change is a milestone in the emergence of  
psychological safety constructs. Schein and Ben-
nis (1965) state that psychological safety is the de-
gree to which individuals are confident and feel 
comfortable in facing changes that occur.

In the next stage, psychological safety was 
conceptualized by Kahn (1990) as an individual’s 
perception of  a sense of  comfort performing. Ho-
wever, Edmondson (1999) argues that psycholo-
gical safety is a climate at the team level and defi-
nes it as the trust of  team members that the team 
does not have interpersonal risk. Edmondson’s 
study (1999) became an important point in the 
development of  psychological safety studies. 
Edmondson’s conception (1999) became the 
most dominant reference for researchers in con-
ducting psychological safety studies over the past 
two decades.

At present, the study of  psychological sa-
fety has been carried out with various theoretical 
perspectives. The results of  the review of  New-
man et al. (2017) classify two streams of  theory in 
psychological safety studies. Both offer a positive 
perspective of  psychological safety on performan-
ce. First, Social Learning Theory (Bandura, 1977) 
which is the basis of  the research argument that 
psychological safety can be built by supporting 
workplaces, so that these conditions can affect 
learning (Ortega et al., 2010; Bstieler & Hemmert, 
2010), performance (Kostopoulos & Bozionelos, 
2011; Huang & Jiang, 2012; Ortega et al., 2014), 
innovation (Post, 2012; Gu et al., 2013), and crea-
tivity (Palanski & Vogelgesang 2011). Psychologi-
cal safety can be a predictor of  performance, both 
directly and indirectly. Psychological safety is an 
indirect predictor of  performance through facili-
tating information sharing, seeking feedback, and 
experimentation (for example, Carmeli, 2007; 
Liu et al., 2014). This study refers to the results of  
the study of  Li and Tan, (2012) and Li and Yan 
(2009) which show that psychological safety can 
be a direct predictor of  performance.
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Second, the social exchange theory that 
underlies the study that the quality of  strong re-
lationships in the workplace can improve psycho-
logical safety and direct employees to compen-
sate (exchange processes) with positive forms of  
work (De Clercq & Rius, 2007; Chen et al., 2014) 
Meanwhile, organizational members are indivi-
duals who have different personalities from one 
another. The scheme of  the relationship between 
personality, team psychological safety and team 
performance is still not well developed. Newman 
et al. (2017) identified antecedent factors of  team 
psychological safety include (1) leadership beha-
vior (for example: leadership support (Roberto, 
2002) and leadership trust (Li & Tan, 2012), (2) 
network relationships (for example: the quality 
of  social relationships (Gu et al., 2013) and the 
nature of  team membership (Burris et al., 2009), 
as well as (3) team characteristics (for example: 
characteristics of  team competition (Chen & 
Tjosvold, 2010) and the formal structure of  the 
team (Bresman & Zellmer-Bruhn, 2013). 

This review of  the team’s psychological 
safety antecedent’s literature suggests that indi-
vidual factors of  team members have not been 
explored. In fact, the personality composition of  
team members has a strong influence on team dy-
namics (Humphery et al., 2011). Radović et al. 
(2020) emphasized that understanding individu-
als in team dynamics can trigger organizations to 
function optimally in managing human potential. 
This further reinforces that the individual factors 
of  team members as antecedents need to be stu-
died as an effort to develop a psychological safety. 
The theory that specifically discusses personality 
traits in workplace situations is the trait activati-
on theory (TAT) (Tett & Guterman, 2000). TAT 
describes the relationship between personality 
traits and work context situations with the acti-
vation mechanism of  personality traits (Tett & 
Burnett, 2003).

Personality is described as all patterns of  
individual behavior. Funder (2001) states that 
the study of  personality has progressed until the 
model of  “The Big Five Personality” has emer-
ged which is now widely accepted by acade-
mics: which includes; Emotional Stability, Con-
scientiousness, Agreeableness, Extraversion, and 
Openness. Personality studies to predict perfor-
mance have been carried out in various perspec-
tives (Penney et el. (2011). Initially, the results of  
the study Guion and Gottier (1965) concluded 
that performance cannot be predicted by persona-
lity tests. However, in its development academics 
argue that personality can predict performance 
(Hogan, 2005; Judge & Zapata, 2015).

Regarding personality and performance, 
Judge and Zapata (2015) have investigated the 
activation of  personality and performance. His 
research results show that the expression of  beha-
vior of  a personality activated by a specific con-
text can improve performance (Judge & Zapata, 
2015). Meanwhile, the results of  the study of  Li 
and Yan (2009) and Li and Tan (2012) show that 
psychological safety can be a direct predictor of  
performance. This study proposes specific con-
text moderating effects that activate personality 
(individual level) mediated by the psychological 
safety of  the team in predicting team performan-
ce. The study is an important foundation in par-
sing and filling in the personality interaction gap, 
team psychological safety and team performance.

 Activated personality will build the 
psychological safety of  the team and can ulti-
mately improve team performance. This study 
deepens the results of  the study of  Judge and Za-
pata (2015) by proposing a mediated moderation 
model. Psychological safety mediates the tenden-
cy of  individuals to act proactively and improve 
performance in Conscientiousness, Extraversion 
and Opennes personality (Newman, et al, 2017). 
This will lead them to express their activated per-
sonality, so that the level of  psychological safety 
becomes high. Therefore, a more in-depth study 
and investigation of  the relationship between the 
personality and psychological safety of  the team 
is needed to predict team performance.

Personality, Team Psychological Safety & 
Team Performance

In the field of  organizational psychology, 
personality has an important role (Barrick et al.,  
2001). One theory that explains personality and 
its relation to performance is TAT. TAT provides 
a good theoretical basis in determining the cate-
gory of  situational traits that moderate the vali-
dity of  personality traits (Tett & Burnett, 2003). 
This theory is built on the argument that various 
situations in each personality will have a diffe-
rent effect (Ekehammar, 1974; Tett & Guterman, 
2000). Tett and Burnett (2003) have applied this 
perspective to the relationship between persona-
lity and performance in a work context. Thus, 
situations can operate on the activation of  perso-
nality traits.

Personality is the dominant construct in 
psychology (Phares & Chaplin, 1997). The re-
levance of  situations and personality traits can 
encourage (activate) the expression of  personali-
ty traits (Tett & Burnett, 2003) so that they can 
build interpersonal trust and timpun members do 
not hesitate to be themselves in expressing their 
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personality traits. This condition can reduce in-
terpersonal risk in the team. This condition is 
also relevant to team psychological safety, as a 
shared belief  that the team is safe from interper-
sonal risks (Edmondson, 1999). In the high team 
psychological safety, team members feel safe to 
convey ideas, provide honest feedback, collabora-
te, and experiment in working on team tasks (Ed-
mondson & Lei, 2014). Thus, the process of  acti-
vating the personality traits of  the team is thought 
to increase team psychological safety.

Based on The Big Five Personality and 
TAT, Judge and Zapata (2015) conducted a study 
of  the activation of  personality and performance. 
Identified several specific situations that can acti-
vate five personalities which include: (a) work that 
requires freedom (For example: Anthropologist, 
Taxi driver, Marketing manager), (b) work with 
high attention-detail requirements (for example: 
Air traffic controller, Accountant / auditor, Le-
gal secretary), (c) work that requires high social 
skills (for example: Clergy, Counseling psycho-
logist, Concierge), (d) work with a high level of  
competition requirements (for example: Coach / 
scout, Financial manager, Advertising sales ma-
nager), (e) work where a person must often deal 
with unpleasant responses (for example: Correc-
tional officers, Telemarketers, Flight attendants) 
and (f) jobs with high innovation requirements 
(for example: Actor, Systems analyst, Materials 
scientist). Judge and Zapata (2015) state that each 
activated (conscientiousness, emotional stability, 
extraversion, agreeableness, and openness) will 
improve performance. However, this study argues 
that this process of  improving performance will 
occur when realized through the team psycholo-
gical safety. High psychological safety can imp-
rove performance (Li & Yan, 2009; Li & Tan, 
2012). Individuals who feel the level of  psycholo-
gical safety of  high teams tend to experiment and 
explore in their work (Li & Tan, 2012). This be-
havior can ultimately help the team achieve better 
performance by improving quality and work effi-
ciency. This study propose that an activated per-
sonality will build the psychological safety of  the 
team and ultimately improve team performance. 
Team psychological safety mediates the effects of  
specific context moderation (trait activation) on 
the relationship of  personality and team perfor-
mance.

The psychological safety of  the team be-
comes a mediating variable on the personality re-
lationship that is activated by the specific context 
and team performance. Personality is an indivi-
dual level construct. Through this model, this stu-
dy proposes a cross-level study of  psychological 

safety. Walumbwa and Schaubroeck (2009) have 
conducted psychological safety studies at the 
team level and their influence at the individual 
level. Meanwhile, Liu et al. (2014) conducted a 
study of  the interaction of  individual variables on 
team level psychological safety to predict team 
performance. Referring to these empirical studies, 
this study proposes personalities at the individual 
level that are activated by specific contexts that 
can predict psychological safety at the team level 
and team performance.

Based on the review of  Newman et al 
(2017), there are three personalities directly re-
lated to psychological safety which include: con-
scientiousness, extraversion and opennes.This 
personality directs them to be more likely to give 
signs and opportunities to express their personali-
ties that are activated in certain contexts, so that 
the level of  psychological safety becomes high 
(Newman et al. 2017). Referring to this review, 
this study proposes three personalities formulated 
in the model.

Conscientiousness Personality 
Conscientiousness personalities tend to be 

more careful in carrying out an action or consi-
derate in making a decision, they also have high 
self-discipline. Specifically, conscientiousness 
works very well in jobs that require freedom, be-
cause conscientious individuals are often ambiti-
ous (Goldberg, 1993) and achievement oriented 
(Costa & McCrae, 1992). So it is not surprising, if  
individuals who have conscientiousness naturally 
behave consistently with well-organized / syste-
matic tendencies. The study of  Hmel and Pincus 
(2002) states that individuals who pursue achie-
vement tend to be focused and self-regulating, so 
individuals who work independently will strengt-
hen the positive effects of  seriousness on perfor-
mance. This study agrees with the results of  the 
Judge and Zapata (2015) study that work that re-
quires freedom can activate conscientiousness. In 
other words, conscientiousness personality will 
be activated in the context of  work situations that 
require freedom, so this condition will make indi-
viduals feel psychologically safety.

In another dimension, conscientiousness 
can also be activated with another specific con-
text. Research Barrick et al. (1993) found that 
employees with a conscientiousness persona-
lity can set specific work goals and show more 
commitment to these goals. The study results of  
Jackson et al. (2010) found that conscientious-
ness individuals were more likely to use a neat 
and systematic document filing system, even re-
cording important work dates and daily activities 
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in detail. Referring to the results of  the research, 
individuals with conscientiousness personali-
ty will tend to be activated in work with high 
attention-detail requirements. This study agrees 
with the results of  the Judge and Zapata (2015) 
study that work with high attention-detail requi-
rements can activate conscientiousness. In other 
words, conscientiousness personality will be ac-
tivated in the context of  the work situation with 
high attention-detail requirements so that it can 
build psychological safety.

The psychological safety of  the team that 
builds from an activated personality can affect 
team performance. This is relevant to the review 
of  Newman et al. (2017) which states that team 

psychological safety can be a predictor of  perfor-
mance. Individuals who feel the level of  psycho-
logical safety of  a high team have a tendency to 
experiment and explore work (Li & Tan, 2012). 
Based on this, it can be proposed that:

Proposition 1: 
Team psychological safety will mediate 

the moderating effect of  (a) work that requires 
freedom and (b) work with high attention-detail 
requirements on the relationship of  Conscien-
tiousness personality and team performance. In 
particular, the indirect effects of  Conscientious-
ness personality on team performance through 
psychological safety will be stronger in (a) work 
that requires freedom and (b) work with high 
attention-detail requirements.

Extraversion personality
Extraversion personality is related to 

someone’s comfort level in interacting with ot-
hers. Extraversion is the level of  intensity of  so-
cial interactions related to individual self-confi-
dence (McCrae & Costa, 1987). Good social and 
emotional expressions, high emotional sensitivi-
ty, and social and emotional control abilities are 
the characteristics of  individuals who have ex-

traversion personality (Riggio, 1986). Individu-
als with extraversion personality are more likely 
to like to be involved in social activities (Argyle 
& Lu, 1990), even according to Ashton et al. 
(2002) they are also more likely to enjoy social 
activities. This study has the same view with the 
results of  Judge and Zapata (2015) that work 
that requires high social skills can activate extra-
version personality. Referring to these findings, 
extraversion personality will be activated in the 
context of  work situations that require high so-
cial skills, so that this condition will make the 
individual extraversion feel psychologically sa-
fety.

In another dimension, the results of  labo-
ratory studies Graziano et al. (1985) showed that 
personality extraverts considered competitive 
games more attractive and more interesting than 
cooperative games. The results of  the second 
study reflect the first; that is, that extraversion is 
considered a competitive game as more friend-
ly and pleasant (Graziano et al., 1985). This is 
reinforced by the literature which shows that ex-
travert individuals enjoy competition (Graziano 
et al. 1985; Kirkcaldy & Furnham, 1991) and 
even excel in competitive environments (Bentea 
& Anghelache, 2012). In other words, extravers 
tend to perform better in competitive environ-
ments (Bentea & Anghelache, 2012). This study 
also agrees with the results of  the study of  Judge 
and Zapata (2015) which states that work with 
a high level of  competition requirements can 
activate the extraversion personality. In other 
words, extraversion personality will be activa-
ted in the context of  work situations with a high 
level of  competition requirements, so that this 
condition will make the individual extraversion 
feel psychologically safety.

Individual characteristics of  extraversi-
on are happy to socialize, easy to socialize, live 
in groups and be firm. Gallagher (1990) states 

Figure 1. A Mediated Moderation Model: Personality, Team Psychological Safety and Team Perfor-
mance

Personality

Team
Psychological Safety

Team
Performance

Specific Context
(Personality Activation)

Team Level

Individual Level
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that individuals with extraversion personalities 
respond to work pressure as a challenge, so that 
they can overcome stressful social situations. 
The study of  Graziano et al. (1985) also shows 
that extraverts can see the positive side of  a so-
cial interaction. Extraversion is very skilled in 
handling problems that require social interaction 
such as dealing with people who are unpleasant 
or angry (Tett & Burnett, 2003). This is reinfor-
ced by the results of  Judge and Zapata (2015) 
who stated that work in which a person must of-
ten deal with unpleasant responses can activate 
the extraversion personality.

With these findings, the specific context is 
work that requires strong social skills, competiti-
ve work, and work in which a person must often 
deal with unpleasant responses can activate the 
extraversion personality. Activation of  extraver-
sion personality in a specific context will build 
the psychological safety of  the team. Individuals 
who feel the level of  psychological safety of  a 
high team have a tendency to experiment and 
explore work (Li & Tan, 2012). This behavior 
can ultimately help the team achieve better per-
formance by improving quality or work efficien-
cy. Therefore, it can be proposed that:

Proposition 2:
Team Psychological Safety will mediate 

the moderating effect (a) work that requires high 
social skills, (b) work with a high level of  com-
petition requirements, and (c) work where a per-
son must often deal with unpleasant responses 
on the relationship of  extraversion personality 
and Team performance. In particular, the indi-
rect effects of  extraversion personality on Team 
performance will be stronger in (a) jobs that re-
quire high social skills, (b) jobs with a high le-
vel of  competition requirements, and (c) work 
where someone must often deal with unpleasant 
responses.

Openness personality
His interest in new things and the desire 

to learn something new are the characteristics 
of  individuals with an openness personality. In-
dividuals who have the personality of  oppenes 
are very imaginative, open minded, intellectual, 
creative and like new things, and have a broad 
perspective on differences (Costa & McCrae, 
1992; Johnson & Ostendorf, 1993). Hmel and 
Pincus (2002) found that all aspects of  openness 
to experience are associated with a tendency to 
self-regulate. In particular, Koestner and Losier 
(1996) state that openness is associated with 

reactive autonomy, ie orientation to act indepen-
dently in work. Regarding Opennes personality, 
this study agrees with the results of  the study of  
Judge and Zapata (2015) which states that work 
that requires freedom can activate the extraversi-
on personality. In other words, Openness perso-
nality tends to be activated in specific situations 
in the form of  work that requires freedom, so 
this condition will make individuals openness 
feel psychologically safety. 

Positive characteristics of  openness are 
tended to be more creative, imaginative, intel-
lectual, curious and broad-minded. McCrae 
(1987) presents that all aspects of  openness to 
experience are positively related to different cre-
ativity and thinking. Openness individuals are 
motivated to expand their experience with va-
rious breakthroughs that are made. Openness to 
experience is a catalyst that leads to expression 
and creative exploration (King et al., 1996). In 
fact, the performance of  openness individuals is 
the most superior in work that requires creativi-
ty and innovation (for example, McCrae, 1987; 
King et al., 1996; Raja & Johns, 2010). This stu-
dy agrees with the results of  the study of  Judge 
and Zapata (2015) which states that work with 
high innovation requirements can activate an 
openness personality. In other words, openness 
personality will be activated in the context of  
work situations with high innovation require-
ments, so that this condition will make openness 
individuals feel psychologically safety.

The team sychological safety that was 
built because the activation process of  openness 
personality can affect team performance. This is 
relevant to the review of  Newman et al (2017) 
which states that team psychological safety can 
be a predictor of  performance. Individuals who 
feel the level of  psychological safety of  a high 
team have a tendency to experiment and explore 
work (Li & Tan, 2012). This behavior can ulti-
mately help the team achieve better performance 
by improving quality or work efficiency. Based 
on this, it can be proposed that:

Proposition 3:
Team Psychological Safety will mediate 

the moderating effect of  (a) work that requires 
freedom and (b) work with high innovation re-
quirements on the relationship of  openness per-
sonality and team performance. In particular, 
the indirect effects of  openness personality on 
Team performance will be stronger in (a) work 
that requires freedom and (b) work with high in-
novation requirements.
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RESULT AND DISCUSSION

Theoretical development and future directions
The purpose of  this article is to develop a 

framework for mediating the team psychological 
safety on the personality and team performance. 
Literature shows that the psychological safety of  
the team is important to the team performance. 
Meanwhile, organizational members are indivi-
duals who have different personalities from one 
another. However, the interaction between perso-
nality, the psychological safety of  the team and 
the performance of  the team is still unexplored so 
that it becomes a gap that needs attention. This 
paper develops and present a mediated moderati-
on model to parse the gap. 

This model has several theoretical contri-
butions to the literature. First, this study expands 
the literature on the relationship of  personality 
and performance with the team’s psychological 
safety as its mediation. Judge and Zapata (2015) 
have presented interactions of  personality and 
performance variables. This study propose that 
the psychological safety of  the team mediates the 
effects of  specific context moderation on perso-
nality relationships (individual level) and team 
performance. This article summarizes and integ-
rate the literature and point to the direction for fu-
ture research regarding team psychological safety, 
personality and team performance. The model of  
this study also presents an answer to Newman et 
al (2017) review of  the importance of  a study of  
personality interactions and psychological safety.

Second, expanding the study of  psycho-
logical safety on cross-levels. Walumbwa and 
Schaubroeck (2009) have conducted psychologi-
cal safety studies at the team level and their in-
fluence at the individual level. Meanwhile, Liu et 
al. (2014) conducted a study of  the interaction of  
individual variables on team level psychological 
safety, to predict team performance. This paper 
proposes personalities at the individual level that 
are activated by specific contexts that can predict 
psychological safety at the team level and team 
performance. Overall, it is hoped that the model 
proposed in this paper can be a framework for fu-
ture research related to the assessment of  team 
psychological safety, personality and team perfor-
mance.

Practical implications
The main practical implication in manage-

ment practices from this discussion is that, team 
psychological safety is a variable that needs to be 
considered in improving team performance. The 
psychological safety of  the team can be built from 

the accuracy of  employee recruitment or place-
ment by paying attention to the personality and 
specific context of  the work. Employees with 
conscientiousness personality will contribute 
optimally to team performance when recruited 
/placed in (a) jobs that require freedom and (b) 
work with high attention-detail requirements. 
Employees with extraversion personality will 
make optimal contributions to team performan-
ce when recruited / placed in (a) jobs that requi-
re high social skills, (b) jobs with a high level of  
competition requirements, and (c) jobs where so-
meone must often deal with unpleasant response. 
Employees with openness personality will make 
optimal contributions to team performance when 
recruited / placed in (a) jobs that require freedom 
and (b) work with high innovation requirements. 
This happens because there is a process of  acti-
vating the employee’s personality with a specific 
context, so that it will build the psychological 
safety of  the team and ultimately improve team 
performance.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

Personality has an important role in pre-
dicting performance (Barrick et al., 2001). Me-
anwhile, liturgy has also shown that team psycho-
logical safety is an important predictor of  team 
performance (Newman et al 2017). The literature 
gap about personality interactions, team psycho-
logical safety and performance signals the impor-
tance of  theoretical studies and empirical eviden-
ce to integrate these various variables. Based on 
TAT and The Big Five Personality this study for-
mulated a specific context moderation role mo-
del (as personality activation) that mediated the 
psychological safety of  the team to predict team 
performance. This paper aim is to facilitate empi-
rical research by providing testable propositions. 
This study encourages researchers to continue to 
investigate the role of  personality and psycholo-
gical safety of  the team to be a predictor of  team 
performance so that it can become an organiza-
tional reference material in improving organiza-
tional performance.
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