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Abstract
Acts of aggression are associated with a variety of negative outcomes. Accordingly, research has
aimed to identify the personality traits that give rise to different forms of aggressive behaviour.
Recent work has indicated that the factor of Honesty-Humility is associated with a variety of
deviant behaviours, including aggression towards others; however, the nuances of these
relationships require further investigation. This dissertation aimed to address several gaps in this
literature through three main studies. In Study 1, we extended previous findings to younger
populations, examining the associations between Honesty-Humility and aggression
longitudinally in a large sample of children and youth. These findings demonstrated a
bidirectional relationship between Honesty-Humility and aggression over time, such that low
levels of Honesty-Humility resulted in higher levels of aggression and vice versa. In Study 2, we
explored the specific facets of Honesty-Humility to determine if they differentially predict
proactive and reactive aggression. Despite the theoretical link between Modesty and reactive
aggression, we found limited support for this association, especially when controlling for
proactive aggression. Overall, the Sincerity and Fairness facets were found to strongly predict
both forms of aggression. Lastly, Study 3 explored the associations between Honesty-Humility
and deviance, aggression, exploitation, and victimization in a workplace context. Robust
relationships were found between Honesty-Humility and several deviant behaviours, further
emphasizing the importance of this trait. In particular, when provided with the opportunity to
aggress, individuals low in Honesty-Humility were more likely to do so, regardless of their level
of power in the situation. Collectively, these findings indicate that Honesty-Humility is the
strongest predictor of aggressive and deviant behaviour among the broad factors of personality.

ii

However, this dissertation extends previous findings by demonstrating the applicability of
Honesty-Humility across different contexts and by providing a nuanced understanding of the
components responsible for this relationship.
Keywords: aggression; honesty-humility; personality; organizational; workplace; power
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CHAPTER 1: General Introduction
The high cost of aggressive behaviour is evident at both the societal and individual levels.
From a financial standpoint, children and youth with aggressive tendencies result in over six
times more public expenditures than those without such tendencies, even after accounting for
socioeconomic status (Foster et al., 2005), and in workplace settings, the annual cost of
aggression can be as high as $36 billion dollars in some countries (Hassard et al., 2018). These
macro-statistics, however, do not capture the individually felt consequences of aggressive acts
and their negative impact on an individual’s psychosocial adjustment across the lifespan. In the
workplace, for example, employees who experience physical and verbal aggression report higher
levels of anxiety, emotional exhaustion, and burnout (Bernaldo-De-Quirós et al., 2015), and
there is a direct relationship between having an aggressive and intimidating boss and
experiencing psychological distress and poor work-life balance (Mathieu & Babiak, 2016).
Within relationships, aggression can result in severe physical consequences (Muñoz-Rivas et al.,
2007), depression, suicidal ideation, post-traumatic stress disorder, and substance abuse
(Golding, 1999). Among children and youth, victims of bullying (a type of aggression
categorized by a power-imbalance [Olweus, 1993]) experience poorer mental health and longlasting adjustment difficulties (Rigby, 2003). Further, the aggressor may also suffer adverse
psychosocial consequences. For instance, aggression during adolescence is associated with
alienation from peers (Crick, 1996), a hostile attribution bias (Nasby et al., 1980), conduct
problems later in life (Vitaro et al., 1998), and, similar to victims, a multitude of adjustment
difficulties (Card & Little, 2006). Overall, the detrimental effects of aggression are far-reaching,
impacting individuals across the lifespan and in multiple contexts.
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Given the severity of its consequences, researchers have a long history of attempting to
understand the precursors of aggression, focusing on both contextual and individual factors. In
terms of contextual factors, inconsistent and harsh parental discipline, a lack of warmth and
emotional support from caregivers, and low parental engagement/supervision have been
associated with heightened aggression (reviewed in Eisner & Malti, 2015), as well as peer
relationships and the presence of antisocial peers, which have been found to enhance aggressive
tendencies (Berger & Rodkin, 2012). Broader contextual factors, such as cross-cultural,
geographical, and generational differences, have also been associated with aggression; however,
these influences and their mechanisms are poorly understood (Eisner & Malti, 2015). Although
these factors may increase the likelihood of aggression, each will interact with individual
tendencies, such that their influence may be enhanced or attenuated by an individual’s
characteristics and personal tendencies towards aggressive alternatives.
In the personality literature, the HEXACO model (discussed in further detail below) best
captures the variability in individual differences, organizing this variance into six broad factors
and 24 narrower facets (Lee & Asthon, 2004). One of these factors, Honesty-Humility, has
received growing attention in the literature examining aggression and antisocial behaviour.
Honesty-Humility is a higher-order factor of personality, meaning that it captures the shared
variance of several related traits, and it is reflective of one’s level of sincerity, greed, fairness,
and modesty (Ashton & Lee, 2005). Notably, low levels of Honesty-Humility have been found to
be associated with numerous aggressive acts, such as a willingness to punish others (Dinić &
Smederevac, 2019), aggression within relationships (Knight et al., 2018), planned revenge (Lee
& Ashton, 2012), and bullying among adolescents (Book et al., 2012), demonstrating its
relevance to aggression across various contexts and implying it is a robust correlate of aggression
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that warrants further investigation.
Therefore, the purpose of this dissertation is to build on the established literature
demonstrating a relationship between Honesty-Humility and aggressive/harmful behaviour by
conducting three studies. Importantly, the associations between Honesty-Humility and
aggression have not been examined over time, making it difficult to determine their causal order.
Further, these relationships have predominately been examined in adolescent and adult
populations, whereas few have examined their generalizability among children despite the fact
that aggressive behaviour varies, and personality becomes more stable, across the lifespan
(Ashton, 2018; Liu et al., 2013). To address these gaps, Study 1 of this dissertation examined the
associations between Honesty-Humility and aggression in children over time. In Study 2, the
facets of Honesty-Humility were compared with different forms of aggressive behaviour to
extend the current literature beyond the factor level of analysis. Indeed, research shows that
narrow traits have more predictive power than those that are broader (Pletzer et al., 2020;
Rothstein & Goffin, 2006), and there are strong theoretical reasons to suspect differential
associations between the facets of Honesty-Humility and different types of aggression (e.g.,
Baumeister et al., 1996; Sell, 2011).
In Study 3, we examined how Honesty-Humility and other HEXACO factors relate to
aggression and power imbalances in workplace settings. Although recent studies have
demonstrated links between Honesty-Humility and aggression in the workplace (Pletzer et al.,
2019), how social dynamics/power imbalances within workplace settings impact these
associations is not well understood. Theoretically, given low Honesty-Humility’s overlap with
psychopathic traits (Hodson et al., 2018; Lee & Ashton, 2005), individuals low in HonestyHumility would be expected to take advantage of others when the opportunity arises (Ashton et
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al., 2014) and to retaliate when slighted regardless of the target of their aggression. Collectively,
this dissertation takes a nuanced perspective, examining personality and aggressive behaviour in
social contexts that are common across the lifespan.
Types of Aggression and Conceptual Models
The definition of aggression is not always straightforward, as certain behaviours,
strategies, and tendencies might by described colloquially as aggressive even when they are not
negative/harmful in nature (e.g., an individual might “aggressively” pursue their goals, without
any intent to harm others). The “intent to harm”, however, is fundamental to how aggression is
defined in Psychology, and how it pertains to social interactions. Indeed, the commonly accepted
definition of aggression is a behaviour directed towards another individual that is intended to
cause a harm that the victim wishes to avoid (Bushman & Anderson, 2001). Of note, this
definition absolves harmful or painful behaviours that are intended to help (e.g., surgery), or that
do not wish to be avoided (e.g., masochism). Accordingly, there are several meaningful ways to
categorize aggressive behaviour. In particular, aggression can be viewed as either direct (i.e.,
overt) or indirect (i.e., covert). Direct aggression includes physical or verbal acts of confrontation
(e.g.., yelling, fist fighting), whereas indirect aggression captures forms that are less
confrontational and more hidden, such as relational, and cyber, aggression (Card et al., 2008).
Further, aggression can be described as targeted or displaced, wherein behaviours are either
directed at the source of frustration or displaced onto something or someone, other than the
source, in an attempt to alleviate negative affect (e.g., damaging property; Miller et al., 2003).
Also, aggressive acts can be physical (e.g., punching, fighting someone) or verbal in nature (e.g.,
name-calling) and can vary in their immediacy (i.e., immediate response versus planned
revenge). These categorizations provide a means of organizing the various forms of aggression;
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however, the functions of aggression can be conceptualized under two umbrella terms: proactive
and reactive aggression.
Proactive and Reactive Aggression
When an aggressive act is self-serving, goal-oriented, and completed in the absence of
provocation, it is said to be proactive (e.g., Dodge & Coie, 1987; Bushman & Anderson, 2001;
Heilbron & Prinstein, 2008). Specifically, proactive aggression is instrumental, in that it serves
to benefit the aggressor in some way or assists them in obtaining resources and/or in advancing
socially. Proactive aggression is thought to be motivated by modeling, social learning, and
adaptive principles. Seminal work from Bandura and colleagues (1961), for example, famously
demonstrated that children will proactively engage in aggressive acts after witnessing an adult
engage in a similar behaviour, demonstrating that aggressive behaviour can be learned and
practiced simply through observation. For example, those who argue for a modeling perspective
have highlighted the effects of violent media (Ostrov et al., 2006), such as video games
(Anderson & Dill, 2000), on aggressive behaviour in real-world settings. Building on this work,
social learning theorists argue that aggressive behaviours are modified through operant
conditioning, whereby the consequences of an aggressive act (i.e., how they are
reinforced/punished) impact the likelihood of its occurrence in the future (Bandura, 1978). Thus,
proactive aggression may arise due to modeling and may persist over time due to reinforcement.
Indeed, from an evolutionary perspective, proactive aggression is adaptive, as it can be used to
acquire resources and improve social standing (Book et al., 2012; Buss & Shackelford, 1997).
Among adolescents, for example, proactive aggression can result in self-reported increases in
friendship quality (Banny et al., 2011), improved social status (de Bruyn et al., 2010; Prinstein &
Cillessen, 2003), and success in dating (Connolly et al., 2000).
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In contrast to the goal-directed and calculated nature of proactive aggression, reactive
aggression is emotionally-driven, occurring in response to provocation (e.g., Bushman &
Anderson, 2001). According to Dollard and colleagues’ (1939) Frustration-Anger Hypothesis,
reactive aggression is the natural by-product of impeded goals. In particular, when an
individual’s goals are blocked, it gives rise to anger and a need to respond, which often creates
the ideal circumstances for aggression to occur (1939). Across individuals and contexts,
however, there are differences in the threshold required for any provocation to result in an
aggressive response (Berkowitz, 1989). For example, based on the concept of Excitation
Transfer (Zillmann, 1971), the threshold for aggression may be lower in situations that are
physiologically arousing. Specifically, Zilllman (1971) suggests that when one is in an aroused
state and has not yet returned to baseline, any experienced provocation during this time period is
more likely to result in reactive aggression, given that one’s inhibitions are lower. Thus,
heightened arousal helps explain why we often observe high levels of reactive aggression in
competitive situations, such as sports (Tenenbaum et al., 1997), and further emphasizes the
automated, affective nature of reactive aggression.
It should be noted, however, that proactive and reactive aggression are not always as
distinguishable, leading some to suggest that a dichotomy is not the best categorization approach.
Indeed, as articulated by Bushman and Anderson (2001), there are three main points of
contention in regard to this dichotomy. First, although the two forms of aggression have been
separated based on their differing goals, with proactive aggression being considered “goaloriented” and reactive aggression being considered a response/reaction, critics of this dichotomy
have argued that the reactive form is also goal-driven. That is, it has been argued that reactive
and proactive aggression are both motivated by an underlying goal, though the goals of the
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former are proximate rather than ultimate (Anderson & Bushman, 2002; Bushman & Anderson,
2001). In other words, for aggressive behaviours that are reactive (e.g., assault), the harm itself is
the primary goal of the aggression (i.e., a proximate goal), whereas in the case of proactive
aggression (e.g., theft) the harm caused serves as a means of achieving other goals (i.e., an
ultimate goal). Moreover, aggressive acts can be motivated by multiple factors (e.g., to cause
harm, to improve social standing, etc.), making it difficult to classify any single act as
exclusively proactive versus reactive. As evidence of this, a study by Barratt and colleagues
(1999) found that fewer than 25% of aggressive acts could be strictly classified as either
proactive or reactive, with most being categorized by raters as reflecting both forms.
A second criticism of the proactive versus reactive dichotomy is that it assumes that
anger is only involved in reactive forms of aggression. Some have argued against this notion,
indicating that proactive aggression is also associated with anger (e.g., Camodeca & Goossens,
2005) and that some aggressive acts which may fall under both forms, such as revenge (i.e.,
delayed reactive aggression), may initially start out with anger, but may not continue to be
motivated by anger by the time the aggressive act occurs. Finally, a third issue with this
distinction is that it does not consider the fact that reactive aggression may be planned to a
certain extent. Typically, reactive aggression is considered impulsive and automatic; however,
this description is often applied to situations where the aggression occurs in quick succession of
the provocation. In cases where an individual reacts after a degree of time has passed since the
initial provocation, it becomes more difficult to confidently state that planning was not involved.
That is, even an aggressive act that may seem reactive (e.g., was a response to a slight) could be
thought-out or evaluated against alternative responses if there was sufficient time to do so
(Bushman & Anderson, 2001). Taken together, given that both forms of aggression can be goal-
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oriented and involve anger and planning, some have indicated that it is difficult to rely on stark
characterizations.
To address the overlap among aggression constructs, and consolidate the various theories
of aggressive behaviour, Anderson and Bushman (2002) developed the General Aggression
Model (GAM) – a comprehensive model that can be used to predict either proactive or reactive
forms of aggression. The GAM states that person/individual (e.g., beliefs, traits, sex) and
situational (e.g., provocation, pain, incentives) factors both combine to influence an individual’s
current state (i.e., affect, cognition, and arousal); in turn, these factors influence the individual’s
aggressive decision-making and, ultimately, their behaviour (Anderson et al., 1995; Anderson &
Bushman, 2002). Importantly, this model accommodates previous models of aggression
(Bandura, 1978; Bandura et al., 1961; Dodge & Coie, 1987; Dollard et al., 1939; Zillerman
1971) and thereby provides a broader framework to explain aggression.
Despite debate about this conceptual distinction between the two forms of aggression,
Anderson and Bushman (2001) note that the GAM can be used to identify unique predictors of
the two forms and that this line of investigation is a worthwhile pursuit. That is, although the
substantial overlap between the two forms has been highlighted, there are also clear differences
that are noteworthy. In particular, one of the main ways proactive and reactive aggression can be
distinguished is by examining their distributions when measured. It has been demonstrated that
reactive aggression follows a relatively normal distribution, with the majority of individuals
engaging in average levels of reactivity, whereas proactive aggression follows a positively
skewed distribution, such that instrumental aggressive acts are infrequent/rare (Book et al.,
2019). Although these differing patterns may be due to many factors, they likely reflect the
differential impact of contextual factors on each form, because reactive acts are more dependent
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on the context versus uncommon, negative dispositions. Relatedly, studies have consistently
shown that mean levels of proactive aggression are considerably lower than levels of reactive
aggression in the general population (e.g., Raine et al., 2006). In addition, studies from the
clinical literature have demonstrated that proactive and reactive aggression differ in terms of
their clinical consequences and correlates. Specifically, reactive aggression has been associated
with greater levels of internalizing problems, emotional dysregulation, and rejection and
victimization from peers (see Card & Little, 2006), suggesting that those who engage in
aggression reactively experience more psychosocial difficulties than those who engage in
aggression for proactive reasons. Instead, longitudinal investigations have shown that children
who engage in proactive aggression are more likely to be involved in delinquent activities during
adolescence (reviewed in Hubbard et al., 2010). Thus, although proactive and reactive aggression
are often highly correlated at the bivariate level (e.g., Book et al., 2019; Knight et al., 2018;
Raine et al., 2006), there is both empirical and theoretical support for their distinction.
Sex and Gender Differences in Aggression
Of relevance to the current dissertation, it has also been demonstrated that aggression,
both its form and magnitude, differs by biological sex and gender. Biological sex refers to a
collection of physiological/physical features (e.g., hormone levels, reproductive anatomy, etc.)
that are typically associated with males or females, whereas gender is thought of as the socially
constructed identities of men and women (Johnson et al., 2009). From a biological perspective,
males tend to exhibit more direct and costly forms of aggression compared to females, such as
face-to-face acts that are associated with steep consequences (reviewed in Archer, 2004). Gender
specific differences have also been demonstrated, as women have been found to engage in less
direct forms of aggression compared to men, although gender differences in indirect forms of
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aggression are less pronounced (reviewed in Card et al., 2008). Despite this conceptual
distinction between sex and gender and recent advances in this area (e.g., Johnson et al., 2009), it
should be noted that gender (a social construct) and biological sex are sometimes conflated in the
extant literature (e.g., Baker et al., 2008; Connor et al., 2003), making it difficult to separate the
unique contributions of these factors and accurately interpret their impact on aggressive
behaviour. Indeed, in terms of proactive and reactive aggression, evidence has generally
indicated that males/men engage in both forms of aggression more than females/women (Baker
et al., 2008; Connor et al., 2003; Salmivalli & Nieminen, 2002) and these overall differences in
aggression are thought to arise due to both biological and social factors, such as selection
pressures and social learning.
Evolutionarily, male have higher reproductive rates and lower parental investment than
their female counterparts (Archer, 2009); females, on the other hand, are more selective when
choosing potential mates because caregiving for their offspring requires greater investment.
Together, these circumstances result in greater inter-sex competition between males compared to
females, which may promote greater aggression. Further, given that the success of an offspring is
more dependent on their mother’s success/well-being, it is more imperative that females avoid
harm and/or situations where they are at-risk of harm, such as aggressive encounters with high
costs. Thus, these evolutionary pressures may explain sex differences in the overall rates of
aggression and the types of aggression observed.
Gender differences in aggression have been explained from a social learning account, as
many have suggested that the gender roles embedded within our history and culture promote
more aggressive/masculine ideals among men and more nurturing/feminine ideals among women
(Archer, 2009; Eagly, 1997). Over time, these gender roles have been passed down from one
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generation to the next, informing current behaviour. Thus, under this explanation, individuals
become socialized to conform to traditional masculine and feminine roles, which includes greater
and more direct/confrontational aggression among men versus women. Although support has
been provided for both accounts, the pervasiveness of sex differences across cultures highlights
their evolutionary significance, as does their emergence early in life before children have
developed an understanding of social norms (e.g., Howes, 1988; Fagot, 1985). In addition, it has
been shown that social learning may enhance biological predispositions among both sexes. For
example, Endendijk and colleagues (2017) examined aggression in 3-year-old children over
time, finding that the degree to which participants’ fathers subscribed to traditional gender roles
was predictive of sex differences in aggression after a 1-year follow-up. Thus, both the
evolutionary and social learning perspectives may influence sex and gender differences in
aggression.
Notably, other researchers have explored the relationships between gender nonconformity and aggression. For example, one study by Toomey and colleagues (2014) found that
males and females who did not conform to gender stereotypes were more likely to experience
aggression from others and engage in more direct and indirect aggression compared to their
peers. Interestingly, biological sex moderated this latter relationship such that associations
between gender nonconformity and direct aggression were greater in females than in males.
Other investigations, however, have not found support for this pattern among those who do not
subscribe to traditional gender roles (e.g., Defreyne et al., 2018). Indeed, Ettner and colleagues
(2006) found that transgender individuals were significantly less likely to aggress towards others
in therapeutic settings compared to their gender-conforming peers. Nonetheless, more research is
needed to determine how gender nonconformity relates to aggression, as the literature has
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predominantly focused on men versus women in terms of gender effects, whereas those that have
investigated nonconformity have emphasized their victimization rather than their aggression
towards others (e.g., Pauletti et al., 2014; Toomey et al., 2014).
Personality
Psychology has a storied history of examining individual differences by creative but
untenable means. For instance, in the 18th century, Franz Gall proposed the idea of phrenology,
believing that the characteristics of an individual could be understood by the contours of their
skull (Temkin, 1947), and in 1921, Hermann Rorschach (1942) developed the inkblot tests to
uncover the unconscious workings of the mind based on an individual’s interpretation of a series
of ink splotches. Although these examples may seem comical, similar notions continue to
circulate in lay culture. Indeed, even the most widely-used personality test in existence, the
Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (Myers, 1962), is based on outdated psychoanalytic theories of
individual differences and has generally been discredited by psychological investigations (Stein
& Swan, 2019). Despite these initial failed attempts to understand individual differences, in the
1930’s Gordon Allport’s lexicon approach was developed and provided a scientifically-valid
means of approaching personality research, laying the foundation for current methods.
Specifically, Allport’s approach was unique, in that he used adjectives from the English lexicon
to determine the multitude of ways that one could be described and then organized this
information into categories of traits (Allport & Odbert, 1936). Expanding the trait theory of
personality further, Cattell and colleagues organized (1970) these traits into 16 different
categories by using factor analysis, which is a mathematical approach that groups related
variables. This work provided a foundation for Costa and McCrae (1980), who reduced the
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organization of traits even further into three broad categories: Neuroticism, Extraversion, and
Openness to Experience (i.e., the NEO Personality Inventory; NEO-P-I; Costa & McCrae, 1985).
According to Costa and McCrae (1985), Neuroticism is the tendency for negative,
emotional reactivity, Extraversion is a positive, engaging predisposition, and Openness to
Experience is an appreciation for art and knowledge. This three-factor model was eventually
updated in response to work from Digman (1981) and Goldberg (1983) to include two additional
factors: Agreeableness and Consciousness (Costa & McCrae, 1985). Agreeableness was
described as an understanding of, and caring for, others, whereas Consciousness was used to
capture diligence and a preference for organization. Together, this model, known as the FiveFactor Model (FFM), provided a means of organizing the variability in human predispositions in
a way that could be applied to any individual, despite their uniqueness. The utility of the FFM
has been demonstrated across numerous studies. It has been applied to clinical populations
(Costa & McCrae, 1992a; McCrae & Costa, 1992), can be used to measure job performance
(Costa et al., 1995; Piedmont & Weinstein, 1994), and, critically, is able to account for much of
the variation found in other measures of personality (Costa & McCrae, 1992b; Ashton & Lee,
2005).
Despite its widespread use at the time, however, the FFM was derived exclusively from
the English lexicon, and its generalizability across languages was unclear. To address this issue,
numerous investigations were conducted across languages, though many yielded mixed results,
including different five-factor models (reviewed in Ashton et al., 2004). It was not until a sixfactor solution was examined that the results became more consistent. Critically, when reexamining the English lexicon using more advanced computing tools, thereby limiting the degree
of subjectivity required (Saucier, 2019), a stable sixth factor emerges across investigations
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(Ashton, Lee, Goldberg, 2004; Lee & Ashton, 2008). This six-factor solution became known as
the HEXACO model of personality and is currently the most psychometrically-valid means of
categorizing personality (Ashton et al., 2004; Lee & Ashton, 2004). The HEXACO model
includes the six factors of Honesty-Humility, Emotionality, eXtraversion, Agreeableness,
Conscientiousness, and Openness to Experience, as well as 24 lower-order facets, which further
categorize the components of each of these factors into more specific traits that are conceptually
unique but share considerable covariation.
The HEXACO Model of Personality and its Advantages
The HEXACO model of personality (HEXACO; Lee & Ashton, 2004) is similar, yet
distinct, from the FFM. Indeed, although the factors of Conscientiousness, Openness to
Experience, and Extraversion do not significantly differ across the FFM and the HEXACO
models, the factors of Agreeableness, and Emotionality (or Neuroticism in the FFM) are
somewhat distinct, and the HEXACO model identifies a sixth factor, referred to as HonestyHumility, which includes unique variances and subsumes some of the variance found in the
FFM. Notably, the variance of the FFM is rearranged within the HEXACO model, and this is
accomplished in several key ways. First, in the FFM, Agreeableness contains elements of
sentimentality and toughness, but this variance is accounted for by the Emotionality factor in the
HEXACO. Second, the Neuroticism factor in the FFM contains elements of irritability and
patience, but this variance is accounted for by the HEXACO’s Agreeableness factor. Thus, in the
HEXACO model of personality, Agreeableness broadly reflects high and low levels of anger
proneness, and Emotionality broadly reflects sensitivity and worry. Nonetheless, the
Agreeableness and Emotionality/Neuroticism factors of both models do overlap, such that
Agreeableness in the FFM and in the HEXACO captures varying levels of gentleness and a
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propensity towards confrontation, whereas Emotional/Neuroticism captures variability in
anxious and relaxed predispositions in both models (Ashton et al., 2014; Ashton, 2018). In
addition to rearranging the variance between the original five factors, the HEXACO also
includes a sixth Honesty-Humility factor, which captures the tendency for individuals to be
sincere, modest, fair, and greedy (Lee & Ashton, 2004). Some have argued that the
Agreeableness factor in the FFM accounts for much of the variance in the Honesty-Humility
factor (e.g., DeYoung, 2015; McRae & Costa, 2008); however, the extent to which it does varies
across measures (e.g., Miller at al., 2011), and overall, the two factors only demonstrate a modest
association (Ashton & Lee, 2019).
Although the FFM of personality is still widely used, the HEXACO model offers several
advantages. First, studies have demonstrated that the HEXACO model explains more of the
variance in personality than the FFM. For example, Ashton and Lee (2019) demonstrated that
regardless of the measures used to assess the FFM or HEXACO, almost an entire factor’s worth
of variance is lost when using the FFM instead of the HEXACO. Further, the construct of
Honesty-Humility is poorly captured by measures of the FFM (e.g., Big Five Inventory [BFI];
John et al., 1991), and even when a FFM measure does effectively include the variance
associated with Honesty-Humility (e.g., NEO PI–R; Costa & McCrae, 1992B), it does so at the
expense of the other five factors (Ashton & Lee, 2019).
Second, the theoretical underpinnings of the HEXACO and its organization of variance
are stronger than those of the FFM. As articulated by Ashton and Lee (2007), each factor of the
HEXACO model has been linked to evolutionary theory, whereas similar relationships have not
been established for the FFM. That is, from an evolutionary perspective, the collections of traits
that make up Honesty-Humility, Agreeableness, and Emotionality are relevant to kin altruism
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and reciprocal altruism, which are behaviours that can benefit reproductive fitness. Being high
on Honesty-Humility, for example, is thought to confer a survival advantage, as it promotes
cooperation with others, whereas those low in Honesty-Humility may also be more likely to
survive by exploiting others for their own benefit. Individuals high on Agreeableness are also
thought to benefit from cooperation and those high in Emotionality are more likely to form
stronger attachment bonds, motivating them to protect their relatives. Further, the factors of
Extraversion, Conscientiousness, and Openness to Experience are thought to confer a survival
advantage by increasing the likelihood that one will engage in relevant survival behaviours (e.g.,
social, task-related, etc.). Taken together, varying levels of any of the HEXACO traits are
evolutionarily significant and can be associated with evolutionary benefits and/or disadvantages
(e.g., higher social status, economic gains/losses, etc.).
Third, relative to the FFM, the HEXACO has been found to possess better predictive
validity. Studies comparing the two models, for example, have demonstrated that the HEXACO
explains more of the variance in workplace deviance (Pletzer et al., 2019), components of
sexuality (Bourdage et al., 2007), and pro-environmental beliefs (Soutter et al., 2020) than the
FFM; and Lee and colleagues (2005) showed that the HEXACO model is a better means of
accounting for aspects of personality in cases where the FFM is insufficient (Ashton & Lee,
2007). In particular, using the Supernumerary Personality Inventory (SPI; Paunonen, 2002),
which was designed to measure personality traits not well captured by the FFM, Lee et al. (2005)
demonstrated that the HEXACO accounted for substantial variance in SPI traits. In addition, and
critical to the current dissertation, traits that are relevant for aggressive behaviour, such as
psychopathy, materialism, and egotism, are well-captured by low Honesty-Humility but not the
five factors of the FFM (Ashton & Lee, 2008; Lee & Ashton, 2014; De Vries et al., 2009). Thus,
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when examining personality broadly, and aggressive behaviour, the HEXACO-PI-R is preferable
(e.g.,Costa & McCrae, 1992B) in order to maximize explanatory capacity.
Despite these clear advantages and targeted efforts to address any criticisms of the
HEXACO model (e.g., Ashton & Lee, 2007; Ashton et al., 2014; Ashton & Lee, 2020), it should
be acknowledged that some researchers have been resistant to using the HEXACO over the FFM
(see Ashton & Lee, 2020). Nevertheless, for the reasons outlined above, the current dissertation
will focus on the HEXACO model of personality and will employ the HEXACO-PI-R to
specifically target whether the Honesty-Humility factor is a useful predictor of aggressive
behaviour across different contexts. Specifically, the following sections will discuss the ways in
which different forms of aggression have been associated with personality.
Personality and Aggression
According to the GAM (Anderson & Bushman, 2002), an individual’s characteristics
interact with situational factors to predict the likelihood that they will engage in an aggressive
response – although this model acknowledges the contribution of both individual- and
contextual-level influences, early and continued research on aggression has often taken a
narrower approach, focusing more on the contexts that give rise to aggression, such as low
socioeconomic neighborhoods (Guerra et al., 1995), dysfunctional families (Booth, 1994;
McCord, 1991), and/or situations involving provocation (Bettencourt & Miller, 1996;
Bettencourt et al., 2006). Further, although the GAM takes individual differences into account,
some have argued that its emphasis has been on cognitive processes and scripts, rather than
personality-based differences (Ferguson & Dyck, 2012), whereas others have suggested that
personality is not as strong of a predictor of aggressive behaviour, or that most aspects of
personality are not relevant in certain contexts. In support of this notion, for example, Hosie and
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colleagues (2014) found that low levels of Agreeableness and Conscientiousness (based on the
FFM) were only associated with aggression at the bivariate level and did not uniquely contribute
to aggressive outcomes when examined in multiple regression analyses. Instead, Hosie et al.
(2014) found that participants’ trait anger levels, aggressive scripts, and attitudes towards violent
acts were unique predictors of general aggression, when controlling for Agreeableness and
Conscientiousness. Similar results have also emerged when examining personality as a predictor
of aggressive driving, with Neuroticism, Agreeableness, and Extraversion from the FFM all
showing weak associations with aggression (Iancu et al., 2016).
Although these studies have suggested that personality is not a key predictor of
aggression, it is also worth acknowledging the body of work demonstrating its utility. In
particular, several reviews and meta-analyses have provided evidence of a consistent link
between the factors of Agreeableness, Neuroticism, and Conscientiousness in the FFM and
aggressive outcomes. For instance, when examining how individual differences in FFM
Neuroticism and Agreeableness were associated with provoked and unprovoked forms of
aggression, Bettencourt and colleagues (2006) showed that higher levels of the Neuroticism were
generally predictive of aggression in provoking circumstances (i.e., reactive aggression), whereas
lower levels of Agreeableness strongly predicted unprovoked aggression (i.e., proactive
aggression). Similarly, when synthesizing the findings from studies that measured the FFM traits
directly, Jones and colleagues (2011) found that Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and
Neuroticism were all associated with aggression and other antisocial tendencies across
investigations, with lower Agreeableness demonstrating the largest associations, followed by
lower levels of Conscientiousness, and higher levels of Neuroticism. In addition, all of the facets
of Agreeableness and Conscientiousness were associated with aggression, and a subset of the
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facets of Neuroticism were positively linked to aggression (e.g., Anger Hostility). This general
pattern of results has also been illustrated in several other meta-analyses examining antisocial
behaviour (e.g., Miller & Lynam, 2001), bullying (Mitsopoulou & Giovazolias, 2015), and
laboratory measures of aggression (Hyatt et al., 2019). Thus, taken together, although some
researchers have found inconsistent results, the majority of reported findings demonstrate a
robust link between several of the broad FFM dimensions of personality and aggressive
behaviour, especially when examining Agreeableness and Conscientiousness.
Notably, the associations between the HEXACO model of personality and aggression,
have received considerably less attention and have not been directly investigated to the same
extent as the FFM. Although this imbalance in the literature is likely a byproduct of the
HEXACO’s infancy in the field, it is worthy of further investigation given that it both rearranges,
and captures more of, the variance in personality than the FFM (Ashton & Lee, 2019), and
includes the sixth, Honesty-Humility factor, which is poorly captured by the FFM and other
three-factor models of personality (Ashton & Lee, 2005). Thus, research using the HEXACO
may provide valuable and novel insights into the relationship between aggression and
personality.
Indeed, in a series of investigations from Dinić’s research group (Dinić & Wertag, 2018;
Dinić & Smederevac, 2019; Sokolovska et al., 2018) examining the relationships among the
HEXACO factors and aggressive behaviour, both Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness were
consistently found to be negatively associated with multiple forms of aggression (e.g., reactive
and proactive), although these effects were largely attenuated when controlling for the Dark
Triad (i.e., Psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and Narcissism; Paulhus & Williams, 2002; Dinić &
Wertag, 2018). Moreover, factor analyses conducted by this same research group have revealed
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that both Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness capture a variety of aggressive behaviours and
types, and that the narrower facets of the HEXACO traits are differentially related to aggression,
such as the Patience facet of Agreeableness and affective aggression. Finally, when using a
behavioural measure of aggression that had high and low provocation conditions, they
demonstrated that Honesty-Humility was the only factor related to aggressive responding,
regardless of condition (Dinić & Smederevac, 2019). Taken together, therefore, these studies
show the value of the HEXACO model and its Agreeableness and Honesty-Humility factors
when predicting aggressive behaviour.
Other researchers have investigated how the HEXACO factors relate to different types of
aggression that are common in real-world settings. When examining relational aggression, for
example, Knight and colleagues (2018) found that Honesty-Humility, Agreeableness, and
Conscientiousness were all negatively associated with proactive forms of relational aggression,
but only low Conscientiousness had a meaningful association with reactive forms. Likewise,
when examining how different types of aggressive driving relate to the HEXACO factors,
Burtăverde and colleagues (2017) found that Honesty-Humility, Agreeableness, and
Conscientiousness were all negatively associated. Importantly, Burtăverde et al. (2017) also
examined the FFM and found that the HEXACO model effectively explained the variance in
aggressive driving, over and above the FFM, whereas the FFM did not explain any additional
variance when controlling for the HEXACO associations. Among adolescents, HonestyHumility, and to a lesser extent Agreeableness, Emotionality and Conscientiousness, have also
been associated with bullying (Book et al., 2012; Farrell et al., 2014), further highlighting the
ecological validity of the HEXACO model when predicting aggressive behaviours.
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Notably, Lee and Ashton (2012) linked the HEXACO factors to more specific types of
aggression, examining its predictive utility in the context of revenge intentions. Specifically, they
showed that both Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness were associated with multiple forms of
reactive aggression across self and other-reports; however, only Honesty-Humility was
differentially associated with aggressive outcomes, such that those lower in Honesty-Humility
were more likely to engage in targeted versus displaced aggression, and delayed versus
immediate reactive aggression, whereas those lower in Agreeableness demonstrated higher levels
of aggression across all forms. In a more recent investigation, Book and colleagues (2019)
extended these findings, revealing significant relationships between Honesty-Humility and
Agreeableness and revenge, proactive aggression, and reactive aggression, and unique
associations between the different forms of aggression and the facets of Emotionality. More
specifically, they found that the Anxiety facet was positively associated with reactive aggression,
whereas lower levels of the Sentimentality facet were associated with revenge. Taken together,
the presented findings show that the traits of Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness are the most
relevant correlates of aggressive behaviour among the broad factors of personality. Indeed,
investigations that examine these factors directly using the HEXACO or FFM, or indirectly using
conceptually-similar measures, demonstrate their consistent relevance across different forms of
aggression and harmful behaviours. Nevertheless, there are several aspects of this relationship
that require further investigation and will be addressed in the current dissertation.
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Investigating Honesty-Humility and Impulsivity as Predictors of Aggression in Children
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Aggressive behavior, such as physically or verbally assaulting someone, is problematic
across the lifespan. The time between childhood and adolescence, however, is of critical
importance for curtailing such behaviors, as this developmental window is often accompanied by
increased participation in aggression (e.g., bullying; Olweus, 2013). Importantly, if aggressive
behaviors become prevalent during this stage of development, they can escalate and persist. For
instance, when patterns of physical aggression begin at a young age in boys, there is a greater
likelihood for them to develop into more violent and delinquent behavior during adolescence,
compared to boys who do not engage in such aggression (Broidy et al., 2003). Additionally, the
social and emotional adjustment of these youth is affected by participation in aggression towards
others, as these individuals often alienate themselves from their peers, develop hostile world
views, and are unable to adequately self-regulate (Lundh et al., 2014; McDougall &
Vaillancourt, 2015; Raine et al., 2006). Thus, given the seemingly cyclical nature of aggressive
behavior and maladaptive development, it is of critical importance for researchers to take a
longitudinal approach in identifying what factors within individuals predict engagement in
aggression early in the lifespan, when personality is the most susceptible to change (Ashton,
2017).
Honesty-Humility
An individual’s personality can manifest itself in a seemingly infinite number of ways;
however, there are central dimensions of personality that vary across individuals. Indeed, many
researchers have attempted to quantify personality into three, five, or six central dimensions by
examining various languages and the ways in which individuals are described using adjectives.
In particular, seminal work by Costa and McCrae (1987) examined the English language and
summarized personality into 5 dimensions, commonly known as the Big 5 Model of personality.
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In recent years, however, updated models of personality have been developed by exploring other
languages beyond English; these models have delineated a sixth factor of personality, known as
Honesty-Humility (Lee & Ashton, 2004).
The Honesty-Humility factor reflects the general tendency to be humble and honest
across different contexts (Lee & Ashton, 2004). Individuals high in Honesty-Humility do not
manipulate others for personal benefit, they follow rules, are not motivated by monetary gain,
and are unentitled (Lee & Ashton, 2004). Conversely, individuals who are low in HonestyHumility use flattery to get what they want, break the rules, are materialistic, and are extremely
entitled.
From a theoretical standpoint, low Honesty-Humility may relate to aggression in two
ways. First, given that individuals low in Honesty-Humility report feeling entitled and have
lower levels of modesty than individuals high in Honesty-Humility, they often expect
preferential treatment (e.g., Lee et al., 2010). Accordingly, these individuals have a greater
tendency to feel slighted by minor mishaps (e.g., someone forgetting their name, someone
showing up late to a meeting or appointment with them) or have a lower threshold for
provocation, which may, in turn, promote greater reactive aggression (see Sell et al., 2009).
Indeed, low Honesty-Humility has been associated more strongly with directed, rather than
displaced, aggression after hypothetical disputes (Lee & Ashton, 2012), such that individuals
endorsing lower levels of Honesty-Humility are more likely to focus their aggression towards the
source of their frustration/anger, instead of towards an unrelated target (e.g., punching a wall).
Second, since individuals low in Honesty-Humility tend to be motivated by material gain and
personal benefits, yet they do not value fairness or equity, they are more prone to using
aggression when they are not able to obtain their personal goals by other means (e.g., Zettler &
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Hilbig, 2010). For example, in contrast to a child who is higher in Honesty-Humility, a child who
is low in Honesty-Humility may bully their peer to enhance their social status because they are
motivated to become popular and are less concerned about who they may step on to achieve this
aim (Farrell et al., 2014). In fact, low Honesty-Humility has been strongly associated with selfreports of both reactive and proactive aggression (Book et al., 2019). Accordingly, low HonestyHumility has been identified as a primary correlate of aggressive behavior in adult and
adolescent populations (Ashton & Lee, 2008).
In adults, Honesty-Humility is negatively correlated with various forms of aggressive
behaviors, such as self-reported delinquency (Dunlop et al., 2012) and workplace theft (Lee et
al., 2005). In addition, lower levels of Honesty-Humility are associated with higher levels of
revenge motivation (Lee & Ashton, 2012) and a willingness to exploit and deceive romantic
partners (Holden et al., 2014). Other research has investigated this personality factor in
adolescent populations, demonstrating that lower levels of Honesty-Humility share a strong
association with bullying behaviors, even more so than other personality factors, such as lower
agreeableness (i.e., a higher likelihood to hold grudges, be stubborn, and respond angerly; Book
et al., 2012; Farrell et al., 2014). Further, research has demonstrated that adolescents lower in
Honesty-Humility are less likely to endorse prosocial behavior and instead advocate for
antisocial behavior in order to achieve desired outcomes (Allgaier et al., 2015). Together, the
research from adult and adolescent populations demonstrates that lower Honesty-Humility is
associated with a variety of aggressive behaviors and may be broad in its predictive ability.
Nevertheless, there is a paucity of research examining how Honesty-Humility develops over time
and what types of aggressive behavior are associated with lower Honesty-Humility in younger
age groups. Importantly, although personality is often thought to give rise to behaviour, it
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remains unclear whether aggressive behaviours can modify levels of Honesty-Humility over
time. For example, because children who are aggressive are more likely to be rejected by their
peers (Lansford et al., 2010) it may be that this rejection in turn, causes individuals to develop a
disregard for others and adopt a more self-centered disposition.
Impulsivity
Research examining low Honesty-Humility and aggressive behavior is lacking at younger
ages and across time, but there is a substantial body of research that has examined impulsivity
and aggressive behavior, over time in children and youth (Romer, 2010). Impulsivity is broadly
defined as the ability to monitor, control, and restrict one’s actions. Accordingly, impulsivity is a
defining feature and crucial to the diagnoses of many psychopathologies. In particular, the DSMV contains a section dedicated to impulse-control disorders (e.g., conduct disorder, intermittent
explosive disorder, pyromania, and kleptomania; American Psychiatric Association [APA],
2013), and impulsivity is embedded within the diagnostic criteria for other mental disorders,
such as borderline personality disorder, antisocial personality disorder, and attention deficit/
hyperactivity disorder (APA, 2013).
Impulsivity’s association with aggressive behavior is not limited to clinical populations,
as impulsivity has been identified as a correlate of aggressive behavior in non-clinical samples as
well. Importantly, when individuals demonstrate an inability to control their impulses at a young
age, they are more likely to experience maladjustment problems compared to those can. For
example, evidence from longitudinal research has demonstrated that children with higher levels
of impulsivity are at greater risk for substance dependence, financial difficulties, and engagement
in criminal behavior later in life than children with lower levels of impulsivity (reviewed in
Moffitt et al., 2013). Further, longitudinal research examining adolescents over brief periods of
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time has found that those who are more impulsive also tend to be more aggressive towards others
and display more antisocial behaviors compared to those who are less impulsive (e.g., Luengo et
al., 1994; Ostrov & Godleski, 2009). Together, the importance of impulsivity in
psychopathology, and findings from longitudinal research, demonstrate that it is predictive of
aggression and maladaptive development over time, and that the association between impulsivity
and these negative outcomes begins early on in the lifespan.
Nevertheless, recent research has begun to account for other personal characteristics
when examining the relationship between impulsivity and aggressive behavior, as impulsivity
covaries with other personal characteristics that are associated with aggression (e.g.,
psychopathic traits, see Hare, 2003; Hosker, 2017). Further, as behavioral models are advanced,
research has examined if impulsivity’s predictive validity is limited to specific forms of
aggressive behavior and affected by the context in which an individual develops. For instance,
when examining the relationships between impulsivity, parenting practices, and aggression over
time, Hentges and colleagues (2018) found that higher impulsivity at age 2 had a direct effect on
greater substance use at age 22, but not aggression. Impulsivity, however, moderated the
relationship between neglectful parenting at age 2 and greater aggression at age 12, 15, and 22,
such that these relationships existed only in children who were higher on impulsivity at a young
age. Similar research from Rhee et al. (2018) examined impulsivity in toddlers and externalizing
problems in childhood and adolescence. In this study, impulsivity was not associated with parent
or self-reported aggressive behavior but was negatively associated with teacher-report. This
finding, however, was no longer significant when accounting for “a disregard for others” (i.e., a
separate individual characteristic; Rhee et al., 2018), which may be conceptually similar to
Honesty-Humility. In other words, impulsivity may be related to lower Honesty-Humility, as
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both factors share strong associations with other personality traits and individual tendencies. For
example, both higher impulsivity and lower Honesty-Humility are positively associated with
narcissism, psychopathy, and selfishness (Hilbig & Zettler, 2009; Hodson et al., 2018; Jones &
Paulhus, 2011; Malesza & Ostaszewski, 2016), and lower Honesty-Humility is associated with
both sensation seeking and risk-taking behaviours (De Vries et al., 2009). Taken together, recent
findings suggest that, over time, impulsivity’s predictive validity may be limited to particular
forms of aggressive behaviors or diminished when accounting for other aspects of an
individual’s personality. Thus, a primary objective of the current paper is to determine if
impulsivity and lower Honesty-Humility independently predict aggressive behavior in children
and youth over time.
The Current Study
This study investigated which individuating factor, Honesty-Humility or impulsivity, was
the better predictor of aggressive behavior in a large sample of non-clinical youth over a 1-year
period, and their bidirectional relationships over time. Notably, impulsivity was selected as a
predictor of aggression given its predominance in the developmental literature (Romer, 2010).
Moreover, due to its association with related personality constructs, such as psychopathy
(Hodson et al., 2018), the current Study attempted to control for impulsivity when examining the
relationship between Honesty-Humility and aggression over time. The current Study had two
hypotheses. First, Honesty-Humility and aggression would share a bidirectional relationship over
time, such that lower scores of Honesty-Humility at Time 1 would be associated with higher
aggression scores at Time 2 and higher aggression scores at Time 2 would be associated with
lower scores of Honesty-Humility at Time 1. Second, impulsivity and aggression would share a
bidirectional relationship over time, such that higher impulsivity scores at Time 1 would be
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associated with higher aggression scores at Time 2 and higher aggression scores at Time 2 would
be associated with higher impulsivity scores at Time 1. Additionally, we examined the
bidirectional relationship between Honesty-Humility and impulsivity over time, but given the
lack of research on this topic, we made no specific hypotheses regarding these associations. Sex,
age, and SES were also examined as covariates, as each has been found to be associated with
variation in aggressive responding over time (Archer, 2004; Dodge, Pettit, & Bates, 1994;
Huesmann, Eron, Lefkowitz, & Walder, 1984).
Methods
Participants
The current sample included 1201 children and adolescents (49.4% female) who were
enrolled in 15 elementary and 2 high schools in a mid-sized city in southern Ontario, Canada.
Participants were part of a larger longitudinal study examining the relationship between
wellbeing and youth health-risk behaviors. All participants were in grades 3 through 8 in Year 1
(Mage = 10.74years, SD = 20.64 months, range = 7-14 years), and in grades 4 through 9 in Year
2 of the study. Retention from Year 1 to Year 2 was 89.1%. Consistent with the broader
population from which the sample was drawn (Statistics Canada, 2016), 83.6% of the children
and adolescents were White, 2.7% were Hispanic, 2.2% were Asian, 1.9% were Black, 1.8%
were Indigenous, 6.8% were Mixed, and 1% preferred not to answer (information was obtained
by parent report). Data on socioeconomic status indicated mean levels of education for mothers
and fathers falling between “some college university” and “associate degree/diploma”. Further,
67.9% of the respondents reported living with both birth parents, 10.1% reported shared
parenting arrangements, 9.5% lived with one birth parent and a stepparent, 11.5% lived with one
birth parent (mother or father only), and the remainder with other guardians (e.g., other relatives,
foster parents, etc.).
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Procedure
The study was approved by the Brock University Research Ethics board and a local
School Board. Active informed consent was obtained from the participants’ parents and active
informed assent was obtained from the participants. The questionnaires were administered to
students in their classroom by trained research staff. Participants who were unable to complete
the survey on their own were provided with assistance from research staff. Students were
informed that their responses were completely conﬁdential. In both Year 1 and Year 2, survey
data collection occurred over four months (January – April). Each year, the survey was split into
two parts due to its length and administered approximately one month apart. This separation
resulted in aggression items being measured in part 1, and Honesty-Humility and Impulsivity
items measured in part 2. Participants received small gifts as compensation (e.g., pencils).
Missing Data Analysis
Missing data occurred because some students did not complete all the questions in the
surveys (average missing data was 3.25% at Year 1, and 3.39% at Year 2), and because some
students did not complete each part of the survey in Year 1 and Year 2 (as mentioned in the
procedure, the survey each year was split into two parts that were completed at different time
periods; missing data was due to absenteeism but also occasionally to time conflicts or students
declining to participate in one part of the survey). For the first part of the survey (containing the
aggressive behavior questions), in Year 1 8.33% of students missed the survey, and in Year 2
11.16% missed the survey. For the second part of the survey (containing the Honesty-Humility
and impulsivity measures), in Year 1 8.91% of students missed the survey, and in Year 2 11.91%
missed the survey. Missing data for the second part of the survey in Year 1 (0.83%) and for both
parts of the survey in Year 2 (6.83%) also occurred because some students moved from the
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school district and were not able to be contacted to complete the surveys online (6.91%), or
because they dropped out of the study (0.75%). Participants with and without missing data were
compared across the model variables using inferential statistics and missing data was not found
to be related to any of the variables examined (p’s > .05). Thus, missing data were estimated
using the full information maximum likelihood (FIML) estimation method. FIML retains cases
that are missing survey waves, thus avoiding the biased parameter estimates that can occur with
pairwise or listwise deletion (Schafer & Graham, 2002).
Measures
Aggression
Participants completed a 7-item questionnaire that assesses perceptions about the
frequency of aggressive behaviour (Time 1 α = .80; Time 2 α = .78; Marini et al., 1999). In
particular, items of this questionnaire ask participants how often they engaged in aggression
towards others over the past school year (e.g., Since the beginning of summer last year, how
often have you pushed or shoved someone?). Questions are answered on a 5-point Likert scale (1
= never, 2 =a few times a year, 3 = a few times a month, 4 = a few times a week, 5 = everyday).
Mean scores were used in data analyses. Higher scores on this questionnaire indicate more
aggression.
Honesty-Humility
Honesty-Humility is one of six factors of the HEXACO Personality Inventory-Revised
(HEXACO PI-R; Lee & Ashton, 2004). In the current study, a composite measure of HonestyHumility was created using 4 questions from the HEXACO PI-R (Time 1 α = .62, Time 2 α =
.70). These questions were modified so that they would be developmentally appropriate for
children as young as eight years of age (see Table 2.1). Despite these modifications, the modified
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version retained similar psychometric properties to the original Honesty-Humility scale (see Lee
& Ashton, 2004). Additionally, a Parallel analysis gave eigenvalues of 1.1, 1.06, and 1.01.
Analyses at both time points, produced only 1 eigen value exceeding those obtained from the
Parallel analysis. Specifically, Maximum Likelihood estimation revealed a 1-factor solution at
both time 1 and time 2. At time 1, this 1-factor solution had an Eigen value of 1.91, explaining
48% of the variance, and at Time 2, this 1-factor solution had an Eigen value of 2.13, explaining
53% of the variance. Questions were answered on a 4-point Likert scale and reversed coded (1 =
strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree). The mean scores of these
questions were used for data analysis. Higher scores indicated greater Honesty-Humility.
Impulsivity
Participants completed a 4-item impulsivity questionnaire (Time 1 α = .81; Time 2 α =
.81). The items (e.g., I act on the spur of the moment) were taken from the Barret Impulsiveness
Scale (BIS-10; Patton, Stanford, & Barratt, 1995). Questions were answered on a 4-point Likert
scale (1 = almost never, 2 = sometimes, 3 = often”, 4 = almost Always). The mean scores of
these questions were used for each participant in data analyses. Higher scores indicated greater
impulsivity.
Covariates
Age, sex (0= male, 1 = female), and parental education (an average of both parents’
education level on a 6-point scale, 1 = did not finish high school, to 6= graduate degree, r = .45)
were assessed at Time 1 and included in analyses as covariates.
Results
Preliminary Analyses
Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 2.2. Preliminary analyses were carried out
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with IBM’s Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS, 2012). Outliers (+/- 3.29 SD’s
from the mean) on each variable were Winsorized with rank-order stability maintained.
Specifically, we adjusted scores for 7 participants high on aggression at Time 1 and 7
participants high on aggression at Time 2, and for 5 participants low on Honesty-Humility at
Time 1 and 9 participants low on Honesty-Humility at Time 2. These Winsorised variables were
used for all path analyses. Normality checks for each variable revealed that Kurtosis and
Skewness were within acceptable ranges (+/-2; Field, 2013). We examined the correlations
between each predictor in our model to assess multicollinearity and all correlations between
variables were acceptable < .80 (Field, 2013; see Table 3).
There were significant differences between males and females on aggression (Time 1 and
2), impulsivity (Time 1 and 2), and Honesty-Humility (Time 2) such that males were more
aggressive, impulsive, and lower in Honesty-Humility than females (all p’s < .05). Younger
children were more aggressive (Time 1 and 2) and lower in impulsivity (Time 1 and 2) than
older children (all p’s < .025). Lower parental education was associated with higher impulsivity
at Time 1 and 2 (both p’s < .05)
Primary Analyses
We used an autoregressive cross-lagged path analysis in MPlus 8 (Muthén & Muthén,
2017) to examine the associations among aggression, Honesty-Humility, impulsivity and our
covariates (sex, age, and parental education) across Times 1 and 2 (see Fig. 2.1). Overall model
fit was determined using the comparative fit index (CFI) and the root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) indicators (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The cut-off criteria recommended for
a well-specified model are a CFI > .95 and a RMSEA < .06, simultaneously (Hu & Bentler,
1999). However, given the low degrees of freedom, model fit indices are not informative, and the
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focus of the investigation was on the path coefficients.
Across both time points, cross-lag paths, autoregressive paths, and concurrent
associations among all variables within each wave were included, with the exception of the
correlation between sex and parental education as it was not expected to be significant.
Correlations were specified between the covariates and each variable at Time 1, and paths
estimated between the covariates and each variable at Time 2. Any significant paths, therefore,
would be accounting for covariates, previous scores on the outcome variables, correlations
among variables within a wave, and the other predictors in the model.
We first examined whether age was a potential moderator of the relationship among our
variables, given its bivariate associations with our primary variables of interest (see Table 2.3).
Multigroup analyses used the same model as primary analyses except output was median-split
between younger and older ages (> [n = 554], or ≤ 11 years age [n = 647]). We ran the model
once with all cross-lagged paths constrained (χ2 = 8.902, df = 8) and once unconstrained (χ2 =
1.493, df = 2). The difference score (χ2 diff = 7.409) was not significant, p > .05, indicating that
the pattern of findings between the two age groups were not significantly different from one
another. Thus, all further reported results are from the model in which age was included as a
covariate. Given the low degrees of freedom, the overall fit of the model was excellent (χ2=
0.829 (1), p = .866; RMSEA = .000, CI 90% [.000. .041]; CFI = 1.000).
With regards to Hypothesis 1, the results of the path analyses indicated a significant
bidirectional relationship between Honesty-Humility and aggression, such that lower levels of
Honesty-Humility predicted higher levels of aggression over time, and higher levels of
aggression predicted lower levels of Honesty-Humility over time (See Table 2.4). With regards
to Hypothesis 2, the results of the path analyses indicated a bidirectional relationship between
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impulsivity and aggression, such that higher levels of impulsivity predicted higher levels of
aggression over time, and higher levels of aggression predicted higher levels of impulsivity over
time (See Table 2.4). Additionally, the results of the path analyses indicated a unidirectional
association between Honesty-Humility and impulsivity over time, such that higher impulsivity
was a significant predictor of lower Honesty-Humility, but lower Honesty-Humility was not a
significant predictor of higher impulsivity over time, although this association approached
significance (p = .055; see Table 4).
In terms of covariates, sex at Time 1 was a significant predictor of aggression at Time 2,
impulsivity at Time 2, and Honesty-Humility at Time 2, such that males were more likely to be
aggressive, impulsive, and have lower levels of Honesty-Humility than females over time (see
Table 2.4). Age at Time 1 was a significant predictor of aggression at Time 2, impulsivity at
Time 2, and Honesty-Humility at Time 2, such that older youth were more aggressive, impulsive,
and had lower levels of Honesty-Humility than younger youth over time (see Table 2.4). Parental
education at Time 1 was a significant predictor of impulsivity at Time 2, such that lower levels
of parental education predictor higher levels of impulsivity over time (see Table 2.4).
Discussion
The current study sought to address an important gap in the literature by investigating the
interrelationships among Honesty-Humility, impulsivity, and aggression in a large sample of
children and adolescents over a one-year period. Consistent with hypotheses, bidirectional
relationships were found between Honesty-Humility and aggression, as well as between
impulsivity and aggression, indicating that these variables are associated with one another over
time. Importantly, the bidirectional association between Honesty-Humility and aggression is in
line with recent research showing that low Honesty-Humility is concurrently associated with
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bullying and antisocial behavior in adolescents (Allgaier et al., 2015; Book et al., 2012; Farrell et
al., 2014) and extends this work to show that individual characteristics in children and youth are
important longitudinal predictors of the types of aggressive behaviors typically displayed by
these age groups. Traditionally, it has been suggested that personality characteristics inform
behavior; however, the current findings demonstrate that aggressive behavior also contributes to
higher levels of delinquent personality traits over time. Accordingly, this bidirectional
relationship has important implications for intervention efforts aimed at reducing aggressive
behavior, as it implies that both problem behaviors and problematic personality traits must be
addressed to reduce recidivism and foster prosocial development. Indeed, low Honesty-Humility
is thought to reflect strong entitlement, the desire for material gain, and the willingness to
deceive (Lee & Ashton, 2004); however, current anti-bullying interventions tend to omit such
factors (see Ttofi & Farrington, 2011). There is a need, therefore, for interventions that target
personality characteristics, such as entitlement and deception, in children and youth.
The observed relationship between impulsivity and aggression supports a large body of
research demonstrating that low impulsivity predicts aggressive behavior across the lifespan
(e.g., Hentges et al., 2018; Moffitt et al., 2013). In particular, poor impulse control has been
reliably associated with many problem behaviors, such as physical bullying (Farrell et al., 2014;
Pontzer, 2010), across a range of age groups (Campbell et al., 2006). Nonetheless, some
researchers have questioned whether impulsivity on its own is sufficient to account for
aggression (Hentges et al., 2018) and whether other variables, such as a callous disregard for
others (Rhee et al., 2018), also are important. For example, it has been unclear whether
impulsivity and Honesty-Humility are independent predictors of aggression in youth, as they
have not been examined simultaneously in a single study. Importantly, the current study
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demonstrates that when Honesty-Humility – a personality factor associated negatively with
delinquency– is accounted for, impulsivity continues to share a bidirectional relationship with
aggression among children and youth. Thus, despite recent research suggesting impulsivity is not
a sufficient predictor of aggression when controlling for selfish tendencies (e.g., Rhee et al.,
2018), this finding provides evidence to the contrary in a large sample.
Interestingly, path analyses identified a relationship between Honesty-Humility and
impulsivity. Specifically, impulsivity predicted Honesty-Humility, such that higher levels of
impulsivity predicted lower levels of Honesty-Humility over time. Notably, however, this
relationship was not found to be bidirectional in that Honesty-Humility did not predict
impulsivity. In adult populations low Honesty-Humility is thought to be reflective of the “Dark
Triad” of personality and shares variance with psychopathy (Book et al., 2014; Hodson et al.,
2018). As impulsivity is a characteristic component of psychopathy and its behavioral factor
(Hare, 2003; Hosker, 2017), the observed relationship between Honesty-Humility and
impulsivity in the current study may be reflective of this association. Nevertheless, impulsivity is
thought to be embedded in other factors of the HEXACO framework (i.e., low
conscientiousness; Lee & Ashton, 2004). Thus, it may be that lower levels of conscientiousness
in general lead to lower levels of Honesty-Humility. Additional longitudinal investigations are
needed to model these relationships over time while controlling for broader personality
dimensions to more precisely examine these associations.
Impulsivity was also found to be negatively associated with parental education, such that
lower levels of parental education were associated with higher levels of impulsivity over time.
Although this relationship was not predicted, it is consistent with Life History Theory, which
posits that human behavior is motivated by outcomes that have the best chance of promoting the
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survival of one’s genes. (Kaplan & Gangestad, 2005). Thus, under this evolutionary framework,
individuals from lower socioeconomic backgrounds (i.e., lower parental education) might be
expected to be impulsive because of their increased concern over immediate resources, rather
than distal consequences or outcomes. Furthermore, age was found to positively predict
aggression and impulsivity and negatively predict Honesty-Humility. Previous research has
indicated that aggressive behavior can increase with age; for example, bullying behaviors have
been found to increase during middle school relative to primary school (Pellegrini & Long,
2002). The significant positive relationship observed between impulsivity and age, however, was
unexpected. According to Steinberg et al. (2008), impulsivity linearly declines across the
lifespan as frontal executive systems develop and promote greater emotion regulation.
Nonetheless, others have argued that impulsivity exhibits a variable pattern throughout
development, with individuals differing in their impulse control trajectories (e.g., Côté et al.,
2002). Moreover, since impulsivity is a multifaceted construct (Evenden, 1999), these
inconsistent findings may reflect differences in the operationalization and assessment of
impulsivity.
Notably, the relationship between age and lower levels of Honesty-Humility is consistent
with research examining Honesty-Humility and bullying in adolescents (Book et al., 2012;
Farrell et al., 2014; Farrell et al., 2017); together, these findings may be interpreted as evidence
that levels of Honesty-Humility may decrease with age as individuals learn through
reinforcement and modeling that there can be personal benefits to dishonesty and selfishness.
Alternatively, this decrease in Honesty-Humility as children age may be reflective of
advancements in children’s moral development. In particular, Piaget (1932) states that children’s
moral reasoning becomes less concrete, as they develop an understanding that morality can be
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subjective; thus, it may be that Honesty-Humility decreases with age as children become less
impacted by authority and rules. Nonetheless, these findings highlight the need for early
intervention before these relationships become more established and less malleable in adulthood.
Limitations
The current study is not without its limitations. First, we were not able to distinguish
between proactive (i.e., aggression that is planned) and reactive (i.e., aggression in response to a
provocation) forms of aggression; thus, it remains unclear whether low Honesty-Humility and
higher levels of impulsivity are more associated with either of these forms. Theoretically, there is
reason to suspect that low Honesty-Humility is more strongly associated with proactive,
compared to reactive, aggression. As mentioned, individuals low in Honesty-Humility are
entitled and motivated by material gain (Lee & Ashton, 2004), seeking out the possessions they
desire. Accordingly, these individuals would be expected to engage in more proactive forms of
aggression to obtain wanted items or desired outcomes. Further research, however, is needed to
validate this hypothesis. In addition, the measure of aggression employed in the current study
required participants to reflect on past behaviour and make judgements about the frequency of
aggression over the past year; as such, this measure is not a direct measure of aggression and
may be subject to self-report bias. Replication of these findings using observational or
behavioural measures of aggression is, therefore, needed.
Second, the items used to assess Honesty-Humility in the current study were adapted for
children based on the HEXACO questionnaire. It is plausible that there are additional
components of low Honesty-Humility in children and youth which are not included in the current
subscale. Nevertheless, this approach was taken to reduce verbal demands and closely mimic
adult conceptions of the construct and provide a first step in examining Honesty-Humility among
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children and youth. Although the internal consistency of Honesty-Humility at time 1 was low,
this may be due to the adaptations made to the Honesty-Humility items; however, it has been
shown that modest levels of internal-consistency reliability can still be associated with strong
validity (McCrae et al., 2011). Nonetheless, it should be acknowledged that the psychometric
properties of the modified Honesty-Humility measure used in the current study have not been
comprehensively examined and require further investigation.
A third limitation of the current investigation, whether the relationship between low
Honesty-Humility and aggression might be moderated by other personality factors, was not
examined. Ashton (2012) states that the most egregious personality profile should theoretically
include a combination of low Honesty-Humility, low agreeableness, and high emotionality.
Likewise, research examining adult populations has shown that low Honesty-Humility and low
agreeableness are both associated with revenge intentions after hypothetical transgressions (Lee
& Ashton, 2012), while low emotionality is correlated with self-reported psychopathy scores (de
Vries et al., 2008). Therefore, future research should examine Honesty-Humility and these other
personality factors simultaneously to determine how the unique combinations of such traits may
differentially predict problem behavior, especially among child populations. Similarly, HonestyHumility is a multifaceted construct consisting of several subcomponents (i.e., fairness, sincerity,
modesty, greed avoidance), which may differentially predict behavior. Although the aim of the
current study was to examine Honesty-Humility holistically, future research is needed to identify
which combinations of different Honesty-Humility facets (e.g., high modesty, low sincerity)
predict specific forms of delinquent behavior. In addition, there are other factors of personality
that are relevant predictors of aggression that were not examined in the current study (e.g., anger
proneness). Fourth, given the length of the survey and practical considerations, the measures
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assessing Honesty-Humility, impulsivity, and aggression were not administered in a single
session. Although these measures were administered only one month apart, there may be
meaningful changes that occurred in between the first and second part of the survey, and the
current findings should be interpreted in light of this limitation.
Finally, although the effect sizes observed in the current study are small, these effect
sizes are typical for longitudinal cross-lagged models given that the analyses account for many
different factors (e.g., how stable each measure is over time and within-wave correlations
between measures; Adachi & Willoughby 2015). Taken together, therefore, the current study
contributes to the emerging literature on Honesty-Humility and its associations with problematic
behavior across the lifespan. Importantly, this research extends recent findings by demonstrating
that aggression and low Honesty-Humility share a bidirectional relationship over time. The
longitudinal methodology employed, however, suggests that these relationships may became
more stable with time, having potential implications for early intervention strategies aimed at
increasing Honesty-Humility and reducing impulsivity and aggression.
Although personality traits are often thought to lead to behavior, the current research
suggests that behavior can also impact personality traits over time. It remains likely, however,
that external factors moderate the observed behaviors among low Honesty-Humility, high
impulsivity, and aggressive behavior. Accordingly, research should examine which factors
mitigate these observed relationships. For example, positive parental and peer relationships may
alleviate dishonesty and feelings of entitlement by fostering a desire for prosocial interactions.
Taken together, this study provides a novel contribution to the aggression literature by
demonstrating that Honesty-Humility and aggression share a bidirectional relationship with one
another over time, among children and youth. Further, this research builds on previous work
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examining Honesty-Humility and aggression in older populations by showing that this
relationship extends to younger age groups. In addition, the results of the current study suggest
that impulsivity and aggression are related over time, even when controlling for the effects of
related personality factors, such as Honesty-Humility.
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Table 2.1
Original and Adapted Honesty-Humility Items
Honesty-Humility Items from the 60-item
HEXACO-PI-R

Adapted Honesty-Humility Items

I wouldn’t pretend to like someone just to get
that person to do favors for me.

I would pretend to like someone just to get them
to do favors for me.

I think that I am entitled to more respect than the
average person is.

I think that I should get more respect than the
average student.

I wouldn’t want people to treat me as though I
were superior to them.

I think I should get special treatment.

If I knew that I could never get caught, I would
be willing to steal a million dollars.

If I knew that I would never get caught, I would
be willing to steal something worth a lot of
money.
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Table 2.2
Descriptive Statistics for the Model Variables at Time 1 and Time 2
Time 1
Variables of Interest

Time 2

Range

M

SD

M

SD

Honesty-Humility

1-4

3.23

.51

3.26

.54

Aggression

1-5

1.26

.36

1.22

.32

Impulsivity

1-4

3.12

.70

3.10

.66

M

SD

Covariates
Age

8-14

10.74

1.73

Parental Education

1-6

3.76

1.27

Sex (Male =0, Female = 1)

49.49% women
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Table 2.3
Bivariate Correlations among all Study 1 Variables
Variables

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

1. HH1

-

2. HH2

.406**

-

3. Agg1

-.312**

-.260**

-

4. Agg2

-.244**

-.323**

.499**

-

5. Imp1

-.248**

-.243**

.380**

.297**

-

6. Imp2

-.190**

-.379**

.270**

.374**

.470**

-

7. Age

-.096**

-.131**

.220**

.206**

.153**

.166**

-

8. Sex

.120**

.133**

-.177**

-.166**

-.128**

-.152**

.076*

-

9. EDU

-.029

.003

-.025

-.044

-.093*

-.134**

.021

-.006

Note. Sex (0 = male, 1 = female). HH = Honesty-Humility, Agg = Aggression, Imp =
impulsivity, EDU = Parental Education. Numbers 1 and 2 indicate Time 1 and Time 2,
respectively.
* p < 0.01 (2-tailed), ** p < 0.001 level (2-tailed).

9

-
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Table 2.4
Autoregressive Cross-Lagged Model Results
B

β

95% CI

SE

HH1 → Agg2

-.058

-.071*

[-.126, -.016]

.033

HH1 → Imp2

-.080

-.062

[-.115, -.009]

.032

Imp1 → Agg2

.054

.088*

[.032, .145]

.034

Imp1 → HH2

-.080

-.107**

[-.162, -.051]

.034

Agg1 → HH2

-.144

-.116**

[-.174, -.059]

.035

Agg1 → Imp2

.144

.092**

[.036, .149]

.034

HH1 → HH2

.343

.337***

[.286, .388]

.031

Imp1 → Imp2

.375

.395***

[.345, .446]

.031

Agg1 → Agg2

.414

.415***

[.363, .468]

.032

Sex1 → Agg2

-.077

-.090*

[-.137, -.043}

.029

Sex1 → Imp2

-.127

-.095**

[-.142, -.048]

.029

Sex1 → HH2

.072

.068*

[.019, .117]

.030

Age1 → Agg2

.030

.119***

[.070, .168]

.030

Age1 → Imp2

.034

.088*

[.038, .138]

.030

Age1 → HH2

-.022

-.073*

[-.139, -.036]

.031

SES → Imp2

-.030

-.087*

[-.139, -.036]

.031

Note. Sex (0 = male, 1 = female). HH = Honesty-Humility. Agg = Aggression. Imp =
Impulsivity. SES = Parental Education. Numbers 1 and 2 indicate Time 1 and Time 2,
respectively.
*p < 0.05 (2-tailed), ** p < 0.01 (2-tailed), ** p < 0.001 level (2-tailed).
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CHAPTER 3:
The Devil is in the Details: Examining the HEXACO Facets and Aggressive Behaviour
Aggression is broadly defined as an intentionally-harmful behaviour that is directed
towards another individual and is unwanted or actively avoided by others (Anderson &
Bushman, 2002). Aggression can be conceptually organized into various forms with different
functions (Anderson & Bushman, 2002). One prominent distinction is that of reactive versus
proactive aggression (i.e., instrumental, premeditated); reactive aggression (i.e., impulsive,
hostile), as the name implies, occurs in response to a perceived provocation, such as an insult or
threat. The reaction can either be targeted or displaced, and immediate or delayed. Proactive
aggression, however, is done in the absence of provocation and is goal directed. In other words,
individuals who engage in proactive aggression typically do so to elevate their status or to gain
resources (Dodge & Coie, 1987).
Although conceptually distinct, these two forms of aggression are often difficult to
disentangle given the complexity of human behaviour and the challenges associated with
reducing any act of aggression to a single type (Bushman & Anderson, 2001; Dodge &
Coi,1987). Indeed, Barratt and colleagues (1999) found that only about 20 to 25% of aggressive
acts could be categorized as uniquely reactive or proactive, despite factor analyses confirming
separate structures. Further, studies examining both types of aggression collectively have found
strong correlations1 between the two (e.g., Book et al., 2019; Neal & Sellbom, 2012) and some
overlap in their predictors, such as sensation seeking, poor impulse control, and emotional
dysregulation (MacDonell & Willoughby, 2020; Raine et al., 2006).

1

Although many studies report a strong overlap between proactive and reactive aggression, there is variability in the
size of the correlation between studies. Further, it has been argued that the strength of their association may be an
artificial by-product of using certain measures of aggression (see Card & Little, 2006).
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Nonetheless, different sets of predictors have been associated with each form of
aggression. Specifically, anxiety (Fite et al., 2010), anger (Wilkowski & Robinson, 2010) ,
attribution bias (Crick & Dodge, 1996), goal blocking (Vitaro & Brendgen, 2005), victimization
(Hubbard et al., 2010), and adjustment difficulties (Card & Litlle, 2006) have all been found to
be associated with reactive aggression, whereas reduced cognitive and affective empathy (Euler
et al., 2017), family substance abuse and violence (Connor et al., 2004), popularity (Sijtsema et
al., 2009; Volk et al., 2014), and exploitation (Fossati et al., 2010) have been linked to proactive
aggression. Thus, broadly speaking, individuals who have poor affective control, or heightened
affective responses, are more likely to engage in reactive forms of aggression, whereas those
who are willing to harm others, without concern, to achieve their goals are more likely to resort
to proactive forms.
In the personality literature, researchers have tried to organize many of these traits and
have identified common, individual attributes that are associated with both reactive and proactive
aggression across all individuals. In other words, although individuals can be described in many
ways, personality traits can be used to organize each individuals’ characteristics into broad
dimensions and in turn, these dimensions can help to better predict aggressive behaviour.
Traditionally, the FFM of personality (i.e., The Big Five; Costa & McCrae, 1985) has been
considered the gold standard of such classification methods, effectively capturing and organizing
the variance between personality traits; however, since its development in the early 2000’s, the
HEXACO model of personality (Lee & Ashton, 2004) has been found to better capture and
distribute the variance of personality into six, rather than five, dimensions. Indeed, the HEXACO
has better cross-cultural validity than the FFM, the six-factor structure has been replicated in
several different languages (Ashton & Lee, 2007), and relative to the FFM, it has superior
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psychometric properties and its criticisms have been carefully examined and addressed (see
Ashton & Lee, 2020).
Further, although the FFM and HEXACO are similar in how they distribute variance
across the factors of personality, several differences are noteworthy when attempting to predict
aggressive behaviour. First, in the HEXACO model, Agreeableness captures constructs that are
thought to be more relevant for reactive forms of aggression (i.e., anger-proneness, patience,
etc.), whereas Agreeableness in the FFM is less specific (Ashton & Lee, 2014). Second, the
HEXACO model includes the Honesty-Humility factor, which captures an individual’s tendency
to be “good”, honest, and humble (at the high end of this continuum), whereas the FFM has no
equivalent factor (Ashton & Lee, 2005)2 however, having low levels of Honesty-Humility has
been linked to both reactive and proactive forms of aggression (Book et al., 2019; Dinić &
Smederevac, 2019; Dinić & Wertag, 2018; Međedović, 2017) and may, therefore, be an
important addition to predictive models. For instance, low Honesty-Humility has been shown to
be associated with a host of aggressive behaviours that could be categorized as either form, such
as cheating (van Rensburg et al., 2018), revenge (Lee & Ashton, 2012), bullying (Book et al.,
2012; Volk et al., 2018), and workplace delinquency (Oh et al., 2011).
Despite these advances in linking the HEXACO model and Honesty-Humility to
aggressive behaviour, further research is needed to understand how the facets of HonestyHumility (Fairness, Sincerity, Greed-Avoidance, and Modesty) relate to specific forms of
aggression. In particular, although Honesty-Humility has been found to be strongly associated
with proactive aggression and moderately associated with reactive aggression, few researchers
have tried to understand the nature of these relationships and the specific aspects of the Honesty-

2

Some researchers have suggested that Honesty-Humility is subsumed by Agreeableness in the FFM (e.g., Lynam et
al., 2020).
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Humility factor that may give rise to each form. Although Honesty-Humility may be linked to
both forms due to the conceptual similarities and shared variance between reactive and proactive
aggression, it may also be the case that the underlying facets of Honesty-Humility, while having
meaningful covariation, are differentially associated with these different forms of aggressive
behaviour. Indeed, based on the psychopathy literature, there is reason to assume that the
Sincerity and Fairness facets of Honesty-Humility, which broadly capture honesty and integrity,
may be better predictors of proactive aggression, whereas the Modesty facet, which reflects
entitlement, may be a primary predictor of reactive aggression. Specifically, given that HonestyHumility is closely linked to the Dark Triad of personality (DT, i.e., Psychopathy, Narcissism,
Machiavellianism; Muris et al., 2017), and the different components of the DT have been found
to be uniquely associated with proactive and reactive aggression (e.g., Maneiro et al., 2018), the
facets of Honesty-Humility may also share independent associations with different types of
aggressive acts.
Numerous studies have demonstrated that the low pole of Honesty-Humility is reflective
of the DT (Muris et al., 2017) and nearly indistinguishable from Psychopathy when measured as
a latent construct (Book et al., 2015; Hodson et al., 2018). The DT captures general antisocial
tendencies, such as deception, callousness, manipulation, and a disregard for others’ wellbeing
(Hare & Neumann, 2005). Accordingly, there are aspects of the Honesty-Humility factor that
share conceptual overlap with the components of the DT. In general, Hodson and colleagues
(2018) have demonstrated that all facets of Honesty-Humility show meaningful zero-order
correlations with the DT components, except for the Greed-Avoidance facet, which is weakly
associated with the DT. For example, low scores on the Fairness and Sincerity facets were found
to share strong associations with the manipulation, cheating, and lying aspects of the DT (i.e.,
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Machiavellianism and Psychopathy), whereas low Modesty was most associated with aspects of
the DT that capture heightened superiority (i.e., Narcissism; Hodson et al., 2018; Muris et al.,
2017).
Further, there is evidence that the DT is associated with both forms of aggressive
behaviour. In particular, Psychopathy has consistently been linked to reactive and proactive acts,
albeit more strongly for proactive aggression (Blais et al., 2014; Cima & Raine, 2009; Reidy et
al., 2011). Given that individuals high in Psychopathy are callous and unemotional and often
manipulate others for their own gain, they are more likely to engage in goal-directed forms of
aggression to obtain resources or increase their status (Cima & Raine, 2009). In terms of reactive
aggression, however, there is a wealth of research indicating that Narcissism, or a sense of
entitlement, may be a key predictor. According to Baumeister et al.’s (1996) threatened egotism
hypothesis, for example, those with heightened views of the self are more prone to reactive
aggression because they have a much lower threshold for perceived slights than those with
humbler views of the self. In other words, when their inflated view of the self is disputed by
others or circumstance, entitled individuals are more likely to direct their anger outward to avoid
having to reappraise their own self-concept, resulting in heightened reactive aggression
(Baumeister et al., 1996). Indeed, in seminal work from Bushman and Baumeister (1998),
Narcissistic/entitled individuals were found to respond more aggressively when their work was
criticized, relative to those who were lower in entitlement, and this was especially true when the
reviewer made negative remarks towards their personal character. Similarly, Penney and Spector
(2002) found that entitled Narcissists were more likely to become angry and, in turn, engage in
counterproductive workplace behaviours, further implicating Narcissism/entitlement in reactive
forms of aggression.
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In a separate, yet related, line of research, Narcissism/entitlement has been linked to
reactive aggression based on Sell’s (2011) Recalibration Theory of Anger (RTA). According to
Sell (2011), entitled individuals tend to expect preferential treatment from others and are more
likely to react with anger when these expectations are violated. In particular, Sell (2011) argues
that individuals with evolutionarily desirable traits (e.g., physically strong, attractive) are more
likely to hold these expectations because of their historical advantages in bargaining situations;
thus, when they are not treated accordingly, they are more reactive than their less-entitled
counterparts. For instance, seminal findings from Sell and colleagues (2009) validating the RTA
have demonstrated that physically stronger men, and more attractive women, are both more
entitled and more prone to anger, and across various literatures, entitlement has been consistently
linked to reactive aggression (see Rasmussen, 2016 for a meta-analysis). Collectively, these lines
of research indicate that entitlement may lower one’s threshold for provocation, and enhance
treatment expectations, setting the stage for heightened reactivity.
Given the aforementioned associations between the Honesty-Humility facets and the DT,
and the established relationships between the DT components and the different forms of
aggression, the current study sought to determine if the facets of Honesty-Humility are also
differentially associated with proactive and reactive aggression. Consistent with previous
literature, it was first hypothesized that Honesty-Humility would be associated with both forms
and would a strong correlate of proactive aggression, whereas Agreeableness would be the
strongest correlate of reactive aggression. Second, due to their relationship with Psychopathy, it
was hypothesized that the Fairness and Sincerity facets of the HEXACO would be the most
relevant correlates of proactive aggression at the lower-order level. Further, since the Modesty
facet captures entitlement, it was predicted that low levels of Modesty would be associated with
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higher levels of reactive aggression. Biological sex was also included as a covariate because
previous investigations have shown males and females differ on their levels of aggressive
behaviour, especially for direct forms of aggression (see Archer, 2004; Card et al., 2008).
Overall, this investigation aims to improve our understanding of the nuances driving the
associations between Honesty-Humility and proactive and reactive aggression.
Methods
Participants and Procedure
General population sample
Nine-hundred and fifty-one participants participated in the study via Amazon’s
Mechanical Turk website (MTurk). This research was advertised on MTurk as a one-hour study
that aimed to examine personality and behaviour. Participants who completed the full study were
offered $3 (USD) as compensation. Based on pilot testing and the length of the surveys, 335
participants who either took less than 15 minutes to complete the study, or failed one of the three
attention checks, were excluded. Additionally, 13 participants were excluded for not fully
completing the study, and 22 participants were excluded for having too little or too much
variability on HEXACO.3 To elaborate, these individuals either had too little variability in their
raw HEXACO responses, such that they were consistently choosing the same response, or too
much variability in their recoded HEXACO responses, such that they were responding randomly.
Therefore, the final general population sample consisted of 587 individuals (49% female).
Participants first completed brief demographic questionnaires before completing the described

3

A standard deviation of 0.70 or less was used as the criterion for identifying participants with not enough variability
in HEXACO responding, and a standard deviation of 1.60 or more was used as the criterion for identifying
participants with too much variability in HEXACO responding (M.C., Ashton, personal communication, May 20,
2020).
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measures. Moreover, participants completed additional measures that are not included in this
dissertation.
Student sample
Two-hundred and six undergraduate students participated in the current study. Each
participant received course credit for their participation. Thirty-one participants were removed
from analyses for failing one of three attention checks embedded in the surveys. In addition, five
participants were removed for not fully completing the study or for completing the study in less
than 15 minutes. No participants in the student sample had variability issues on the HEXACO.
The final student sample consisted of 170 individuals (88% female). Similar to the general
population sample, demographic questionnaires were completed first, followed by the study
measures, as well as those measures that were not included in this dissertation.
Measures
Personality
Participants were given the 200-item HEXACO-PI-R (Lee & Ashton, 2004) which
assesses 6 factors of personality: Honesty-Humility (e.g., “I wouldn’t want people to treat me as
though I were superior to them”), Emotionality (e.g., “Sometimes I feel nervous without really knowing
why”), eXtraversion (e.g., “I am energetic nearly all the time”), Agreeableness (e.g., “It doesn’t take

much to make me angry”), Conscientiousness (e.g., “I often push myself very hard when trying to
achieve a goal”), and Openness to experience (e.g., “”). Participants were required to indicate how

much they agree with each statement on a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 3 = neutral, 5 =
strongly agree). The 200-item HEXCACO was used because it is more appropriate for facetlevel analyses than the 100 or 60-item versions (Lee & Ashton, 2018). Given the large number of
items (i.e., 32) for each factor, reliability analyses were not interpreted. However, reliabilities
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were acceptable to excellent for the facets of Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness in both
samples (all α’s > .73).
Aggression
Participants were administered the Reactive/Proactive Aggression Scale (RPAQ; Raine et
al., 2006) which is a 23-item questionnaire assessing how often an individual engages in various
forms of aggressive behaviour on a 3-point scale (0 = never, 1 = sometimes, 2 = often). The
RPAQ has been widely used and validated across numerous samples (e.g., Fung et al., 2009;
Raine et al., 2006). In the current study, the reliability of the proactive (12-item; e.g., “Yelled at
others so they would do things for you”) and reactive scales (11-item; e.g., “Damaged things
because you felt mad”) ranged from good to excellent in both samples (both α’s > .78).
Results
Previous research has demonstrated important differences between findings when
accounting for the covariance between reactive and proactive aggression (see Card & Little,
2006). Further, due to the theoretical overlap between proactive and reactive aggression
(Bushman & Anderson, 2001), and the strong bivariate correlations observed in the current
samples (see Table 3.1), primary analyses controlled for the effect of reactive and proactive
aggression on one another. Secondary analyses examined reactive and proactive aggression
independently, to be consistent with recent investigations examining the HEXACO and these
two forms of aggressive behaviour (Book et al., 2019; Dinić & Wertag, 2018; Knight et al.,
2018). In both sets of analyses, follow-up regressions were run at the facet level for any
significant relationship observed at the factor level. However, facet-level analyses were run for
Honesty-Humility regardless of its associations with aggression at the factor level. For analyses
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using the general population sample, a p-value cut-off of .01 was used, given the large sample
size.
Preliminary Analyses
Descriptive statistics and correlations, for both samples, can be found in Table 3.1. In the
general sample, we identified univariate outliers (Z scores of +/- 3.29) on Emotionality (n = 2),
Agreeableness (n = 4), Openness to Experience (n = 1), and proactive aggression (n = 1). In the
student sample, we identified outliers on Emotionality (n = 1), and proactive aggression (n = 3).
All outliers were Winsorized at the 0.1 level to maintain rank order. Cook’s distance was
examined for each regression, but no overly influential cases were identified (i.e., values greater
than 1; Cook & Weisberg, 1982). In, both samples, skewness and kurtosis values were
acceptable (+/- 2; Field, 2013) for all predictor variables.
In both samples, the factors of the HEXACO demonstrated acceptable discriminant
validity, such that the correlations between the factors were consistent with those of Lee and
Ashton (2018). However, Conscientiousness was strongly correlated with Honesty-Humility in
the general population sample, and Agreeableness was strongly correlated with HonestyHumility in the student sample (see Table 3.1). Proactive and Reactive aggression were better
discriminated from each other in the student than the general population sample, but the latter is
consistent with its initial validation (Raine et al., 2006). In the general population sample,
Honesty-Humility exhibited the strongest bivariate associations with proactive and reactive
aggression among the factors of the HEXACO. In the student sample, proactive aggression was
most strongly associated with Honesty-Humility, but Agreeableness was most strongly
associated with reactive aggression (see Table 3.1).
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Table 3.1
Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlations among HEXACO Factors in both Samples
General
Population Sample
(N = 587)

Student Sample
(N = 170)

Bivariate Correlations

Aggression

M

SD

M

SD

Reactive

7.03

4.91

6.89

3.75

-

Proactive

3.50

5.97

0.98

1.59

.74***
[.71, .78]

H

3.54

0.74

3.51

0.59

E

3.18

0.52

3.54

0.43

X

3.16

0.69

3.27

0.56

A

3.15

0.57

3.05

0.56

C

3.62

0.59

3.59

0.53

O

3.46

0.53

3.11

0.54

-.51***
[-.57, -.43]
.10*
[.18, -.05]
-.23***
[-.29, -.16]
-.43***
[-.48, -.36]
-.43***
[-.49, -.37]
-.17***
[-.25, -.10]

Reactive Proactive

H
-.37

E
.15

X
-.15

A
-.53***

C
-.33***

O
-.09

.09

-.03

.57***
[.43, .69]

.25***
[.11, .41]

.06

.54***
[.39, .67] [-.51, -.23] [.000, .29] [-.29, .07] [-.63, -.42] [-.46, -.18] [-.24, .03]
-.46***
-.08
-.12
-.27*** -.30***
.07
[-.58, -.32] [-.20, .03] [-.24, .03] [-.44, -.07] [-.46, -.12] [-.10, .23]

HEXACO
-.64***
[-.68, -.59]

-

-.05
[-.10, -.001]

.12**
[.02, .21]

-

-.09*
[-.14, -.04]
-.15***
[-.20, -.11]
-.49***
[-.53, -.44]
-.23***
[-.29, -.18]

.02
[-.06, .10]
.28***
[.20, .36]
.51***
[.45, .57]
.24***
[.15, .33]

-.15***
[-.25, -.06]

[-.07, .24] [-.18, .13]

-.08
[-.17, .02]

.01
[-.07, .09]

.02
[-.06, .09]

[-.10, .22]
-.13
-.12
-.09
-.31***
[-.28, .01] [-.29, .04] [-.25, .08] [-.44, -.17]
.17*
.23**
.05
[-.02, .34] [.06, .40] [-.13, .22]
.39***
.22**
.20**
[.29, .48]
[.07, .38] [.03, .38]
.37***
.24***
.05
[.28, .45] [.15, .32]
[-.12, .21]
.27***
.19***
.35***
[.17, .37] [.09, .29] [.26, .45]

Note. H = Honesty-Humility, E = Emotionality, X = eXtraversion, A = Agreeableness, C = Conscientiousness, O = Openness to
Experience. The bivariate correlations for the student sample are represented in the top-right of the diagonal, whereas the bivariate
correlations for the general population sample are represented in the bottom-left of the diagonal. Numbers in brackets reflect Bias
corrected 95% Confidence Intervals.
* Significant at the < .05
** Significant at the <.01
*** Significant at the <.001
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Primary Analyses4
Reactive Aggression
General Population Sample. Five hierarchical regressions were conducted regressing
reactive aggression on the HEXACO-200, the facets of Honesty-Humility, Agreeableness,
Emotionality, and Conscientiousness. In all regressions, sex and proactive aggression were
entered on Step 1. On Step 2, the six HEXACO factors were entered in the first regression (See
Table 3.2), the facets of Honesty-Humility were entered in the second regression (see Table 3.3),
the facets of Agreeableness were entered in the third regression (see Table 3.4), the facets of
Emotionality were entered in the fourth regression (see Table 3.5), and the facets of
Conscientiousness were entered in the fifth regression (see Table 3.6). For all regressions, sex
was not a significant predictor of reactive aggression on Step 1. Further, in all four models,
proactive aggression was the strongest predictor of reactive aggression on both Steps (see Tables
3.2 - 3.6).
In the first regression examining the 6 HEXACO factors, lower Agreeableness and higher
Emotionality were associated with reactive aggression, but Honesty-Humility was not (See Table
3.2). For the second regression examining the facets of Honesty-Humility, lower Sincerity and
higher Modesty were associated was reactive aggression, and higher Modesty was the stronger
predictor (β = .206; see Table 3.3). For the third regression examining the facets of
Agreeableness, only lower Patience (β = -.248) was associated with reactive aggression (see
Table 3.9). In the fourth regression examining the facets of Emotionality, only higher Anxiety (β
= .254) was associated with reactive aggression (see Table 3.5). In the fifth regression examining

4

Moderation analyses for each sample, and sex, were mixed, therefore all analyses were run separately in each
sample, and sex was controlled for in all analyses.
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the facets of Conscientiousness5, lower Diligence (β = -.121) and Prudence (β = -.159), and
higher Perfectionism (β = .201) were associated with reactive aggression (see Table 3.6).
Student Sample. The same five regression analyses mentioned above were conducted in
the student sample. For all regressions, sex was not a significant predictor of reactive aggression
on Step 1 and in each regression, proactive aggression was the strongest predictor of reactive
aggression on both Steps. In the first regression examining the six factors of the HEXACO,
lower Agreeableness and Conscientiousness, and high Emotionality, were associated with
reactive aggression, but Honesty-Humility was not (see Table 3.2). In the second regression
examining the facets of Honesty-Humility, only lower Sincerity was associated was reactive
aggression (β = -.180; see Table 3.8). In the third regression examining the facets of
Agreeableness, lower Patience (β = -.461) and low Flexibility (β = -.184) were associated with
reactive aggression (see Table 3.9). In the fourth regression examining the facets of
Emotionality, higher Anxiety (.229) and Sentimentality (.192) were associated with reactive
aggression. Finally, in the fifth regression examining the facets of Conscientiousness, higher
Diligence (β = .210) and lower Prudence (β = -.307) were associated with reactive aggression.

5

Conscientiousness was only a significant predictor of reactive aggression in the student sample, when controlling
for proactive aggression.
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Table 3.2
Results of the Multiple Hierarchical Regression with Reactive Aggression Regressed on the
HEXACO Factors, controlling for Proactive Aggression and Sex
General Population Sample
b

s.e.

B

t

p

sr

b

s.e.

B

t

p

sr

Sexa

0.23

0.28

0.02

0.82

0.41

.02

-0.29

0.75

-0.03

-0.39

0.70

-.03

PA

0.61

0.02

0.75

26.50

< .001

.74

1.26

0.16

0.53

8.15

< .001

.53

Sexa

-0.23

0.26

-0.02

-0.89

0.37

-.02

-0.75

0.69

-0.07

-1.09

0.28

-.06

PA

0.59

0.03

0.71

22.08

< .001

.53

1.05

0.16

0.45

6.74

< .001

.38

H

0.21

0.24

0.03

0.88

0.38

.02

0.79

0.51

0.12

1.55

0.12

.09

E

1.03

0.24

0.11

4.30

< .001

.10

1.07

0.54

0.12

2.00

.048

.11

X

-0.24

0.21

-0.03

-1.14

0.26

-.03

0.19

0.41

0.03

0.47

0.64

.03

A

-2.67

0.24

-0.31

-11.21

< .001

-.27

-2.90

0.49

-0.43

-5.94

< .001

-.34

C

-0.25

0.27

-0.03

-0.92

0.36

-.02

-0.91

0.44

-0.13

-2.06

0.04

-.12

O

0.55

0.24

0.06

2.28

0.02

.06

-0.08

0.42

-0.01

-0.19

0.85

-.01

Model

1

2

Student Sample

Note. PA = Proactive Aggression, H = Honesty-Humility, E = Emotionality, X = eXtraversion, A
= Agreeableness, C = Conscientiousness, O = Openness to Experience. Significant correlations
are in bold.
a

Sex was coded as a dichotomous variable (0 = Women, 1 = Men).
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Table 3.3
Results of the Multiple Hierarchical Regression with Reactive Aggression Regressed on the
Facets of Honesty-Humility, controlling for Proactive Aggression and Sex
General Population Sample
Model

Student Sample

b

s.e.

B

t

p

sr

b

s.e.

B

t

p

sr

Sex a

0.23

0.28

0.02

0.82

0.41

.02

-0.29

0.75

-0.03

-0.39

0.70

-.03

PA

0.61

0.02

0.75

26.50

< .001

.74

1.26

0.16

0.53

8.15

< .001

.53

Sex a

0.18

0.28

0.02

0.65

0.52

.02

-0.07

0.76

-0.01

-0.09

0.93

-.01

PA

0.62

0.03

0.75

20.55

< .001

.56

1.12

0.18

0.47

6.34

< .001

.41

Sincerity

-0.90

0.23

-0.15

-3.84

< .001

-.10

-0.92

0.44

-0.18

-2.11

0.04

-.14

Fairness

-0.22

0.22

-0.04

-1.01

0.31

-.03

-0.25

0.51

-0.05

-0.50

0.62

-.03

Greed
Avoidance

-0.38

0.21

-0.07

-1.83

0.07

-.05

-0.02

0.42

-0.01

-0.05

0.96

-.003

Modesty

1.13

0.25

0.21

4.47

< .001

.12

0.23

0.50

0.04

0.47

0.64

.03

1

2

Note. PA = Proactive Aggression. Significant correlations are in bold. Significant correlations
are in bold.
a

Sex was coded as a dichotomous variable (0 = Women, 1 = Men).
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Table 3.4
Results of the Multiple Hierarchical Regression with Reactive Aggression Regressed on the
Facets of Agreeableness, controlling for Proactive Aggression and Sex
General Population Sample
Model
1

2

Student Sample

b

s.e.

B

t

p

sr

B

s.e.

B

t

p

sr

Sexa

0.23

0.28

0.02

0.82

0.41

.02

-0.29

0.75

-0.03

-0.39

0.70

-.03

PA

0.61

0.02

0.75

26.50

< .001

.74

1.26

0.16

0.53

8.15

< .001

.53

Sexa

0.21

0.24

0.02

0.87

0.39

.02

-0.17

0.62

-0.02

-0.27

0.79

-.02

PA

0.54

0.02

0.66

22.54

< .001

.55

0.94

0.14

0.40

6.90

< .001

.38

-0.18

0.19

-0.03

-0.92

0.36

-.02

0.08

0.35

0.02

0.24

0.81

.01

-0.44

0.23

-0.06

-1.89

0.06

-.05

0.66

0.48

0.11

1.38

0.17

.08

-0.45

0.26

-0.06

-1.77

0.08

-.04

-1.08

0.41

-0.18

-2.63

0.01

-.14

-1.64

0.23

-0.25

-7.07

< .001

-.17

-2.22

0.35

-0.46

-6.29

< .001

-.34

Forgiven
ess
Gentlene
ss
Flexibilit
y
Patience

Note. PA = Proactive Aggression. Significant correlations are in bold.
a

Sex was coded as a dichotomous variable (0 = Women, 1 = Men).
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Table 3.5
Results of the Multiple Hierarchical Regression with Reactive Aggression Regressed on the
Facets of Emotionality, controlling for Proactive Aggression and Sex

General Population Sample
Model
1

2

Student Sample

b

s.e.

B

t

p

sr

b

s.e.

B

t

p

sr

Sex a

0.23

0.28

0.02

0.82

0.41

.02

-0.29

0.75

-0.03

-0.39

0.70

-.03

PA

0.61

0.02

0.75

26.50

< .001

.74

1.26

0.16

0.53

8.15

<.001

.53

Sex a

-0.09

0.28

-0.01

-0.33

0.74

-.01

-0.22

0.74

-0.02

-0.30

0.77

-.02

PA

0.59

0.02

0.72

24.61

< .001

.64

1.22

0.15

0.52

8.01

< .001

.49

-0.15

0.21

-0.02

-0.71

0.48

-.02

-0.72

0.39

-0.13

-1.87

0.06

-.12

1.49

0.17

0.25

9.00

< .001

.23

1.33

0.41

0.23

3.23

< .001

.20

-0.34

0.22

-0.05

-1.55

0.12

-.04

-0.23

0.45

-0.04

-0.51

0.61

-.03

0.17

0.21

0.03

0.83

0.41

.02

1.05

0.38

0.19

2.80

0.01

.17

Fearfulness
Anxiety
Dependence
Sentimentality

Note. PA = Proactive Aggression. Significant correlations are in bold.
a

Sex was coded as a dichotomous variable (0 = Women, 1 = Men).
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Table 3.6
Results of the Multiple Hierarchical Regression with Reactive Aggression Regressed on the
Facets of Conscientiousness, controlling for Proactive Aggression and Sex

General Population Sample
Model
1

2

Student Sample

b

s.e.

B

t

p

sr

b

s.e.

B

t

p

sr

Sex a

0.23

0.28

0.02

0.82

0.41

.02

-0.29

0.75

-0.03

-0.39

0.70

-.03

PA

0.61

0.02

0.75

26.50

< .001

.74

1.26

0.16

0.53

8.15

< .001

.53

Sex a

0.17

0.27

0.02

0.64

0.53

.02

-0.26

0.71

-0.02

-0.37

0.71

-.02

PA

0.56

0.03

0.69

22.38

< .001

.59

1.14

0.16

0.48

7.34

< .001

.45

-0.18

0.21

-0.03

-0.85

0.40

-.02

-0.52

0.32

-0.12

-1.62

0.11

-.10

-0.83

0.25

-0.12

-3.36

< .001

-.09

1.24

0.51

0.21

2.41

0.02

.15

1.57

0.27

0.20

5.89

< .001

.16

-0.32

0.48

-0.05

-0.67

0.51

-.04

-1.14

0.26

-0.16

-4.45

< .001

-.12

-1.76

0.42

-0.31

-4.23

< .001

-.26

Organization
Diligence
Perfectionism
Prudence

Note. PA = Proactive Aggression. Significant correlations are in bold.
a

Sex was coded as a dichotomous variable (0 = Women, 1 = Men).
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Proactive Aggression
General Population Sample. Three hierarchical regressions were conducted regressing
proactive aggression on the HEXACO-200, the facets of Honesty-Humility and
Conscientiousness. In all regressions, sex and reactive aggression were entered on Step 1. On
Step 2, the six HEXACO factors were entered in the first regression (See Table 3.7), the facets of
Honesty-Humility were entered in the second regression (see Table 3.8), and the facets of
Conscientiousness were entered in the third regression (see Table 3.9). For all regressions, sex
was a significant predictor on Step 1, and reactive aggression was the strongest predictor on both
Steps (see Tables 3.7, 3.8, 3.9).
In the first regression examining the six HEXACO factors, low Honesty-Humility,
Emotionality, Conscientiousness, and high Agreeableness were associated with proactive
aggression, with low Honesty-Humility sharing the strongest association (β = -.318; see Table
3.7). In the second regression examining the facets of Honesty-Humility, only low Modesty (β =
-.403) was associated with proactive aggression (see Table 3.8). In the third regression
examining the facets of Conscientiousness, only low Perfectionism (β = -.185) was associated
with proactive aggression (see Table 3.9).
Student Sample. The same 3 regression analyses mentioned above were conducted in
the student sample. For all regressions, sex was not associated with proactive aggression on
either Step, and reactive aggression was the strongest predictor of proactive aggression on both
Steps (see Tables 3.7, 3.8, 3.9). In the first regression examining the six HEXACO factors, low
Honesty-Humility and (β = -.396) and high Agreeableness (β = .214) were the only factors
associated with proactive aggression on Step 2 (see Table 3.7). In the second regression
examining the facets of Honesty-Humility, only low Fairness (β = -.298) was associated with
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proactive aggression (see Table 3.8). In the third regression examining the facets of
Conscientiousness, only low Diligence (β = -.302) was associated with proactive aggression (see
Table 3.9)
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Table 3.7
Results of the Multiple Hierarchical Regression with Proactive Aggression Regressed on the HEXACO Factors, controlling for
Reactive Aggression and Sex
General Population Sample
Model
1

2

Student Sample

b

s.e.

B

t

p

sr

B

s.e.

B

t

p

sr

Sex a

-1.07

0.33

-0.09

-3.25

< .001

-.09

-0.27

0.32

-0.06

-0.86

0.39

-.06

RA

0.89

0.03

0.73

26.50

< .001

.73

0.23

0.03

0.53

8.15

< .001

.53

Sex a

0.42

0.30

0.04

1.41

0.16

.03

0.23

0.31

0.05

0.75

0.45

.05

RA

0.78

0.04

0.64

22.08

< .001

.50

0.21

0.03

0.49

6.74

< .001

.40

H

-2.57

0.25

-0.32

-10.26

< .001

-.23

-1.06

0.21

-0.40

-5.03

< .001

-.30

E

-0.73

0.28

-0.06

-2.61

0.01

-.06

-0.35

0.24

-0.10

-1.46

0.15

-.09

X

0.14

0.24

0.02

0.59

0.55

.01

-0.27

0.18

-0.09

-1.46

0.15

-.09

A

2.46

0.29

0.23

8.58

< .001

.20

0.61

0.24

0.21

2.58

0.01

.15

C

-0.97

0.31

-0.10

-3.16

< .001

-.07

-0.21

0.20

-0.07

-1.07

0.29

-.06

O

-0.64

0.28

-0.06

-2.29

0.02

-.05

0.25

0.19

0.09

1.33

0.19

.08

Note. RA = Reactive Aggression, H = Honesty-Humility, E = Emotionality, X = eXtraversion, A = Agreeableness, C =
Conscientiousness, O = Openness to Experience. Significant correlations are bolded.

a

Sex (0 = Female, 1 = Male).
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Table 3.8
Results of the Multiple Hierarchical Regression with Proactive Aggression Regressed on the Facets of Honesty-Humility, controlling
for Reactive Aggression and Sex
General Population Sample
Model
1

2

Student Sample

b

s.e.

B

t

p

sr

B

s.e.

B

t

p

sr

Sex a

-1.07

0.33

-0.09

-3.25

< .001

-.09

-0.27

0.32

-0.06

-0.86

0.39

-.06

RA

0.89

0.03

0.73

26.50

< .001

.73

0.23

0.03

0.53

8.15

< .001

.53

Sex a

0.11

0.30

0.01

0.37

0.71

.01

0.12

0.30

0.03

0.41

0.68

.03

RA

0.69

0.03

0.56

20.55

< .001

.48

0.18

0.03

0.42

6.34

< .001

.38

Sincerity

0.00

0.25

0.00

0.02

0.99

.00

0.26

0.17

0.12

1.47

0.14

.09

Fairness

-0.36

0.23

-0.05

-1.53

0.13

-.04

-0.69

0.19

-0.30

-3.55

< .001

-.21

0.35

0.22

0.05

1.60

0.11

-.04

-0.27

0.17

-0.14

-1.63

0.11

-.10

-2.68

0.25

-0.40

-10.84

< .001

-.25

-0.16

0.20

-0.07

-0.82

0.42

-.05

GreedAvoidance
Modesty

Note. RA = Reactive Aggression. Significant correlations are in bold.
a

Sex was coded as a dichotomous variable (0 = Female, 1 = Male).
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Table 3.9
Results of the Multiple Hierarchical Regression with Proactive Aggression Regressed on the Facets of Conscientiousness, controlling
for Reactive Aggression and Sex

General Population Sample
Model
1

2

b

s.e.

B

t

p

sr

b

s.e.

B

t

p

sr

Sex a

-1.07

0.33

-0.09

-3.25

< .001

-.09

-0.27

0.32

-0.06

-0.86

0.39

-.06

RA

0.89

0.03

0.73

26.50

< .001

.73

0.23

0.03

0.53

8.15

< .001

.53

Sex a

-0.52

0.32

-0.04

-1.61

0.11

-.04

-0.46

0.31

-0.10

-1.48

0.14

-.09

RA

0.82

0.04

0.68

22.38

< .001

.68

0.22

0.03

0.52

7.34

< .001

.46

-0.32

0.25

-0.05

-1.25

0.21

-.05

0.16

0.14

0.08

1.11

0.27

.07

0.31

0.30

0.04

1.03

0.30

.04

-0.75

0.22

-0.30

-3.39

< .001

-.21

-1.76

0.32

-0.19

-5.42

< .001

-.19

0.13

0.21

0.05

0.62

0.53

.04

-0.39

0.32

-0.05

-1.25

0.21

-.05

0.02

0.19

0.01

0.11

0.91

.01

Organization
Diligence
Perfectionism
Prudence

Note. RA = Reactive Aggression. Significant correlations are in bold.
a

Student Sample

Sex was coded as a dichotomous variable (0 = Women, 1 = Men).
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Discussion
The current study examined the relationships between personality and aggressive
behaviour, extending previous findings by taking a nuanced approach. In particular, using two
large samples, the HEXACO factors, as well the lower-order facets of Honesty-Humility and
Agreeableness, were investigated to determine their associations with proactive and reactive
aggression. Overall, at the factor level, the Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness factors shared
the strongest associations with proactive and reactive aggression, respectively, consistent with
our hypotheses and previous literature, and isolating the unique contribution of each form of
aggression further clarified these relationships. Similarly, as expected, the Fairness and Sincerity
facets of Honesty-Humility were found to share the strongest and most consistent associations
with proactive aggression at the facet level. However, although it was hypothesized that the
Modesty facet of Honesty-Humility would be strongly associated with reactive aggression, this
association was unsupported in both samples. In terms of the facets of Agreeableness, Patience
and Flexibility were found to predict reactive aggression across samples. Together, these results
may help explain inconsistent findings in the broader personality literature and emphasize the
importance of uniquely examining each form of aggression.
The HEXACO Factors and Aggression
First, Study 2 sought to replicate previous findings showing associations between the
HEXACO factors and both forms of aggression. In particular, as demonstrated by Book et al.
(2019) and Dinić et al. (2018), it was expected that Honesty-Humility would be the strongest
correlate of proactive aggression and Agreeableness would be the strongest correlate of reactive
aggression of all the HEXACO factors. Second, however, and as an extension of previous work,
the current study examined how the six factors are uniquely associated with reactive and
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proactive aggression, while accounting for the shared variance between these two forms of
aggression. Importantly, to examine their generalizability across different populations, these
relationships were also examined in two independent samples: a general population sample
derived from MTurk and a university-based, student sample.
Notably, and in line with expectations, Honesty-Humility appeared to be most strongly
related to proactive aggression in both samples, such that those with lower levels of HonestyHumility reported higher levels of proactive aggression. This finding replicates previous
investigations (Book et al., 2012) and indicates that individuals lower in Honesty-Humility may
be more likely to use proactive aggression to achieve their goals, given that they show little
regard for others and are self-centered. Honesty-Humility was not associated with reactive
aggression in either sample when controlling for proactive aggression. Although other studies
have found associations between Honesty-Humility and reactive aggression (Book et al., 2012;
Book et al., 2019; Dinić & Smederevac, 2019; Knight et al., 2018), these inconsistent findings
across the two samples are not atypical (Dinić et al., 2018; Dinić & Raine, 2019), and may
indicate that this relationship is less robust (i.e., in contrast to proactive aggression, not all facets
may be driving this association and not all types of reactive aggression may be relevant; Ashton
& Lee, 2012).. Thus, when controlling for this shared variance, results were consistent across the
two samples, which may indicate that this approach provides a clearer picture of the unique
relationships between Honesty-Humility and the two aggression forms. Although the results for
reactive aggression were unexpected, it is important to note that many previous studies have not
controlled for this relationship between the two forms of aggression, and this may help explain
some of the inconsistent findings in the literature. Another possible explanation for these results
may be the RPAQ items used to assess reactive aggression and their emphasis on displaced acts,
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which have been found to share weaker associations with Honesty-Humility compared to more
targeted forms of reactivity (Lee & Ashton, 2012). Future investigations should aim to use
different measures or reactive aggression to determine if these patterns persist.
In terms of the Agreeableness factor, the current findings are also consistent with
previous literature. Specifically, Agreeableness was found to share moderate to strong
associations with reactive aggression in both samples and was the strongest predictor of reactive
aggression in the primary analyses. These relationships support the Frustration-Anger
Hypothesis (Dollard, 1939) and provide further evidence that those who are low in
Agreeableness, and more impatient and inflexible, may have a lower threshold for provocation
and may, in turn, be more prone to heightened reactivity. In the primary analyses, controlling for
the shared variance between reactive and proactive aggression, the negative association between
Agreeableness and reactive aggression was noticeably strong in both samples. Thus, in contrast
to the relationship between Honesty-Humility and reactive aggression, the link between
Agreeableness and reactivity appears to be less specific and persists regardless of whether
reactive aggression is displaced or targeted (e.g., Ashton & Lee, 2012). It should be noted,
however, that when reactive aggression was controlled for in the primary analyses, an
unexpected positive relationship was found between Agreeableness and proactive aggression in
both samples, whereby those lower in Agreeableness were found to report significantly lower
levels of proactive aggression. Although this relationship may seem counterintuitive, based on
the broader personality literature and previous studies showing negative associations between
these variables (Book et al., 2012; Book et al., 2019; Knight et al., 2018), these results further
highlight the importance of uniquely examining the different forms of aggression, controlling for
the effects of the other form.
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Notably, although Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness explained most of the variance
in aggression, it is important to note that additional, meaningful associations were observed
between the other HEXACO factors and self-reports of aggression. For example, higher
Emotionality was found to be associated with reactive aggression among both the general
population and student samples. Further, lower Conscientiousness was found to be associated
both forms across the general population and student samples, with similar effect sizes across
analyses. Individuals that are higher in Emotionality tend to exhibit poor emotion regulation,
rendering them more likely to respond inappropriately to provocation and potentially more
sensitive to lower levels of provocation. Indeed, research has demonstrated that individuals
higher in Emotionality are more likely to engage in displaced forms of reactive aggression, rather
than aggress against the provocation source (Lee & Ashton, 2012), suggesting that aggression
may serve as an emotional “release” for their heightened affect or a maladaptive means of
regulating their emotions. Similarly, the finding that lower levels of Conscientiousness were
predictive of both forms of aggression may be reflective of poor decision making. In other
words, given that individuals lower in Conscientiousness exhibit poor planning, impulsivity, and
a low motivation to achieve (Lee & Ashton, 2004), they may be less likely to evaluate potential
alternatives before responding aggressively or may resort to aggression in situations where they
did not plan out a more appropriate response (e.g., cheating on a test because one did not allocate
enough time to study beforehand). For instance, lower Conscientiousness has been associated
with both forms of aggression in previous investigations (Dinić et al., 2018; Jones et al., 2011),
as well as antisocial behaviour, especially in contexts that rely on Conscientiousness (e.g., in the
workplace; Pletzer et al., 2019).
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Collectively, these findings highlight the importance of Honesty-Humility in predicting
planned and calculated acts of aggression and implicate lower Agreeableness in more reactive
aggressive acts. Furthermore, the observed findings underscore the need for additional research
that specifically focuses on each type of aggression, while controlling for the other form. Doing
so should provide a clearer picture of the relationships between HEXACO factors and aggressive
behaviour that is more consistent with theory. Together, these findings suggest that multiple
aspects of personality can contribute to aggressive responding.
The Facets of Honesty-Humility and Aggression
A primary aim of the current research was to determine how the lower-order facets of
Honesty-Humility are differentially associated with aggressive behaviour, given that the
relationships between facet-level predictors and the different forms of aggression are poorly
understood. Based on the Fairness and Sincerity facets’ associations with the Psychopathy
component of the DT (Muris et al., 2017), and the link between the interpersonal aspects of
Psychopathy and proactive aggression (Blais et al., 2014), it was anticipated that Fairness and
Sincerity would be the strongest predictors of proactive aggression in the current study. These
predictions, however, were only partially supported, as results were inconsistent across samples,
with the Modesty facet emerging as the strongest correlate of proactive aggression in the general
population sample and Fairness emerging as the strongest in the student sample. Further, the total
variance explained, and the effect sizes produced by the facet-level analyses were comparable to
the factor-level analyses for proactive aggression, suggesting that examining the facets
individually may not provide additional predictive utility. Nevertheless, other studies examining
the facets of Honesty-Humility and deviant/aggressive behaviour have demonstrated the
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incremental validity of facet-level predictors (Pletzer et al., 2020); thus, there is a need for
additional research to resolve these discrepancies and/or replicate the current findings.
Additionally, these results highlight the difficulties inherent in examining nuanced
relationships, while covarying for the impact of multiple, related predictors. In other words,
when controlling for each of the other facets of Honesty-Humility in the same predictive model,
this may be removing the shared variance that is predictive of proactive aggression, and the
remaining variance of each individual predictor may not be as meaningful. In the literature on the
DT, for example, researchers have argued about the distinctness of the DT traits and have
questioned their unique predictive abilities (Muris et al., 2017). Moreover, other researchers have
shown that the three components of the DT approximate the broader trait of Honesty-Humility in
the HEXACO model, and that the variance in aggressive outcomes may be better captured by a
single trait, rather than three separate/independent predictors (Book et al., 2105; Hodson et al.,
2018; Lee & Ashton, 2005; Lee & Ashton, 2014). It may be, however, that each of the HonestyHumility facets are associated with specific forms or aspects of proactive aggression (e.g.,
targeted versus displaced) and that these more nuanced associations were obscured in the current
analyses by examining proactive aggression more broadly. In other words, by narrowing the
analyses to focus on specific aspects of proactive aggression or proactive aggression in specific
contexts, future investigations may demonstrate that the facets of Honesty-Humility offer better
predictive utility; however, in the current investigation, when focusing on proactive aggression in
general, the facets did not outperform the broad Honesty-Humility factor.
In terms of reactive aggression, limited support was found for our prediction that
entitlement, captured by the Modesty facet, would be the strongest correlate. Instead, lower
levels of Modesty were not associated with reactive aggression, while Sincerity was the only
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significant correlate in both samples. Moreover, Modesty was positively associated with reactive
aggression in the general population sample. Collectively, therefore, these results are inconsistent
with theoretical accounts indicating that high levels of entitlement/modesty are associated with a
lower threshold for reactive aggression.
Although these results were unexpected, there are several possible explanations. First, in
the current study, efforts were made to examine the unique relationships between each HonestyHumility facet and aggression, independent of the others; thus, the expected association between
Modesty and reactive aggression may have been diminished by accounting for the other, related
facets. Indeed, in previous literature, the observed associations between entitlement and reactive
aggression (e.g., Rasmussean, 2016; Kjærvik & Bushman, 2021) may be capturing the shared
variance of related personality constructs (i.e., Psychopathy and Machiavellianism), as these
investigations typically do not control for the other DT components (e.g., Bertl et al., 2017;
Muris et al., 2017), despite their associations with reactive aggression (e.g., Harrel,1980; Law &
Falkenbach, 2018). In addition, most investigations demonstrating a relationship between
entitlement and aggression, use measures of entitlement that capture aspects of Psychopathy and
Machiavellianism (Furnham et al., 2013; Konrath et al., 2006; Rasmussen, 2016), such as the
Narcissistic Personality Inventory (Raskin & Hall, 1979) or its revised versions (NPI-R; Raskin
& Terry, 1988); however, this may further obscure the specific contributions of entitlement. For
example, studies that have examined entitlement in the context of the other DT components have
failed to find this entitlement-reactive aggression link (Dinić et al., 2018).
Second, given that self-esteem has been found to moderate the association between
entitlement and reactive aggression, it may be that this relationship only exists for entitled
individuals with certain levels of self-esteem. Specifically, it has been argued that
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Narcissistic/entitled individuals vary on a continuum of self-esteem (Krizan & Herlache, 2018)
from very low (i.e., insecure, vulnerable, or covert narcissists) to very high levels (i.e., secure,
grandiose, or overt narcissists), and that it is those with very high self-esteem that are those most
vulnerable to reactivity (i.e., Threatened Egotism; Baumeister et al., 1996; Barry et al., 2018;
Bushman et al., 2009; Hart et al., 2017). Thus, by including those with high and low levels of
self-esteem together in the current study, we may have dampened this potential association
between Modesty and reactive aggression. Future investigations should include self-esteem as a
moderator, while controlling for the other facets of Honesty-Humility, to examine this potential
explanation. Third, it is possible that the association between entitlement and reactive aggression
is stronger for targeted, rather than displaced, forms of reactivity and as mentioned above, the
RPAQ may be more focused on displaced or ambiguous aggressive acts (e.g., “damaged things
because you felt mad”, “Felt better after hitting or yelling at someone”). Collectively, these
results suggest that entitlement alone is not a strong predictor of reactive aggression and
highlight the complexity of using narrow traits to predict specific forms of aggressive behavior;
whether this relationship emerges when examining more targeted, interpersonal forms of
aggression requires further elucidation.
Additional HEXACO Facets and Aggression
Among the other factors of the HEXACO, Agreeableness, Emotionality, and
Conscientiousness were found to be associated with aggression, and when follow-up analyses
were conducted at the facet level, several patterns emerged. First, the association between
Agreeableness and reactive aggression was found to primarily be driven by the Patience facet,
and to some extent, the Flexibility facet. The identification of both of these facets in the context
of reactive aggression makes sense, given that they reflect a short-tempered and rigid disposition.
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For instance, according to Sokolovska and colleagues (2018), the items that comprise the
Patience facet are synonymous with anger. Further, the difference in effect sizes between
Agreeableness at the factor level and Patience at the facet level were negligible, suggesting that
the Patience facet may be a more precise way to predict reactivity. Thus, researchers who are
interested in examining, or mitigating, reactive aggression, should narrow their focus to the
Patience facet, rather than examining Agreeableness more generally.
Second, among the facets of Emotionality, higher levels of Anxiety and Sentimentality
were found to drive the associations with reactive aggression across the two samples, although
the Anxiety facet was a stronger and more consistent correlate. These findings are similar to
those of a recent investigation, which demonstrated that Anxiety and Sentimentality
differentially predict immediate-, and delayed-reactive aggression (Book et al., 2019); however,
they differ in that Book and colleagues (2019) found that lower levels of Sentimentality were
associated with higher levels of revenge. In the current study, only higher levels of
Sentimentality were associated with reactive aggression, although these effects were less
pronounced in our primary analyses. Nonetheless, it should be noted that many of the RPAQ
items rely on emotionally-salient, immediate responses (e.g., “Gotten angry or mad when you
lost a game”, “Yelled at other when they have annoyed you”, etc.), rather than delayed,
emotionless reactions that would be more similar to revenge. Thus, these inconsistent findings
across investigations may be due to the measures employed and the fact that they do not
distinguish between immediate and delayed forms of reactive aggression. Further, these findings
related to Emotionality and its facets demonstrate that certain facets can outperform their broad
factors, especially when the other facets (i.e., Fearfulness, Dependence) that make up a factor
have either no associations with the outcome, or associations in the opposite direction.
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Accordingly, these findings highlight the importance of a narrow analysis approach, as broad
examinations can conceal the relevance of particular traits.
Third, consistent with previous investigations (Book et al., 2019; Dinić & Wertag, 2018;
Knight et al., 2018), Conscientiousness was found to share modest associations with both
proactive and reactive forms of aggression. At the facet level, the Prudence facet was found to be
a stable correlate of reactive aggression, which makes sense since lower levels of this facet
reflect poor inhibition and impulsivity – factors that have previously been linked to aggressive
behaviour over time (MacDonell & Willoughby, 2020). Again, differential associations were
found when using the facets of Conscientiousness as predictors, compared to the broad factor.
For instance, although Conscientiousness was not associated with proactive aggression in
primary analyses in the student sample, the Diligence facet demonstrated a strong association.
Overall, the associations between the other HEXACO facets and aggression were not as
consistent; however, they reinforce the importance of examining narrower traits when predicting
aggressive behaviour and provide meaningful avenues for future research.
Limitations
There are several limitations of the current investigation that must be considered. First,
caution is warranted when using partialling to examine related constructs independently. As
Lynam and colleagues (2006) note, after partialling, it can often be difficult to determine what
the residual variables represent from a theoretical perspective. In particular, Lynam et al. (2006)
indicate that the degree to which variables are correlated and their reliability, as well as the
heterogeneity among scale items, can each contribute to residuals that are substantially different
from the original, unpartialled scores, making it challenging to interpret overall results and
compare findings to the existing literature. In any case, partialling is a useful tool that allows
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researchers to isolate the unique or precise aspects of a construct. Before any strong conclusions
can be made; however, there is a need for these findings to be replicated, especially given their
incompatibility with theoretical models of reactive aggression.
Second, some of the validity analyses for the general population sample provided
evidence of indiscriminate responding or a general tendency to respond similarly to items
capturing deviant/bad behaviour. Indeed, although the factors of the HEXACO generally showed
good discriminant and convergent validity, the RPAQ proactive and reactive aggression scales
were highly correlated in the general population sample. Relatedly, Honesty-Humility
demonstrated very strong bivariate associations with both forms of aggression in the general
population sample, suggesting that some participants may not be effectively discriminating
between items that capture similar, yet distinct, constructs. It remains unclear why this pattern
emerged only for the general population sample, however, one potential explanation may be that
the MTurk survey platform encourages/incentivizes more rapid/careless responding (Aruguete et
al., 2019). Nonetheless, efforts were made to exclude participants with exceptionally low
completion times and atypical variability. Further, although these relationships were unexpected
based on the literature validating these measures, the descriptive statistics for the HEXACO were
comparable across samples and consistent with previous investigations examining the
psychometric properties of the HEXACO (Book et al., 2019; Lee & Ashton, 2018).
Third, due to the cross-sectional nature of this investigation, the causal order of these
relationships is unclear. Theoretically, personality is thought to give rise to aggressive behaviour,
but as demonstrated in Study 1, aggressive responding and its outcomes can also influence an
individual’s predispositions. Thus, it is suggested that these relationships be explored using
longitudinal designs, to determine the extent to which Honesty-Humility and its facets share

107
bidirectional associations with the two forms of aggression. Fourth, it is important to recognize
that only one outcome measure – the RPAQ – was employed in the current investigation. Some
researchers have highlighted issues with socially-desirable responding when individuals report
on their own aggressive behaviours (e.g., Gregoski et al., 2005; Poltavski et al., 2018); it would
be informative, therefore, to replicate these findings using other-report and behavioural measures
of aggression. Fifth, although the findings between samples were consistent and each sample was
consisted of a reasonably large number of participants, the number of analyses that were
conducted increased the likelihood of a making a Type I error (Field, 2013). Future
investigations could aim to replicate findings using statistical approaches that reduce the chances
of making such errors. Finally, given that males were underrepresented in the student sample, the
lack of association between sex and aggression observed herein should be interpreted cautiously
and replicated in samples with more even proportions of male and female participants.
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CHAPTER 4:
Putting the HEXACO to Work: An Examination of Power Imbalances, Aggression,
Victimization, and Other Behaviours in Workplace Settings
In the workplace, employers strive to recruit and hire the best candidates for the positions
they have available. Unfortunately, however, many of these efforts are misguided, as some of the
most successful companies in the world continue to employ invalid measures during the hiring
process and often disregard the research on personality and task performance altogether when
making hiring decisions (Stein, & Swan, 2019). Nonetheless, the hesitancy of employers to
integrate research findings into workplace practice is not unfounded; historically, this field has
yielded underwhelming results in terms of linking personality to job performance. Indeed,
several reviews and meta-analyses (e.g., Barrick & Mount, 1991; He et al., 2019; Ones et al.,
2007) examining this personality-performance relationship have demonstrated weak to modest
effect sizes, with only Conscientiousness (i.e., being organized and diligent) emerging as a
meaningful correlate across workplace contexts. However, as this research has shifted away from
job performance/success and, instead, has focused on predicting harmful workplace behaviours,
more promising relationships have emerged between personality and occupational outcomes.
In particular, more recent work investigating counterproductive workplace behaviours
(CWBs; sometimes referred to as workplace deviance, or workplace aggression, see Thrasher et
al., 2020) has demonstrated that an individual’s personality is an important consideration for
hiring teams/employers. CWBs are those that violate organizational norms and are detrimental to
the well-being of an organization and its employees (Diefendorff & Mehta, 2007). CWBs can
range from minor offenses, such as being late or leaving early, to more severe behaviours, such
as using drugs or alcohol at work (Bennett & Robinson, 2000). Unlike performance-based job
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behaviours, CWBs are less impacted by technical skills and ability; thus, studies have shown that
several personality dimensions share strong relationships with CWB (e.g., Berry et al., 2007;
Pletzer et al., 2019; Pletzer et al. 2020; Salgado, 2002). Moreover, with the introduction of the
HEXACO model of personality (Lee & Ashton, 2004) and its inclusion of the Honesty-Humility
dimension, researchers have been better able to predict workplace deviance and determine which
individuals may be more likely to engage in CWB. Individuals low in Honesty-Humility are
insincere, unfair, entitled, and/or greedy (Lee & Ashton, 2004), and given that they possess this
cluster of characteristics, it is not surprising that Honesty-Humility has been identified as one of
the strongest correlates of CWB among the broad dimensions of personality (see Pletzer et al.,
2019; Pletzer et al. 2020). Despite these advances in using Honesty-Humility to predict CWB
over the past decade, there are several aspects of this relationship that warrant further
examination.
The aim of the current study, therefore, is to address these gaps and comprehensively
investigate the impact of personality on CWB to inform workplace hiring procedures. In
particular, four research questions were investigated in Study 3 to obtain a better understanding
of how personality traits can detrimentally impact a workplace and to explore which individuals
may be more likely to be the targets of workplace abuse/aggression: (1) how do the facets of
Honesty-Humility and Conscientiousness relate to different forms of CWB? (2) do power
imbalances moderate the relationship between personality and CWB? (3) do power imbalances
influence the relationship between personality and selfish decision-making? and (4) how do the
HEXACO factors relate to workplace victimization?
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The Facets of Personality and CWB
Previous research examining personality and CWB has primarily focused on factor-level
influences, revealing strong associations between CWB and Honesty-Humility and
Conscientiousness (Lee et al., 2019; Pletzer et al., 2019; Pletzer et al., 2020). More nuanced,
facet-level analyses are needed; however, to obtain a more accurate picture of what specific
aspects of Honesty-Humility and/or Conscientiousness are driving these relationships, especially
given that the differential influence of the facets could result in suppression effects and impact
the overall relationship between a given factor and outcome (Anglim et al., 2018; Ashton et al.,
2014). For example, although Hastings and O’Neill (2009) found that the Openness to
Experience, Neuroticism, and Extraversion factors of the Five-Factor Model (FFM; Costa &
McCrae, 1985) were weakly related to CWB, they showed strong associations with some of the
facets of these factors, such as Anger and Intellect, demonstrating the added value of examining
these relationships at the facet level. Further, when examining the 24 facets of the HEXACO,
Pletzer et al. (2020) showed that the explained variance in CWB increased by nearly 5%
compared to that explained by the factors alone and that the Fairness facet of Honesty-Humility
accounted for almost as much variance in CWB as all six factors combined. Thus, these findings
highlight the powerful predictive validity of facet-level traits and suggest that this level of
analysis may be especially informative for potential employers.
Given that low levels of Honesty-Humility and Conscientiousness have been identified as
the strongest correlates of CWB, but few have examined the influence of their lower-order
components, the current study aimed to remedy this gap and investigated the relationships
between the facets of Honesty-Humility and Conscientiousness and two forms of CWB:
Interpersonal (I-CWB) and Organizational (O-CWB). The former includes behaviours that are
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aimed at other coworkers (e.g., belittling a colleague), whereas the latter includes behaviours that
target the individual’s place or company of employment as a whole (e.g., stealing from the
office). Accordingly, Honesty-Humility shares strong associations with both forms of CWB, as
those with low levels of this trait possess a callous disregard for others and a willingness to cause
harm for self-benefit; whereas Conscientiousness has particularly been linked to O-CWB, as
those with low levels of this trait tend to have more difficulty meeting organizational demands in
the workplace (e.g., arriving on time, planning accordingly, etc.) and are, therefore, more likely
to indirectly engage in O-CWB (e.g., arriving late) or use O-CWB to compensate for their
disorganization (e.g., cutting corners to complete their work on time; Lee et al., 2005; Pletzer et
al., 2019; Pletzer et al., 2020). It was hypothesized, therefore, that those lower in HonestyHumility and those lower in Conscientiousness would engage in higher levels of CWB overall,
but that Conscientiousness would be the stronger correlate of O-CWB.
Nonetheless, it remains unclear whether select facets of Honesty-Humility and
Conscientiousness differentially relate to each form of CWB. Although previous studies have
shown associations between facet-level traits and the overall engagement in CWB, additional
research is needed given that the type of CWB has only been investigated as a moderator (Pletzer
et al., 2020) and few have explored these relationships in the context of the HEXACO model. Of
the Honesty-Humility facets, it was theorized that Sincerity and Fairness would be the most
relevant correlates of both I-CWB and O-CWB, whereas the Prudence and Diligence facets of
Conscientiousness would be the most relevant correlates of I-CWB and O-CWB, respectively.
Among the Honesty-Humility facets, Sincerity and Fairness best capture the manipulative and
callous aspects of this trait (see Hodson et al., 2018), making them more relevant for
interpersonal and organizational aggression since individuals low in Sincerity and Fairness are
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willing to hurt their coworkers and their organization for their own advancement. Low levels of
the Prudence facet, however, are reflective of impulsivity and an impaired ability to evaluate
consequences, which may promote greater reactivity and aggression towards coworkers (i.e., ICWB); whereas low levels of the Diligence facet reflect poor organization and planning, which
may predispose one to poor workplace behaviors (i.e., O-CWB) but not necessarily targeted
deviance/aggression.
Personality, Power Imbalances, and CWB
Aggression in the workplace is not only dependent on the personality of the aggressor,
but also the status or position of the aggression target within an organization/company and
relative to the aggressor (e.g., whether they are a superior, coworker, or subordinate; reviewed in
Hershcovis et al., 2007). In other words, the likelihood of aggression in the workplace is
dependent on whether a power imbalance exists between the aggressor and their target, as most
individuals are less likely to aggress or retaliate against a superior compared to a coworker or
subordinate in fear of the potential ramifications. For example, in a study by Lee and Brotheridge
(2011) examining power imbalances and aggression across a range of occupations, few
individuals reported experiencing aggression from a subordinate, with approximately 75%
indicating that their aggressors were of equal, or of higher, status.
To date, however, few researchers have examined how power imbalances impact the
relationship between personality and CWB. Studies have shown that supervisors high in
antisocial traits engage in more workplace bullying and abuse than those lower in such traits
(Boddy, 2011; Breevaart & de Vries, 2017; Camp et al., 2016), and that the employees of
psychopathic supervisors report higher levels of psychological distress, work-family conflicts,
and turnover (Mathieu et al., 2014; Mathieu & Babiak, 2016); yet, less is known about how these

126
same antisocial individuals respond towards those of similar or higher workplace status. Indeed,
researchers have typically focused on aggression towards subordinates and of the studies
examining aggression towards a superior, the focus has been on contextual factors (e.g.,
workplace surveillance, see Greenberg & Barling, 1999) and abusive supervision (see Richard et
al., 2020), rather than the personality characteristics of the aggressor (Hershcovis et al., 2007).
Nonetheless, one study by Inness and colleagues (2008) found that subordinates with aggressive
and angry tendencies are more likely than their coworkers to be aggressive towards a superior,
suggesting that those who are lower in related traits, such as Honesty-Humility, may be more
likely to aggress towards a supervisor in the workplace. Individuals who are low in HonestyHumility are often willing to take risks for their own benefit (Weller & Thulin, 2012) and display
strong social dominance (Lee et al., 2013; Volk et al., 2019). Thus, these individuals may be less
deterred by one’s status or position within an organization when aggressing. Accordingly, in the
current study, it was hypothesized that Honesty-Humility would be associated with aggressive
behaviour, regardless of the status of the aggression target. On the other hand, although they
share similar aggressive tendencies to those lower in Honesty-Humility, individuals lower in
Agreeableness were expected to aggress less towards superiors, as these individuals are less
socially dominate than those lower in Honesty-Humility (Lee et al., 2013; Volk et al., 2019) and
are, therefore, more likely to avoid targeted aggression that has high potential costs.
Personality, Power Imbalances, and Selfish Decision-Making
Another type of CWB that may be impacted by personality and power imbalances is
selfish decision-making. In particular, in the workplace, an individual may engage in bargaining
or negotiation tactics that solely benefit the self, without concern for the harm they may cause
towards others or the organization/company. A common means of assessing selfish decision-
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making is through two experimental paradigms known as the Ultimatum Game and Dictator
Game (Forsythe et al., 1994; Güth et al., 1982). In both games, participants are asked to divide a
sum of money between themselves and another individual – the participant is referred to as the
proposer and is tasked with determining the amount each person will receive, whereas the other
individual is referred to as the responder and must decide whether or not they will accept the
proposed amount. In the Ultimatum Game, there is a stipulation that if the responder rejects the
amount being offered by the proposer, both individuals leave with nothing; however, the Dictator
Game removes the responder’s ability to reject proposed offers, such that whatever the proposer
decides is the final amount awarded to both parties. Accordingly, these tasks can provide an
index of selfish decision-making, as the proposers are in a position where they are able to take
advantage of others for their own personal gain.
Several studies have examined how Honesty-Humility and the other HEXACO factors
impact decision-making in the Ultimatum and Dictator Game. For instance, previous studies
among university students have shown that proposers low in Honesty-Humility are more likely
to make unfair offers (Hilbig et al., 2013; Hilbig & Zettler, 2009) in both games, and among
children, Allgaier and colleagues (2020) showed that those low in Honesty-Humility offered
fewer candies (a substitution for money) to responders than those high in Honesty-Humility,
even when children were given the option to reject offers in the Ultimatum Game. Thus, low
Honesty-Humility appears to be predictive of selfish behaviour, especially when there are no
negative consequences to one’s actions (i.e., as in the case of the Dictator Game).
The Ultimatum and the Dictator Game also allow for the examination of power
imbalances in the context of decision-making in that the power the responder has differs across
the two games. Specifically, the responder has more power in the Ultimatum Game compared to
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the Dictator Game because they can reject unfair offers from the proposer. In contrast, in the
Dictator Game, the responder has no power over the proposer. Accordingly, research has
demonstrated that offers are generally higher in the Ultimatum Game than in the Dictator Game
(Forsythe et al., 1994) since there are tangible/economic consequences of unfair offers in the
Ultimatum Game, whereas the consequences of unfair offers in the Dictator Game are largely
internal/interpersonal (e.g., feelings of guilt, damage to reputation). In addition to the power
imbalances inherent within these tasks, the perceived status of the responder can also be
modified or manipulated by researchers; interestingly, studies have shown that such changes
have a significant impact on the amounts offered (Weiß et al., 2020). For example, it has been
demonstrated that higher offers are made when responders are rated as more threatening
(Geniole et al., 2017), and proposers will offer less when they believed that they have earned
their position of power (Hoffman et al., 1994), suggesting that participants are sensitive to power
imbalances when engaging in economic bargaining and use this information to inform their
decision-making. It remains unclear, however, how individual differences in personality interact
with perceived power imbalances to influence selfish responding. Indeed, it may be that the
selfish nature of those low in Honesty-Humility predisposes them to take advantage of others and
to offer significantly lower amounts to subordinates because of their low social status (Lee &
Ashton, 2014; Zettler & Hilbig, 2010). Conversely, and consistent with previous research (see
Hilbig & Zettler, 2009; Hilbig et al., 2013), it may be that those high in Honesty-Humility offer
greater amounts to subordinates compared to coworkers or superiors, as these individuals are
likely to exhibit pro-social behaviour (Allgaier et al., 2015) and subordinates should be viewed
as a more vulnerable population than coworkers or superiors.
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Personality and Workplace Victimization
It is well established that workplace bullying impacts a substantial number of employees
across a variety of occupations (Schat et al., 2006); however, there is limited research on how the
HEXACO factors are related to workplace victimization. Indeed, although many have
investigated the personal characteristics of those who aggress in the workplace, few have
examined which factors may render an individual more susceptible to others’ workplace
aggression/abuse. Nonetheless, outside of the broad personality dimensions captured by the FFM
and the HEXACO, studies have shown that those with low levels of negative affect and impaired
self-esteem are more likely to be bullied by their co-workers and supervisors (Bowling et al.,
2010) and that the victims of workplace bullying have poorer social skills than others
(Matthiesen & Einarsen, 2007). Further, when adopting a broader, nomothetic approach and
using the FFM, Nielsen et al. (2017) found a positive association between victimization and
Neuroticism, and negative associations among victimization and Extraversion, Agreeableness,
and Conscientiousness, suggesting that it is difficult to isolate any one of the broad FFM factors
as contributing to victimization.
Although the HEXACO model has been found to better capture variance in personality,
only a handful of researchers have used the HEXACO to examine victimization. For example, it
has been shown that low eXtraversion and Conscientiousness, and high Emotionality, are
associated with being a victim of cyber-bullying (Smith, 2015), and that those high in HonestyHumility are more likely to be victims of fraud than those lower in Honesty-Humility (Judges et
al., 2017). In one of the few investigations examining victimization in the workplace, Dåderman
and Ragnestål-Impola (2019) identified low levels of eXtraverison and high levels of
Emotionality as correlates of victimization; however, it should be noted that the authors assessed
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the HEXACO factors via the Mini-International Personality Item Pool 6 (Sibley, 2012) and
conflated the HEXACO factors with those of the FFM (e.g., equating FFM Neuroticism with
HEXACO Emotionality), making it difficult to draw accurate conclusions. Thus, the current
study aims to provide a clearer understanding of the relationships between the HEXACO factors
and workplace victimization. Given the mixed findings in the literature, however, an exploratory
approach was taken and no specific predictions were made.
Methods
Participants
General population sample
Nine-hundred and fifty-one participants participated were recruited from MTurk. This
research was advertised on MTurk as a one-hour study that aimed to examine personality and
behaviour. Participants who completed the full study were offered $3 (USD) as compensation.
Based on pilot testing and the length of the surveys, 335 participants who either took less than 15
minutes to complete the study, or failed one of the three attention checks, were excluded.
Additionally, 13 participants were excluded for not fully completing the study, and 22
participants were excluded for having too little or too much variability on HEXACO.6 To
elaborate, these individuals either had too little variability in their raw HEXACO responses, such
that they were consistently choosing the same response, or too much variability in their recoded
HEXACO responses, such that they were responding randomly. Therefore, the final general
population sample consisted of 587 individuals (49% female). Participants first completed brief

6

A standard deviation of 0.70 or less was used as the criterion for identifying participants with not enough variability
in HEXACO responding, and a standard deviation of 1.60 or more was used as the criterion for identifying
participants with too much variability in HEXACO responding (M.C., Ashton, personal communication, May 20,
2020).
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demographic questionnaires before completing the described measures. Moreover, participants
completed additional measures that are not included in this dissertation.
Student sample
Two-hundred and six undergraduate students participated in the current study. Each
participant received course credit for their participation. Thirty-one participants were removed
from analyses for failing one of three attention checks embedded in the surveys. In addition, five
participants were removed for not fully completing the study or for completing the study in less
than 15 minutes. No participants in the student sample had variability issues on the HEXACO.
The final student sample consisted of 170 individuals (88% female). Similar to the general
population sample, demographic questionnaires were completed first, followed by the study
measures, as well as those measures that were not included in this dissertation.
Measures and Procedure
Personality
Participants were given the 200-item HEXACO-PI-R (Lee & Ashton, 2004) which
assesses 6 factors of personality: Honesty-Humility (e.g., “I wouldn’t want people to treat me as
though I were superior to them”), Emotionality (e.g., “Sometimes I feel nervous without really knowing
why”), eXtraversion (e.g., “I am energetic nearly all the time”), Agreeableness (e.g., “It doesn’t take

much to make me angry”), Conscientiousness (e.g., “I often push myself very hard when trying to
achieve a goal”), and Openness to experience (e.g., “”). Participants were required to indicate how

much they agree with each statement on a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 3 = neutral, 5 =
strongly agree). The 200-item HEXCACO was used because it is more appropriate for facetlevel analyses than the 100 or 60-item versions (Lee & Ashton, 2018). Given the large number of
items (i.e., 32) for each factor, reliability analyses were not interpreted. However, reliabilities
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were acceptable to excellent for the facets of Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness in both
samples (all α’s > .70).
Counterproductive Workplace Behaviour (CWB)
Participants were administered the Workplace Deviance Scale (WDS: Bennett &
Robinson, 2000), which is a 19-item questionnaire assessing various aggressive and deviant
behaviours that occur in workplace settings (see Appendix E). Participants were asked to
evaluate how often they engage in a series of workplace behaviours, using a 7-point scale (from
1 = never to 7 = daily). The items of the WDS form two subscales: the interpersonal deviance
scale (I-CWB) and the organizational deviance scale (O-CWB). The I-CWB scale contains seven
items (e.g., “said something hurtful to someone at work”) and the O-CWB scale consists of 12
items (e.g., “put little effort into your work”). In both the general population and student
samples, reliability was excellent for both the I-CWB and O-CWB scales (all αs > .91).
Workplace Aggression
Participants read over four brief vignettes describing hypothetical workplace scenarios
involving either a co-worker or a superior (see Appendix E). After reading each vignette,
participants indicated how likely they would be to respond with different forms of aggression, on
a 5-point scale (1 = very unlikely, 3 = maybe, 5= very likely). Specifically, two vignettes
assessed proactive aggression (one towards a coworker and one towards a superior) and two
assessed reactive aggression (one towards a coworker and one towards a superior). For the
vignettes assessing proactive aggression, participants were asked to rate the likelihood that they
would purposefully make a coworker/superior look bad to further their chance of a promotion,
while the reactive aggression vignettes were followed by two response ratings. In particular,
participants were asked to rate (1) the likelihood that they would get into a verbal confrontation
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with a coworker/superior when provoked (immediate aggression) and (2) the likelihood that they
would sabotage a coworker/superior at a later date when provoked (delayed aggression).
Selfish Decision Making
Participants in the student sample, but not the general population sample, completed six
versions of these games (three of the Ultimatum Game and three of the Dictator Game). In each
version of the Ultimatum Game, participants were instructed that they had $100 of hypothetical
money to split with either a superior, co-worker, or subordinate, however, if the responder
rejected their offer, both would receive no money. In the Dictator Game, participants received
similar instructions but were told that the responder had to accept their offer.
Victimization
Participants were administered the Negative Acts Questionnaire-Revised (NAQ-R;
Einarsen et al., 2009) which is a 22-item questionnaire that assesses one’s self-reported
victimization in the workplace (see Appendix E). Using a 6-point response scale (1= never, 6 =
daily), the NAQ-R forms two primary subscales, that assess how often an individual has been
exposed to person-related abuse (e.g., “spreading of gossip and rumors about you”) and workrelated abuse (e.g., “being given tasks with unreasonable deadlines”); however, it can also be
used to assess victimization as a unitary construct (Einarsen et al., 2009). In both samples, the
reliability of each scale was excellent (all αs > .82).
Results
Preliminary Analyses
Descriptive statistics for HEXACO factors, CWB, and victimization scores can be found
in Table 4.1. All measures were examined for outliers and normality violations. For CWB
responses, we identified univariate outliers on I-CWB (n = 3) on O-CWB (n = 3) in the student
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sample. For Vignette (i.e., aggression) responses, no outliers were observed in the general
population sample, however in the student sample, outliers were observed for delayed-reactive
aggression against a coworker (n = 2) and a superior (n = 2), and for proactive aggression against
a coworker (n = 1) and a superior (n = 3). Given that the NAQ uses total scores instead of mean
scores, missingness was examined in both samples before examining outliers. In the general
population sample, 39 data points were missing, and 3 data points were missing in the student
sample. However, descriptive statistics and the pattern of results did not differ when participants
with missing data were excluded, so all participants scores were included when assessing
outliers. Thus, for victimization, four outliers were observed on the NAQ-R (total scale) in the
student sample. All outliers were Windsorized at the 0.1 level and rank order was maintained.
Cook’s distance was examined for each regression, but no multivariate outliers were observed
(i.e., values greater than 1; Cook & Weisberg, 1982).
Normality was assessed via inspection of histograms, and skewness and kurtosis values
(+/-2: Field, 2013), and was acceptable for all variables, except proactive aggression in the
student sample, which was slightly kurtotic. Further, some of the distributions for offers in the
Ultimatum and Dictator Games violated the assumption of normality (i.e., Kurtosis violations).
To address this violation, Wilcoxon Sign-Rank Tests were used. In the student sample, O-CWB
and I-CWB showed good discriminant and convergent validity (r = .65), but in the general
population sample, discriminate validity was poor (r = .90). As in Study 2, a p-value cut-off of
.01 was used for analyses within the general population sample.
Primary Analyses
The Facets of Personality and CWB
General Population Sample.
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O-CWB. Hierarchical regression was used to determine the relationship between the HEXACO200 and O-CWB. Given that men have been found to engage in more CWB than women
(Spector & Zhou, 2014), sex was included as a covariate when examining the relationships
between both forms of CWB and personality. Sex was entered on step 1 of each analysis, and
each HEXACO factor/facet was entered on step 2 (See Table 4.2).
The overall model was significant F (7, 579) = 78.14, p < 0.001), and explained 48.6% of
the variance in O-CWB. On step 1, Sex was a significant predictor of O-CWB (F (1, 585) =
26.37, p < .001), such that men (M = 2.87, SD = 1.70) reported higher levels of O-CWB than
women (M = 2.22 SD = 1.31). On step 2, when HEXACO factors were entered, only HonestyHumility and Conscientiousness were negatively associated with O-CWB (see Table 4.2), and
Honesty-Humility appeared to be the strongest predictor (β = -.54).
When examining the facets of Honesty-Humility and O-CWB, the overall model
explained 44.5% of the variance in O-CWB, and only the Greed-Avoidance facet was not
associated with O-CWB (see Table 4.3). Modesty appeared to be the strongest predictor of OCWB (β = -.38).
When examining the facets of Conscientiousness and O-CWB, the overall model
explained 32.1% of the variance in O-CWB, with only the Perfectionism facet not associated
with O-CWB (see Table 4.4). Prudence appeared to be the strongest predictor (β = -.29).
I-CWB. The overall model was significant (F (7, 579) = 60.84, p < 0.001) and explained
42.4% of the variance in I-CWB. On step 1, Sex was a significant predictor of I-CWB (F (1,
585) = 31.32, p < .001), such that men (M = 2.56, SD = 1.82) reported higher levels of I-CWB
than women (M = 1.81 SD = 1.35). On step 2, when the HEXACO factors were entered, only
Honesty-Humility and Conscientiousness were negatively associated with I-CWB (see Table
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4.5), and Honesty-Humility appeared to be the strongest predictor (β = -.52).
When examining the facets of Honesty-Humility and I-CWB, the overall model
explained 43.3% of the variance in I-CWB and only the Greed-Avoidance facet was not
associated with I-CWB (see Table 4.6). Modesty appeared to be the strongest predictor of ICWB (β = -.48).
When examining the facets of Conscientiousness and I-CWB, the overall model
explained 25.7% of the variance in I-CWB, but only the Prudence facet was associated with ICWB (β = -.30; see Table 4.7).
Student Sample.
O-CWB. Hierarchical regression was used to determine the relationship between the
HEXACO-200 and O-CWB. Sex was entered on step 1 of each analysis, and each HEXACO
factor/facet was entered on step 2 (See Table 4.2).
The overall model was significant (F (7, 162) = 8.86, p < 0.001) and explained 27.7% of
the variance in O-CWB. On step 1, Sex was not significant predictor of O-CWB (F (1, 168) =
2.01, p = 0.158). On step 2, only Honesty-Humility and Conscientiousness were negatively
associated with O-CWB (see Table 4.2), and Conscientiousness appeared to be the strongest
predictor (β = -.302).
When examining the facets of Honesty-Humility and O-CWB, the overall model
explained 20.1% of the variance in O-CWB, but only the Fairness facet was associated with OCWB (β = -.410; see Table 4.3).
When examining the facets of Conscientiousness and O-CWB, the overall model
explained 22.1% of the variance in O-CWB, and the Diligence and Prudence facets were
negatively associated with O-CWB (see Table 4.4).
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I-CWB. Hierarchal regression was used to determine the relationship between the
HEXACO-200 and I-CWB. Sex was entered on step 1 of each analysis, and each HEXACO
factor/facet was entered on step 2 (See Table 4.5).
The overall model was significant (F (7, 162) = 5.19, p < 0.001) and explained 14.8% of
the variance in I-CWB. On step 1, Sex was not significant predictor of I-CWB (F (1, 168) =
2.45, p = 0.119). On step 2, when HEXACO factors were entered, the overall model was
significant but only Conscientiousness was negatively associated with I-CWB (β = -.199),
although Honesty-Humility approached significance (see Table 4.5).
When examining the facets of Honesty-Humility and I-CWB, the overall model
explained 13.0% of the variance in I-CWB, but only the Fairness facet was associated with ICWB (β = -.301; see Table 4.6). The overall model explained 13.0% of the variance in I-CWB.
When examining the facets of Conscientiousness and I-CWB the overall model explained
12.3% of the variance in I-CWB, but only the Prudence facet was negatively associated with OCWB (β = -.249; see Table 4.7).
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Table 4.1
Descriptive statistics for Personality, Counterproductive Workplace Behaviour, and
Victimization scores

General Population Sample
(N = 587)

Aggression

Student Sample
(N = 170)

M

SD

M

SD

Reactive

7.03

4.91

6.89

3.75

Proactive

3.50

5.97

0.98

1.59

H

3.54

0.74

3.51

0.59

E

3.18

0.52

3.54

0.43

X

3.16

0.69

3.27

0.56

A

3.15

0.57

3.05

0.56

C

3.62

0.59

3.59

0.53

O

3.46

0.53

3.11

0.54

Organizational

2.55

1.55

1.88

0.72

Interpersonal

2.19

1.64

1.51

0.71

Personality

CWB

Victimization
39.79
22.68
32.05
11.12
Note. H = Honesty-Humility, E = Emotionality, X = eXtraversion, A = Agreeableness, C =
Conscientiousness, O = Openness to Experience. CWB = Counterproductive Workplace
Behaviour

139
Table 4.2
Results of the Multiple Hierarchical Regression with Organizational Counterproductive
Workplace Behaviour Regressed on the HEXACO Factors, controlling for Sex
General Population Sample
Model

b

s.e.

B

t

Student Sample
p

b

s.e.

B

t

p

1

Sex a

-0.64

0.13

-0.21

-5.14 < 0.001 -0.24

0.17

-0.11

-1.42

0.16

2

Sex a

-0.05

0.10

-0.02

-0.48

-0.16

0.16

-0.07

-1.04

0.30

H

-1.13

0.08

-0.54

-14.15 < 0.001 -0.28

0.11

-0.23

-2.61

0.01

E

0.12

0.09

0.04

1.28

0.20

0.20

0.12

0.12

1.63

0.11

X

-0.22

0.08

-0.10

-2.65

0.01

-0.06

0.09

-0.04

-0.60

0.55

A

0.21

0.09

0.08

2.24

0.03

-0.16

0.11

-0.12

-1.45

0.15

C

-0.66

0.10

-0.25

-6.40 < 0.001 -0.41

0.10

-0.30

-4.18 < 0.001

0.63

O
0.04
0.10
0.02
0.46
0.65
0.15
0.10
0.11
1.59
Note. H = Honesty-Humility, E = Emotionality, X = eXtraversion, A = Agreeableness, C =
Conscientiousness, O = Openness to Experience.
a

Sex was coded as a dichotomous variable (0 = Women, 1 = Men).

0.11
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Table 4.3
Results of the Multiple Hierarchical Regression with Organizational Counterproductive
Workplace Behaviour Regressed on the Facets of Honesty-Humility, controlling for Sex
General Population Sample
Model

b

s.e.

B

t

p

Student Sample
b

s.e.

B

t

p

1

Sex a

-0.64 0.13 -0.21 -5.14 < 0.001

-0.24

0.17

-0.11

-1.42

0.16

2

Sex a

-0.02 0.10 -0.01 -0.16

-0.04

0.16

-0.02

-0.24

0.81

Sincerity

-0.30 0.08 -0.16 -3.52 < 0.001

0.00

0.09

0.01

0.05

0.96

Fairness

-0.42 0.08 -0.24 -5.24 < 0.001

-0.43

0.10

-0.41

-4.30 < 0.001

0.03

0.09

0.04

0.38

0.70

-0.65 0.08 -0.38 -7.74 < 0.001 -0.10 0.10
Note. Sex was coded as a dichotomous variable (0 = Women, 1 = Men).

-0.09

-0.94

0.35

Greed-Avoidance 0.04 0.08 0.03 0.57
Modesty

a

0.87

0.57
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Table 4.4
Results of the Multiple Hierarchical Regression with Organizational Counterproductive
Workplace Behaviour Regressed on the Facets of Conscientiousness, controlling for Sex
General Population Sample
Model

b

s.e.

B

t

Student Sample
p

b

s.e.

B

t

p

1

Sex a

-0.64

0.13

-0.21

-5.14 < 0.001 -0.24

0.17

-0.11

-1.42

0.16

2

Sex a

-0.32

0.11

-0.11

-2.97 < 0.001 -0.33

0.15

-0.15

-2.18

0.03

Organization

-0.25

0.09

-0.14

-2.97 < 0.001 -0.13

0.07

-0.15

-1.88

0.06

Diligence

-0.41

0.10

-0.19

-4.07 < 0.001 -0.24

0.11

-0.21

-2.16

0.03

Perfectionism -0.04

0.11

-0.01

-0.32

0.10

0.12

1.28

0.20

Prudence
-0.66 0.10 -0.29 -6.48 < 0.001 -0.31 0.09
Note. Sex was coded as a dichotomous variable (0 = Women, 1 = Men).

-0.28

-3.50 < 0.001

a

0.75

0.13
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Table 4.5
Results of the Multiple Hierarchical Regression with Interpersonal Counterproductive
Workplace Behaviour Regressed on the HEXACO Factors, controlling for Sex
General Population Sample
Model

b

s.e.

B

t

Student Sample
p

b

s.e.

B

t

p

1

Sex a

-0.74

0.13

-0.23 -5.60 < 0.001

-0.26

0.17

-0.12 -1.57

0.12

2

Sex a

-0.12

0.12

-0.04 -1.00

-0.22

0.16

-0.10 -1.36

0.18

H

-1.16

0.09

-0.52 -12.85 < 0.001

-0.20

0.11

-0.17 -1.81

0.07

E

-0.03

0.11

-0.01 -0.25

0.80

0.21

0.13

0.13

1.68

0.10

X

-0.05

0.09

-0.02 -0.56

0.58

0.01

0.10

0.01

0.07

0.95

A

0.13

0.11

0.04

0.23

-0.20

0.12

-0.15 -1.69

0.09

C

-0.51

0.12

-0.18 -4.43 < 0.001

-0.27

0.10

-0.20 -2.59

0.01

O
-0.14 0.11 -0.05 -1.34
0.18
0.05
0.10 0.04 0.50
Note. H = Honesty-Humility, E = Emotionality, X = eXtraversion, A = Agreeableness, C =

0.62

1.21

0.32

Conscientiousness, O = Openness to Experience.
a

Sex was coded as a dichotomous variable (0 = Women, 1 = Men).
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Table 4.6
Results of the Multiple Hierarchical Regression with Interpersonal Counterproductive
Workplace Behaviour Regressed on the Facets of Honesty-Humility, controlling for Sex
General Population Sample
Model

b

s.e.

B

Student Sample

t

1

Sex a

-0.74

0.13

p
b
<
-0.23 -5.60 0.001 -0.26

2

Sex a

-0.12

0.11

-0.04 -1.05

Sincerity

-0.24

0.09

-0.12 -2.66

Fairness

-0.28

0.09

0.01 0.01
<
-0.15 -3.28 0.001 -0.31

0.07

0.08

0.04

B

t

p

0.17

-0.12 -1.57

0.12

-0.09

0.16

-0.04 -0.53

0.60

0.09

0.01

0.10

0.36 -0.07 0.09
<
-0.88 0.09 -0.48 -9.71 0.001 -0.01 0.11
Modesty
Note. a Sex was coded as a dichotomous variable (0 = Women, 1 = Men).
Greed-Avoidance

0.91

0.30

s.e.

0.07

0.95
<
-0.30 -3.03 0.001
-0.08 -0.82

0.41

-0.01 -0.06

0.95
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Table 4.7
Results of the Multiple Hierarchical Regression with Interpersonal Counterproductive
Workplace Behaviour Regressed on the Facets of Conscientiousness, controlling for Sex
General Population Sample
Model

b

s.e.

B

t

Student Sample
p

b

s.e.

B

t

p

1

Sex a

-0.74

0.13

-0.23

-5.60 < 0.001 -0.26

0.17

-0.12

-1.57

0.12

2

Sex a

-0.44

0.12

-0.13

-3.62 < 0.001 -0.33

0.16

-0.15

-2.07

0.04

Organization

-0.21

0.10

-0.11

-2.16

0.03

0.01

0.07

0.02

0.19

0.85

Diligence

-0.23

0.11

-0.10

-2.02

0.04

-0.16

0.12

-0.14

-1.39

0.17

Perfectionism -0.11

0.12

-0.04

-0.88

0.38

-0.01

0.11

-0.01

-0.06

0.95

Prudence
-0.72 0.11 -0.30 -6.36 < 0.001 -0.27 0.09
Note. Sex was coded as a dichotomous variable (0 = Women, 1 = Men).

-0.25

-2.90 < 0.001

a
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Personality, Power Imbalances, and CWB
Paired-samples T-tests were run to see if participants responded more harshly to coworkers than superiors. To examine the relationships between both types of reactive aggression
(immediate/delayed), proactive aggression, and personality, bivariate correlations were
examined, and Fisher-Z scores were used to determine if differences between correlations were
significant.
General Population Sample. Correlations between the HEXACO and Vignette
responses can be found in Table 4.8. Individuals low in Honesty-Humility were more likely to
respond with delayed-reactive aggression (r = -.599) than immediate-reactive aggression (r = .346; z = -7.31, p < .001), but individuals low in Agreeableness were not more likely to respond
with delayed-reactive aggression (r = -.225) than immediate-reactive aggression (r = -.299; z = 1.87, p = .031).
Individuals low in Agreeableness were not more likely to respond with immediatereactive aggression (r = -.299), than individuals low in Honesty-Humility (r = -.346), against a
co-worker (z = -1.02, p = 0.153), but individuals low in Honesty-Humility (r = -.520) were more
likely than individuals low in Agreeableness (r = -.235) to respond with immediate-reactive
aggression against a superior (z = -6.49, p < 0.001).
In addition, individuals low in Honesty-Humility were much more likely to respond with
delayed-reactive aggression (r = -.599 co-worker; -.629 superior), than individuals low in
Agreeableness (r = -.225; -.180), against a co-worker (z = -8.84, p < .001) and a superior (z = 10.68, p < .001).
Finally, Individuals low in Honesty-Humility were more likely to respond with proactive
aggression (r = -.625 coworkers; -.610 superiors) than individuals low in Agreeableness (r = -
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.099 coworkers; -.120 superiors) for both coworkers (z = -12.26, p < .001) and superiors (z = 11.37, p < 0.001).
Individuals low in Agreeableness endorsed participation in all forms of aggressive
behaviour, except for proactive aggression against coworkers (r = -.10), with their largest
associations being between immediate aggression against coworkers (r = -.30) and superiors (r =
-.24). Similar to the findings in the student sample, these individuals were more likely to respond
with immediate-reactive aggression towards a co-worker (r = -.30) than they were a superior (r =
-.24; z = -1.73, p = .04). In addition, they were more likely to respond with delayed-reactive
aggression against their co-worker (r = -.23) than they were a superior (r = -.18; z = -1.99, p =
.023), however they were not more likely to respond with proactive aggression against a coworker (r = -.10) than a superior (-.12; z = .702, p = .241).
Individuals low in Honesty-Humility endorsed participation in all forms of aggression
(see Table X) and the largest correlation was with delayed-reactive aggression against a superior
(r = -.629). Interestingly, individuals low in Honesty-Humility were more likely to report
responding with immediate-reactive aggression against a superior (r = -.520) than they were a
co-worker (r = -.346; z = 5.46, p < .001), but not more likely to report responding with delayedreactive aggression against their superior (r = -.620) than their co-worker (r = -.599; z = 1.69, p =
.046). Similar to individuals low in Agreeableness, those low in Honesty-Humility were not
more likely to respond with provocation against a co-worker (r = -.625) than they were a
superior (r = -.610; z = -.691, p = 0.245) in the general population sample.
Student Sample. Correlations between the HEXACO and Vignette responses can be
found in Table 4.8. Individuals low in Honesty-Humility were more likely to respond with
delayed-reactive aggression (r = -.431) than immediate-reactive aggression (r = -160; z = -3.23, p

147
= .001), but individuals low in Agreeableness were not more likely to respond with delayedreactive aggression (r = -.400) than immediate-reactive aggression (r = -.390; z = -.125, p =
.450).
Individuals low in Agreeableness were more likely to respond with immediate-reactive
aggression (r = -.390 coworkers; -.229 superiors) than individuals low in Honesty-Humility (r =
-.160 coworkers; -.091 bosses) for both coworkers (z = -3.40, p < 0.001) and superiors (z = 1.964, p = 0.025).
However, individuals low in Agreeableness were not more likely to respond with
delayed-reactive aggression (r = -.400; -.295) than individuals low in Honesty-Humility (r = .431; -.330), for superiors (z = -.521, p = .301) or coworkers (z = -.488, p = .313).
Individuals low in Honesty-Humility were more likely to respond with proactive
aggression (r = -.414 coworkers; -.403 superiors) than individuals low in Agreeableness (r = .298 coworkers; -.214 superiors) for both coworkers (z = -1.77, p = 0.039) and superiors (z = 2.82, p = 0.002).
Individuals low in Agreeableness endorsed participation in all forms of aggressive
behaviour, with their largest associations being between immediate (r = -.39) and delayed (r = .40) reactive aggression against coworkers. In addition, these individuals were more likely to
respond with immediate-reactive aggression towards a co-worker (r = -.390) than they were a
superior (r = -.229; z = -2.221, p = .013), but were, not more likely to respond with delayedreactive aggression against their co-worker (r = -.400) than they were a superior (r = -.295; z = 1.62, p = .053), although this difference was at the significance threshold (i.e., p = .05) and in the
expected direction. Similarly, individuals low in Agreeableness were not more likely to respond
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with proactive aggression against a co-worker (r = -.298) than a superior (-.214; z = -1.36, p =
.088), although this difference approached significance.
Individuals low in Honesty-Humility endorsed participation in all forms of aggression
except immediate-reactive aggression against superiors (r = -.091), and the largest correlation
was with delayed-reactive aggression against a co-worker (r = -.431). Unlike individuals low in
Agreeableness, individuals low in Honesty-Humility were not more likely to discriminate
between a co-worker (r = -.16) and a superior (r = -.091) for immediate reactive aggression (z = .899, p = .184), or between a co-worker (r = -.431) and a superior (r = -.330) for delayed-reactive
aggression (z = -1.58, p = 0.57) however the latter approached significance. Like individuals low
in Agreeableness, those low in Honesty-Humility were not more likely to respond with
provocation against a co-worker (r = -.414) than a superior (r = -.403; z = -.173, p = 0.431), but,
unlike those low in Agreeableness, this difference did not approach significance.
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Table 4.8
Correlations between the HEXACO Factors and Aggression Vignettes
Student Sample (N=170)
X
A

H

E

-0.16*
[-.32, .02]
-0.43**
[-.56, -.26]
-0.41**
[-.55, -.24]

-0.03
[-.19, .14]
0.04
[-.11, .18]
-0.08
[-.23, .09]

0.03
[-.14, .19]
-0.05
[-.22, .13]
0.06
[-.13, .22]

-0.09
[-.25, .10]
-0.33**
[-.48, -.16]
-0.40**
[-.53, -.25]

0.06
[-.10, .20]
-0.01
[-.20, .16]
-0.04
[-.19, .11]

-0.04
[-.22, .13]
-0.10
[-.23, .05]
0.00
[-.19, .18]

C

O

-0.39**
[-.52, -.24]
-0.40**
[-.54, -.26]
-0.30**
[-.43, .16]

-0.14
[-.29, .02]
-0.24**
[-.39, -.08]
-0.03
[-.20, .11]

-0.04
[-.18. .10]
-0.01
[-.15, .15]
-0.13
[-.30, .06]

-0.23**
[-.39, -.06]
-0.30**
[-.45, -.13]
-0.21**
[-.35, -.07]

-0.07
[-.25, .11]
-0.20**
[-.38, -.04]
-0.06
[-.20, .09]

0.03
[-.12, .17]
0.16*
[.04, .27]
0.01
[-.14, .16]

Coworkers
Immd
Delay
Proac
Superiors
Immd
Delay
Proac

General Population Sample (N=587)
Coworkers
Immd
Delay
Proac
Superiors
Immd
Delay

-0.34**
[-.42, -.26]
-0.60**
[-.65, -.54]
-0.63**
[-.68, -.57]
-0.52**
[-.58, -.46]
-0.63**
[-.68, -.58]
-0.61**
[-.66, -.55]

0.07
[-.02, .16]
-0.01
[-.08, .05]
-0.05
[-.11, .01]

-0.12**
[-.21, -.03]
-0.12**
[-.18, -.05]
-0.04
[-.12, .03]

-0.30**
[-.38, -.22]
-0.23**
[-.29, -.17]
-0.10*
[-.17, -.02]

-0.30**
[-.38, -.22]
-0.45**
[-.51, -.39]
-0.43**
[-.50, -.36]

-0.16**
[-.24, -.09]
-0.22**
[-.28, -.15]
-0.23**
[-.30, -.15]

-0.07

-0.09*
[-.17, -.01]
-0.05
[-.12, .01]
-0.04
[-.11, .04]

-0.24**
[-.30, -.17]
-0.18**
[-.24, -.12]
-0.12**
[-.19, -.06]

-0.40**
[-.46, -.33]
-0.46**
[-.52, -.41]
-0.41**
[-.48, -.34]

-0.15**
[-.22, -.09]
-0.21**
[-.28, -.15]
-0.19**
[-.27, -.12]

[-.14, -.002]

-0.07
[-.13, -.003]

-0.08*

Proac
[-.16, -.01]
Note. H = Honesty-Humility, E = Emotionality, X = eXtraversion, A = Agreeableness, C =

Conscientiousness, O = Openness to Experience, Immd = Immediate-reactive aggression, Delay
= Delayed-reactive aggression, Proac = Proactive aggression.
*p < .05. **p < .01. Bias Corrected 95% Confidence Intervals are in squared brackets.
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Personality, Power Imbalances, and Selfish Decision-Making
Descriptives for the Ultimatum and Dictator Game responses can be found in Table 4.9.
Wilcoxon Sign-Rank Tests were conducted to determine if there were differences between the
Ultimatum and Dictator Game. In all three conditions (i.e., co-worker: z = -4.03, p < .001;
superior z = -4.86, p < .001; subordinate: z = -3.51, p < .001) participants offered more money to
others in the Ultimatum Game than the Dictator Game. Offers across all games followed a
logical progression, with the greatest offers made to superiors in the Ultimatum Game (M =
52.63, SD = 11.71), and the lowest offers were made to subordinates in the Dictator Game (M =
43.18, SD = 13.97; see Table 4.9). Bivariate correlations and linear regressions were used to
assess the relationships between personality and responding in both games.
Bivariate Associations. In the Ultimatum Game, at the bivariate level, being high in
either Honesty-Humility, eXtraversion, or Conscientiousness, was associated with greater offers
(i.e., more money given) to subordinates, but no other significant relationships were observed
(see Table 4.9). In the Dictator Game, being high in either Honesty-Humility, or low in
eXtraversion, was associated with greater offers to co-workers, and being high on either
Honesty-Humility, Agreeableness, or Openness to Experience was associated with greater offers
to subordinates, but personality was not associated with offers to superiors in either the Dictator
Ultimatum Game (see Table 4.9).
Linear Regression. For each linear regression, the Ultimatum and Dictator Game were
outcome variables, and HEXACO factors were entered as predictor variables7. None of the

7

We explored if sex and/or age impacted decision making in the Ultimatum and Dictator game, but no relationships

were observed. Therefore, neither variable was included in regression analyses.
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overall models were significant when examining the HEXACO and Ultimatum Game (see
Appendix B), and we found no associations between the HEXACO factors and the Ultimatum
Game when played against a co-worker, or superior, but higher levels of Conscientiousness were
associated with higher offers to subordinates (β = .198, p = .014) and Honesty-Humility
approached significance (β = .176, p = .067). In the Dictator Game, Honesty-Humility was
positively associated with higher offers to co-workers (β = .213, p = .049), and subordinates (β =
.246, p = .023), but not superiors (β = .066, p = .545), and Openness to Experience was
associated with higher offers to subordinates (β = .178, p = .046). No other associations were
found between personality and Dictator Game offers.
Binary Logistic Regression. Given the limited variability in Ultimatum and Dictator
Game offers, a dichotomous outcome variable was created to examine whether HonestyHumility was predictive of lower versus equal or higher offers. In particular, a binary logistic
regression was used with Honesty-Humility split by low (1 SD below the mean) or not. In the
Ultimatum Game, individuals lower in Honesty-Humility were significantly more likely to offer
less money to subordinates than others, χ2(1) = 7.10, p = .008, but they did not offer less to
superiors or coworkers when compared with others. The odds of a person low in HonestyHumility offering less money to a subordinate were 3.15 times the odds of someone else doing
so. In the Dictator Game, a near identical pattern emerged as individuals low in HonestyHumility were significantly more likely to offer less to subordinates than others, χ2(1) = 7.10, p
= .008, but not offer less to superiors or coworkers when compared with others. The odds of a
person low in Honesty-Humility offering less money to a subordinate in the Dictator Game were
3.38 times the odds of someone else doing so.

152
Table 4.9
Correlations between the HEXACO and Ultimatum and Dictator Game Offers (Student Sample)

M

SD

H

E

X

A

C

O

.09

.19*

-.12

.11

-.06

-.12

[.05, .34]

[-.27, .03]

[-.05, .26]

[-.26, .12]

[-.29, .05]

-.13

.05

UG
Superior

52.63

11.71

[-.09, .26]

Co-worker

50.03

1.77

[-.26, .06]

-.08
Subordinate

[-.33, .10] [-.10, .22]

-.03

.11

.08

[-.15, .11]

[-.09, .26]

[-.22, .28]

.17

-.14

.17

.16

.29**

.11

[-.33, .08]

[.00, .33]

[.01, .29]

[.11, .44]

[-.05, .25]

.12

-.12

46.76

8.24

[.03, .30]

48.18

16.54

[-.07, .30]

DG
.12
Superior

.20*
Co-worker

46.36

10.59

[.05, .36]

.27**

[-.05, .28] [-.28, .04]

-.02

-.18*

[-.16, .16] [-.33, .02]

-.07

-.03

.11

-.14

.05

[-.04, .27]

[-.31, .05]

[-.15, .24]

.12

-.12

.11

[-.08, .31]

[-.28, .06]

[-.13, .33]

.19*

.10

.21*

Subordinate
43.18
13.97
[.13, .40] [-.25, .12] [-.19, .14] [.05, .33]
[-.10, .30]
*p < .05. **p < .01. Bias corrected 95% Confidence Intervals are in squared brackets.

[.04, .37]

Note. UG = Ultimatum Game, DG = Dictator Game, H = Honesty-Humility, E = Emotionality, X
= eXtraversion, A = Agreeableness, C = Conscientiousness, O = Openness to Experience.
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Personality and Workplace Victimization
Hierarchical regressions were used to examine the impact personality had on workplace
victimization while controlling for sex in both samples.
General Population Sample. The overall model was significant (F (8, 578) = 49.63, p <
0.001) explained 40.7% of the variance in victimization. On step 1, Sex (β = -.18, p < .001) was
significant predictor of victimization, such that men (M = 44.87, SD = 25.02) reported higher
levels of victimization than women (M = 35.29, SD = 19.32). On step 2, when HEXACO factors
were entered, only Honesty-Humility and Conscientiousness were negatively associated with
Victimization (see Table 4.10).
Student sample. The overall model was significant (F (8, 161) = 3.38, p = 0.001) and
explained 14.4% of the variance in victimization. On step 1, Sex was a significant predictor of
victimization (β = -.159, p = .041), such that men (M = 37.05, SD = 16.04) reported higher levels
of victimization than women (M = 31.34, SD = 10.11). On step 2, when HEXACO factors were
entered, a different pattern emerged than what was found in the general population sample, as
higher levels of Emotionality and Openness to Experience, and lower levels of eXtraversion
were associated with increased victimization (see Table 4.10).
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Table 4.10
Results of the Multiple Hierarchical Regression with Victimization Regressed on the HEXACO
Factors
General Population Sample
Model

b

s.e.

B

t

Student Sample
p

b

s.e.

B

t

p

1

Sex a

-8.94

1.88

-0.20 -4.75 < 0.001

-5.71

2.56

-0.17 -2.23

0.03

2

Sex a

-1.12

1.65

-0.03 -0.68

-4.41

2.63

-0.13 -1.68

0.10

H

-15.97

1.32

-0.52 -12.13 < 0.001

-2.18

1.81

-0.12 -1.20

0.23

E

1.04

1.54

0.02

0.68

0.50

4.06

2.04

0.16

1.99

0.05

X

-2.66

1.31

-0.08 -2.03

0.04

-3.53

1.55

-0.18 -2.28

0.02

A

3.39

1.52

0.09

0.03

-2.25

1.87

-0.11 -1.20

0.23

C

-6.64

1.68

-0.17 -3.96 < 0.001

0.58

1.65

0.03

0.35

0.73

O
-0.50 1.55 -0.01 -0.32
0.75
4.25
1.60 0.21 2.65
Note. H = Honesty-Humility, E = Emotionality, X = eXtraversion, A = Agreeableness, C =

0.01

2.23

0.50

Conscientiousness, O = Openness to Experience.
a

Sex was coded as a dichotomous variable (0 = Women, 1 = Men).
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Discussion
The current study aimed to build on previous investigations by examining how HonestyHumility, and other relevant HEXACO factors, impact a diverse range of negative workplace
behaviours (i.e., CWB, aggression, selfish decision making, and workplace victimization). This
aim was accomplished through four main research questions. First, the factors of the HEXACO
and the facets of Honesty-Humility and Conscientiousness were examined to determine their
influence on two types of CWB. Second, we explored the impact of power imbalances on the
relationship between personality and aggression using hypothetical workplace scenarios. Third,
the interaction between personality and power imbalances was examined in the context of selfish
decision making and finally, we examined the personality traits of those who are most likely to
be victimized in workplace settings. Collectively, results were consistent with the broader
literature, as low Honesty-Humility was found to be a relevant predictor across outcomes,
however important patterns emerged for each of the different outcome variables, having
significant workplace implications.
Personality and CWB
Across both samples the factor-level hypotheses were generally supported, as low
Honesty-Humility and low Conscientiousness were found to be related to both forms of CWB,
with Honesty-Humility sharing stronger associations in the general population sample, and
Conscientiousness sharing stronger associations in the student sample. Moreover, within both
samples, Honesty-Humility was associated with I-CWB and O-CWB to a similar extent;
however, Conscientious appeared to be a stronger correlate of O-CWB than I-CWB and this was
true in both samples. Thus, consistent with previous investigations, results demonstrated that
both Honesty-Humility and Conscientiousness are the best predictors of CWB among the broad
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factors of personality, though Conscientiousness may be more relevant for O-CWB versus ICWB. Although the magnitude of these relationships may have been influenced by additional
variables not measured in the current study (e.g., occupation types, work experience, etc.), these
associations reinforce the importance of Honesty-Humility when examining maladaptive
behvaiours and importantly, highlight the utility of Conscientiousness when examining
workplace deviance, given that skills such as organization and productivity are crucial to the
overall adaptive functioning of an organization.
Overall, at the facet level, the facets of Honesty-Humility did not demonstrate differential
associations with I-CWB and O-CWB. Specifically, Fairness shared strong associations with
both forms of CWB across samples, consistent with expectations; however, Sincerity was only
associated with both types of CWB in the general population sample. Although we expected the
Sincerity facet to be as strong of a predictor as the Fairness facet, it may be that a general
tendency to cheat and steal (i.e., low Fairness) is more relevant to workplace deviance than a
willingness to lie and deceive others (i.e., low Sincerity). Indeed, based on previous studies, the
Fairness facet appears to be the single strongest correlate of a variety of deviant behaviour, such
as academic misconduct (De Vries et al., 2011; van Rensburg et al., 2018) and general
delinquency (De Vries & Van Gelder, 2013). Sincerity, on the other hand, may outperform other
facets when examining contexts in which deception is integral to deviance (e.g., working from
home, business partnerships, etc.) as other studies have identified different facets of HonestyHumility as the strongest correlate of deviance when targeting more specific outcomes (e.g.,
Greed-Avoidance in the context collegiate cheating; Rensburg et al., 2018).
It should also be noted that low Modesty was the strongest predictor of both types of
CWB in the general population sample. Given that these associations were not found in the
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student sample, and were not predicted, they are difficult to interpret. Nevertheless, these results
are consistent with lines of research linking entitlement with aggressive behaviour (Baumeister et
al., 1996; Sell, 2011). Additionally, other factors, such as one’s status within an organization
may impact the relationship between Modesty and CWB. For example, Modesty may only be
relevant among high status employees, as those of lower status are less able to simply do as they
please, even if they feel they should be, because the consequences of such actions are more
costly (Mead et al., 2018). Thus, future investigations should examine whether different
hierarchical positions moderate this relationship.
Regarding Conscientiousness, the Prudence facet predicted both forms of CWB, whereas
the Diligence facet was associated with O-CWB only. Further, the Organization facet was
associated with O-CWB, but to a lesser extent than either Prudence or Diligence. Results were
thus generally consistent with predictions, such that the components of Conscientiousness that
reflect poor planning, laziness, and disorganization were related to behaviours detrimental to an
organization, whereas the facet that captures impulsivity was associated with an increased
likelihood of aggressing towards coworkers. These results suggest that Conscientiousness has
more differential associations with CWB than Honesty-Humility. Importantly, these findings can
be informative to organizations in terms of how best to mitigate negative behvaiours. In
particular, employers should be cautious when considering an individual low in Prudence for
team-based positions as these individuals may be more likely to engage in I-CWB when
interacting with others, whereas individuals low in Diligence and Organization may be less
suitable for independent work with minimal supervision.
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Personality, Power Imbalances, and CWB
When examining personality and various forms of aggression in hypothetical workplace
scenarios it was found that individuals low in Honesty-Humility were most likely to respond
with delayed-reactive aggression, significantly more so than immediate-reactive aggression.
Critically, unlike individuals low in Agreeableness, these relationships persisted regardless if the
target of aggression was a coworker or superior. Thus, the results from the current study replicate
previous findings showing that individuals low in Honesty-Humility are more likely to seek
revenge against someone later rather than immediately (Lee & Ashton, 2012), while extending
them to workplace settings. Moreover, the findings highlight the minimal regard these
individuals have for the power someone else has over them when aggressing. This finding is
consistent with recent research demonstrating that individuals with psychopathic traits do not
adjust their aggressive nature when interacting with different personality profiles (Visser et al.,
2020) and suggest that fearless-dominance may share meaningful covariation with low HonestyHumility (see Lilienfeld et al., 2012). Notably, those low in Honesty-Humility did not indicate an
increased likelihood of aggressing towards a coworker compared to a superior, and even reported
an increased likelihood of engaging in immediate-reactive aggression towards a superior in the
general population sample. In contrast, in the student sample, no differences were found in terms
of the likelihood that one would aggress when comparing coworkers and superiors as the
aggression targets. Despite these inconsistencies across samples, the pattern of results observed
in the general population sample may indicate that immediate-reactive responding is amplified
among individuals low in Honesty-Humility when they are provoked by someone of higher
status and have an opportunity to publicly assert their dominance or restore their social status.
Additional research is needed; however, to determine why provocation from a superior, but not a
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coworker, may be more triggering for those low in Honesty-Humility and why this relationship
was specific to immediate-reactive aggression. Nonetheless, these general patterns are consistent
with initial predictions and illustrate that individuals lower in Honesty-Humility are less
impacted by power imbalances and may even respond more harshly to superiors.
Similar to Honesty-Humility, Agreeableness was associated with almost all forms of
aggression, but its largest associations were with immediate-reactive aggression. These findings
are consistent with previous research indicating that Agreeableness has broad predictive utility
but is especially useful for predicting reactivity (Ashton & Lee, 2012; Dinić & Wertag, 2018). In
addition, it was found that the target’s status impacted the relationships between aggression and
Agreeableness, such that associations were significantly weaker when aggression was directed
towards superiors, except for when aggression was proactive in nature. These results suggest that
individuals who are lower in Agreeableness may be able to attenuate their anger when an
aggressive response may be more risky. Indeed, although the combination of traits that comprise
Agreeableness in the HEXACO model suggest a rigid, stubborn, and volatile nature, traits that
would predispose an individual to ignore warning signs (e.g., arrogance, boldness, fearlessness,
etc.) and therefore aggress towards a superior are better captured by other HEXACO factors such
as Honesty-Humility, eXtraversion, and Emotionality (Lee & Ashton, 2004). Alternatively, it
may be that individuals low in Agreeableness are not as impacted by provocation when it comes
from a superior versus a coworker; however the current study is unable to tease apart these two
potential explanations. It is worth acknowledging that the behaviours in the current study are
self-reported and although individuals low in Agreeableness may recognize a power imbalance
in a hypothetical scenario, and adjust their behaviour accordingly, their anger responses may
overwhelm their judgement in a real-life setting. Thus, future investigations should explore if
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these results can be replicated in actual workplace environments. Collectively, the findings
herein demonstrate the relevance of both Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness when examining
aggression in workplace settings, while demonstrating that power imbalances may be less
relevant for those lower in Honesty-Humility.
Personality, Power Imbalances, and Selfish Decision-Making
In line with predictions, it was found that participants offered more money overall in the
Ultimatum Game than the Dictator Game and offered more to superiors than subordinates in both
games. It was hypothesized that individuals lower in Honesty-Humility would take advantage of
responders when they were of lower status and results were consistent with this prediction. That
is, when bargaining with a subordinate those at the lower pole of Honesty-Humility were
significantly more likely to provide unfair offers than others, but not when bargaining with a
coworker or superior. These findings mirror those of other studies demonstrating the exploitative
nature of those lower in Honesty-Humility (e.g., Barends et al., 2019; Hilbig & Zettler, 2009;
Holden et al., 2014) and imply that they are sensitive to power imbalances in bargaining
contexts. In other words, although these individuals were equally likely to aggress against a
superior and a coworker in the workplace vignettes, these findings indicate that those lower in
Honesty-Humility are cautious about directly exploiting others (i.e., offering lower amounts)
when they lack a power advantage. Indeed, research has demonstrated that individuals with
antisocial tendencies are good judges of vulnerability (see Book et al., 2021; Wheeler et al.,
2009) and appear to use this information to behave selfishly. Notably, those lower in HonestyHumility were just as likely to provide unfair offers to subordinates in the Ultimatum Game as
they were in the Dictator Game, even though there was the possibility that subordinates could
reject their offers. Such findings are atypical when comparing offers on the Ultimatum and

161
Dictator Game (Forsythe et al., 1994; Hilbig & Zettler, 2009), and indicate that those lower in
Honesty-Humility will still take advantage of those below them, even in situations where
exploitation may be costly.
Although these results are consistent with the broader literature, it should be noted that
only the student sample participated in the Ultimatum and Dictator Games, limiting the
generalizability of our findings. Second, offers in the Ultimatum and Dictator games were
proposed online in hypothetical scenarios in which participants may not have been properly
incentivized to respond critically. Indeed, although the variability within and between games was
sufficient (i.e., enough to validate the study’s manipulations) numerous participants provided
identical responses across conditions. Although this may indicate that participants did not attend
to changes in the responder’s status, personality was still found to impact response patterns.
Relatedly, given that participants were asked to provide offers to all three types of responders
consecutively, they may have believed that they were intended to provide high offers to
superiors, fair offers to coworkers, and unfair offers to subordinates (i.e., demand
characteristics). Nonetheless, these results support the theoretical links between HonestyHumility and selfish decision (Ashton et al., 2014). To address these limitations, future
investigations could use methods that better mimic in-person/real-life bargaining situations and
could manipulate the status of the responder across, rather than within, subjects.
Personality and Workplace Victimization
The last part of Study 3 explored what personality factors may render an individual more
vulnerable to workplace victimization. Previous research has typically found mixed results and
small relationships between these two variables (see Nielsen et al., 2017) but research using the
HEXACO is limited. Results demonstrated that Honesty-Humility had the strongest association
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with victimization in the general population sample, but this relationship was not found in the
student sample. In the student sample, the strongest association was with higher Openness to
Experience and victimization, however no such relationship emerged in the general population
sample. Moreover, the associations found among other personality variables were small in
magnitude suggesting that personality and victimization at work, when both are measured
broadly, do not share a meaningful relationship.
Despite these findings, it remains possible that certain personality profiles may be
targeted by others in more specific context. For example, expressing higher levels of
emotionality may make an individual more vulnerable to abuse in jobs that have a strong culture
of masculinity, such as policing (Rawski & Workman‐Stark, 2018), as doing so violates social
norms in a culture that facilitates aggressive behaviour. Thus, future investigations should take a
narrower approach when examining personality and victimization. In addition, other individual
differences may be more relevant than personality when predicting workplace victimization,
such as the sex of an individual (Lanthier, et al., 2018). For example, it was found that male
participants self-reported higher levels of victimization than female participants, although
controlling for personality lessened these relationships considerably. Lastly, contextual factors
may be more relevant predictors of victimization in workplace settings (see Howard et al., 2020),
as these factors (e.g., organizational, and social hierarchies) may be more obvious indicators of
vulnerability. Although this study is limited in that it captures perceptions of victimization, this
approach may be more advantageous as it does not rely on the self-report of aggressors who may
have poor insight about whom they target.
It is also important to acknowledge several, general limitations that apply to Study 3 as a
whole. First and foremost, these findings and interpretations are based on self-reported measures
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and hypothetical workplace situations which may be impact their ecological validity. Given that
in-person testing was prohibited under the University regulations during the pandemic, we were
required to use measures that could easily be adapted to online platforms. Further, the virtual
nature of this study made it difficult to incorporate behavioural measures of aggression which
may have mitigated socially desirable and other reporting biases. Therefore, these findings,
should be interpreted with caution until examined further with behavioural measures and in
actual workplace settings. In addition, these results were cross-sectional in nature and the order
of effects cannot be determined unless longitudinal analyses are conducted. Collectively, the
current findings build on previous investigations showing a link between personality factors and
CWB, while demonstrating the broad predictive validity of Honesty-Humility in workplace
settings. Given that our findings were consistent between samples, and employment type was not
considered in analyses, the results of the current study have broad applicability. Future
investigations should extend findings to more specific workplace environments and preserve the
idea that other factors and facets may be particularly relevant for the unique challenges their
organization’ face.
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CHAPTER 5: General Discussion
Since its identification, Honesty-Humility has received considerable empirical attention
(Asthon et al., 2014; Ashton & Lee, 2007, 2008; Johnson et al., 2011); the current dissertation
builds on this literature by addressing key gaps in our understanding of Honesty-Humility and its
relationships with aggression and deviance across different populations and contexts. In Study 1,
it was demonstrated that Honesty-Humility and aggression share bidirectional relationships over
time, highlighting the detrimental and cyclical impact of deviant personality and aggression.
Study 1 also extended previous findings to younger populations, adapting the HEXACO items to
avoid some of the pitfalls of measuring personality in children (De Pauw & Mervielde, 2010;
Gaskin & Borelli, 2020). Study 2 further examined personality and aggression by evaluating how
the facets of Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness uniquely relate to reactive and proactive
aggression (Anderson & Bushman, 2001). In particular, this investigation represents a novel
contribution in that it examined proactive and reactive aggression in isolation by controlling for
the shared variance between both types of aggressive behaviour. Interestingly, although the
extant literature on Narcissism (Kjærvik & Bushman, 2021; Rasmussen, 2016), as well as several
theories of aggressive behaviour (Baumeister et al., 1996; Sell, 2011), would suggest that
entitlement (i.e., low Modesty) is responsible for reactive aggression, limited support was found
for this claim. Instead, when controlling for proactive aggression, Sincerity was found to be
negatively associated with reactive aggression in both samples, demonstrating the value in
accounting for the shared variance among the two forms of aggression.
Finally, to address several gaps in the industrial/organizational psychology literature and
to explore how personality relates to CWB and victimization at work, Study 3 employed a
variety of workplace outcome measures. Notably, results highlighted the opportunistic nature of
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those lower in Honesty-Humility by showing how they take advantage of others when they are in
a position of power. Moreover, results indicated that these individuals may be less deterred by
power imbalances when they are in a subordinate position, as reports of aggression did not differ
between supervisors and coworkers among those lower in Honesty-Humility. Collectively,
therefore, across different ages and contexts, Honesty-Humility was found to be the strongest
and most consistent correlate of aggression, and other harmful behaviours among the broad
factors of personality. However, several considerations are noteworthy when examining these
relationships such as power imbalances and the statistical analyses employed (e.g., controlling
for the shared variance in aggression subtypes), and, depending on the outcome, different facets
of Honesty-Humility may emerge as stronger predictors over others.
Importantly, this dissertation helps to address broader questions about the utility of facet-,
over factor-, level analyses. Specifically, by examining both levels the current dissertation helps
to address whether a narrower, facet-level approach provides greater conceptual clarity. In
support of a narrower approach, Study 2 and 3 showed that not all components of HonestyHumility, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness were associated with aggression and deviance,
as the Greed-Avoidance, Gentleness, and Perfectionism facets demonstrated no associations with
outcome variables across analyses. These findings help to fine-tune our understanding of the
relationships between personality traits and aggression/deviance by isolating the specific
components that are driving associations, while also identifying those that are less relevant.
Moreover, in some analyses, facets were able to outperform factors in predicting outcomes. For
example, in Study 2, the Patience facet had a stronger association with reactive aggression than
did Agreeableness, and Honesty-Humility was not related to reactive aggression in the student
sample, but the facets of Fairness and Sincerity demonstrated meaningful associations when
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examined at the facet level. These findings are consistent with previous investigations that
demonstrate facets can outperform broad factors in certain contexts and indicate that factor-level
analyses may mask important associations (Ashton, 1998; Pletzer et al., 2020; Pletzer et al.,
2021).
Facet-level analyses also help to test relevant theories and advance our
conceptualizations. In other words, investigating the associations between narrower components
of personality and aggression allows researchers to determine which aspects of complex
personality constructs may be driving found associations. In Study 2, for example, we sought to
examine whether the entitlement/modesty aspects of Honesty-Humility may be driving
reactivity, consistent with threatened egotism and the RTA (Baumeister et al., 1996; Sell, 2011;
Sell et al., 2009); however, no relationships emerged between the Modesty facet and reactive
aggression and instead, the Sincerity facet was found to account for this relationship. Thus, when
examining the specific facets of Honesty-Humility, results are inconsistent with the notion that
feelings of superiority give rise to reactivity, suggesting that this theory may not apply to all
forms of reactive aggression and may require review. Further, these findings may give way to
new theories and lines of research that seek to explain the relationship between Sincerity and
reactivity and provide a more detailed account of this personality-aggression relationship. Taken
together, therefore, facet-level analyses not only ensure that researchers are isolating the unique
components of a broader construct that relate to a given outcome, but they also provide a means
of testing theorizations and clarifying the literature.
Although this dissertation primarily focuses on Honesty-Humility and its relationship
with aggressive behaviour, there are several other personality traits that were found to be
meaningfully associated with aggression and deviance across the three investigations. Critically,

178
these associations highlight the importance of certain traits depending on the context under
investigation (Tett & Burnett, 2003; Tett & Guterman, 2000). Indeed, in both Studies 2 and 3, it
was found that provoking contexts are especially relevant for those low in Agreeableness, as
these individuals are less capable of self-control and self-reflection in such situations. Similarly,
it was found that those low in Conscientiousness are more prone to deviance in settings that rely
on organization and promptness in order to achieve success. In particular, in Study 3
Conscientiousness and the Prudence facet were found to be strong predictors of both O-CWB
and I-CWB, whereas Agreeableness, and the remaining HEXACO factors (apart from HonestyHumility) were largely irrelevant. Thus, although Honesty-Humility emerged as the most
relevant correlate of aggression and deviance across studies and outcomes, these findings
demonstrate that other factors and facets may be more relevant depending on the form of
deviance or aggression under investigation.
Among the remaining HEXACO factors, only Emotionality was found to demonstrate
meaningful associations with reactive aggression; however, it should be noted that these
associations were not consistent across measures and were generally modest in nature. As such,
these findings may be surprising and may counter public perceptions, as reactive individuals are
often depicted as being highly emotional and Emotionality is often considered synonymous with
anger proneness. Instead, it is important to recognize that many of the facets that comprise
Emotionality (i.e., Fearfulness, Dependence, and Sentimentality) are theoretically unrelated to
anger proneness and reactive aggression, except for the Anxiety facet which has previously been
linked to immediate-reactive aggression (Book et al., 2019). Although Emotionality was not a
focus of this dissertation, these findings are noteworthy, as they reinforce the importance of
taking a nuanced approach when mapping traits to behaviour.
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Consistent with initial expectations, the factors of eXtraversion and Openness to
Experience demonstrated almost no associations with aggression and deviance in the current
dissertation. Notably, however, the interaction between different personality traits was not
examined, making it difficult to determine whether other factors might moderate the found
associations between personality and behaviour. Indeed, it has previously been shown that being
high in eXtraversion increases the likelihood that those low in Honesty-Humility will engage in
workplace deviance (Oh et al., 2011), despite the fact that eXtraversion on its own demonstrates
weak associations with deviant behaviour (Berry et al., 2007; Pletzer et al., 2019). Relatedly,
lower levels of Openness to Experience have been associated with prejudice attitudes and RightWing Authoritarianism (Sibley & Duckitt, 2008), which may enhance the likelihood and severity
of targeted aggression among those lower in Honesty-Humility (see Beck & Plant, 2018).
Collectively, the findings across investigations demonstrate that much of the personality
spectrum is able to enhance the likelihood of aggressive and deviant behaviour, given the
appropriateness and relevance of the situation.
Importantly, the current findings also further illustrate the conceptual distinction between
proactive and reactive aggression. Not only did individuals report lower mean-levels of proactive
aggression in Studies 2 and 3, but the distributions for proactive aggression were observed to be
positively skewed and unique, consistent predictors were found for each form of aggression,
highlighting their distinction. Nevertheless, it should be noted that the two forms of aggression
were strongly correlated across measures, and that Honesty-Humility, Agreeableness, and
Conscientiousness were all common correlates of both forms of aggressive behaviour in Study 3.
As a whole, therefore, these results are consistent with the broader aggression literature which
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recognizes the divergent and convergent nature of these two forms of aggression (Anderson &
Bushman, 2002; Bushman & Anderson, 2001; Miller & Lynam, 2006).
Broadly, this dissertation and its results are compatible with those of previous
investigations examining aggressive behaviour among clinical populations. Specifically, the
findings herein are consistent with the literature on Callous-Unemotional traits and Psychopathy
– two notable constructs that share conceptual overlap with the cluster of personality traits that
comprise Honesty-Humility (Ashton et al., 2014; Lee & Ashton, 2005). Both terms describe a
lack of empathy, remorse, and manipulative tendencies (Frick et al., 2014), although
Psychopathy has additional components not included within Callous-Unemotional
classifications, such as feelings of superiority (Hare et al., 1990; Salekin, 2006). Further, both
Psychopathy and Callous-Unemotional traits are predictive of aggressive behaviour across the
lifespan (Cima & Raine, 2009; Fanti et al., 2009; Frick & White, 2008; Reidy et al., 2011). The
observed relationships between Honesty-Humility and aggression in this dissertation, therefore,
helps to connect these distinct lines of research by demonstrating the predictive consistency
across clinical and subclinical personality traits. In addition, these findings reaffirm that,
regardless of the framework applied, the cluster of traits that comprise each of these constructs
have the greatest ecological validity when predicting deleterious behaviour.
Critically, however, the factor of Honesty-Humility encompasses relevant traits that are
often overlooked or omitted when Callous-Unemotional traits and/or Psychopathy are used as
predictors of aggressive outcomes. That is, although Honesty-Humility captures a lack of
empathy or callous disregard for others, it also incorporates other negative traits, such as
dishonesty and entitlement, whereas Callous-Unemotional traits and Psychopathy tend to largely
reflect a lack of emotional depth (Frick & Ray, 2015). Indeed, the associations between lower
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Sincerity and reactive aggression in Study 2 illustrate the relevance of this component.
Collectively, this dissertation and its findings indicate that Honesty-Humility is an important
determinant of both reactive and proactive forms of aggression, as well as other types of deviant
behaviour. Notably, this broad understanding of personality-behaviour relationships is not a
sufficient means of predicting all acts of aggression and deviance, as select components
differentially predict behavior. Indeed, as this dissertation demonstrated, other factors and facets
of personality can have a role to play in relevant context. Nevertheless, from a clinical
perspective, these findings might help to inform clinicians seeking to identify those who may be
at risk of engaging in aggressive and deviant behaviour, and may help to direct treatment efforts.
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Appendix A
Secondary Analyses from Study 2
Reactive Aggression
General Population Sample. Five hierarchical regressions were conducted regressing reactive
aggression on the HEXACO-200, the facets of Honesty-Humility and Agreeableness. In all
regressions, sex and proactive aggression were entered on Step 1. On Step 2, the six HEXACO
factors were entered in the first regression (See Table A.1), the facets of Honesty-Humility were
entered in the second regression (see Table A.2), the facets of Agreeableness were entered in the
third regression (see Table A.3), the facets of Emotionality were entered in the fourth regression
(see Table A.4), and the facets of Conscientiousness were entered in the fifth regression (see
Table 3.14). In all regressions, sex was a significant predictor of aggression on Step 1 (F (1, 584)
= 5.51, p = 0.019) such that men (M = 7.50, SD = 5.03) had higher levels of reactive aggression
than women (M = 6.55, SD = 4.74; see Table A.1) but was no longer significant on Step 2.
Among HEXACO items, Honesty-Humility, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness were all
negatively associated with reactive aggression, Emotionality was positively associated, and
eXtraversion and Openness to Experience were nonsignificant (see Table A.1). The overall
model explained 38.7% of the variance in reactive aggression and Honesty-Humility was the
strongest predictor (β = -.36).
In the second regression examining each of the facets of Honesty-Humility, the facets of
Modesty, Fairness, and Sincerity were negatively associated with reactive aggression, but GreedAvoidance was not associated (see Table A.2). The overall model explained 26.8% of the
variance in reactive aggression, and the Sincerity facet was the strongest predictor (β = -.257). In
the third regression examining the facets of Agreeableness, the facets of Flexibility and Patience
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were negatively associated with reactive aggression, Forgiveness positively associated, and
Gentleness not associated (see Table A.3). The overall model explained 36.9% of the variance in
reactive aggression, and the Flexibility facet was the strongest predictor (β = -.400). In the fourth
regression examining the facets of Emotionality, all facets were significant predictors of reactive
aggression (see Table A.4). The overall model explained 20.2% of the variance in reactive
aggression, and the Sentimentality facet was the strongest predictor (β = .327). In the fifth
regression examining the facets of Conscientiousness, low Diligence (β = -.179) and low
Prudence (β = -.355) associated with reactive aggression, but Organization and Perfectionism
were not (see Table A.5), and the overall model explained 24.6% of the variance.
Student Sample. The same five regression analyses mentioned above were conducted in
the student sample. In each model, sex was not a significant predictor of aggression on either
Step. In the first regression, the facets of Agreeableness and Conscientiousness were negatively
associated with reactive aggression, but Honesty-Humility, Emotionality, eXtraversion and
Openness to Experience were nonsignificant (see Table A.1). The overall model explained 34%
of the variance in reactive aggression and Agreeableness was the strongest predictor (β = -.433).
In the second regression examining each of the facets of Honesty-Humility, only the
Fairness facet was significantly associated with reactive aggression (β = -.234; see Table A.2),
and the overall model explained 20.4% of the variance. In the third regression examining the
facets of Agreeableness, Flexibility and Patience were negatively associated with reactive
aggression, and Forgiveness and Gentleness not associated (see Table A.3). The overall model
explained 37.6% of the variance in reactive aggression, and the Patience facet was the strongest
predictor (β = -.530). In the fourth regression examining the facets of Emotionality, high Anxiety
and Sentimentality, and low Dependence, were significant predictors of reactive aggression (see
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Table A.4). The overall model explained 13.4% of the variance in reactive aggression, and the
Anxiety facet was the strongest predictor (β = .315). In the fifth regression examining the facets
of Conscientiousness, only low Prudence (β = -.403) was associated with reactive aggression and
the overall model explained 19.4% pf the variance.
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Table A.1
Results of the Multiple Hierarchical Regression with Reactive Aggression Regressed on the
HEXACO Factors
General Population Sample
Model

Student Sample

b

s.e.

B

t

p

B

s.e.

B

t

p

1

Sexa

-0.95

0.40

-0.10

-2.35

0.02

-0.88

0.88

-0.08

-1.01

0.32

2

Sexa

0.03

0.35

0.00

0.08

0.94

-0.65

0.78

-0.06

-0.84

0.40

H

-2.40

0.28

-0.36

-8.65

0.00

-0.43

0.54

-0.07

-0.80

0.43

E

1.11

0.33

0.12

3.41

0.00

0.90

0.60

0.10

1.49

0.14

X

-0.28

0.28

-0.04

-1.00

0.32

-0.11

0.46

-0.02

-0.25

0.81

A

-2.28

0.32

-0.26

-7.05

0.00

-2.90

0.55

-0.43

-5.26

0.00

C

-1.50

0.36

-0.18

-4.23

0.00

-1.45

0.49

-0.21

-2.97

0.00

O

0.33

0.33

0.04

0.99

0.32

0.23

0.48

0.03

0.49

0.62

Note. H = Honesty-Humility, E = Emotionality, X = eXtraversion, A = Agreeableness, C =
Conscientiousness, O = Openness to Experience.
a

Sex was coded as a dichotomous variable (0 = Women, 1 = Men).
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Table A.2
Results of the Multiple Hierarchical Regression with Reactive Aggression Regressed on the
Facets of Honesty-Humility
General Population Sample
Model

Student Sample

B

s.e.

B

t

p

B

s.e.

B

t

p

1

Sexa

-0.95

0.40

-0.10

-2.35

0.02

-0.88

0.88

-0.08

-1.01

0.32

2

Sexa

0.44

0.37

0.04

1.17

0.24

0.08

0.85

0.01

0.10

0.92

Sincerity

-1.55

0.31

-0.26

-5.08

0.00

-0.79

0.48

-0.15

-1.63

0.11

Fairness

-0.77

0.29

-0.14

-2.65

0.01

-1.28

0.53

-0.23

-2.39

0.02

Greed Avoidance -0.28

0.27

-0.05

-1.03

0.30

-0.40

0.46

-0.09

-0.87

0.39

-0.90

0.31

-0.16

-2.94

0.00

0.07

0.55

0.01

0.12

0.90

Modesty
a

Sex was coded as a dichotomous variable (0 = Women, 1 = Men).
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Table A.3
Results of the Multiple Hierarchical Regression with Reactive Aggression Regressed on the
Facets of Agreeableness
General Population Sample
Model

Student sample

B

s.e.

B

t

p

B

s.e.

B

t

p

1

Sexa

-0.95

0.40

-0.10

-2.35

0.02

-0.88

0.88

-0.08

-1.01

0.32

2

Sexa

-0.22

0.33

-0.02

-0.66

0.51

-0.54

0.71

-0.05

-0.76

0.45

Forgiveness

1.03

0.25

0.17

4.14

0.00

0.35

0.39

0.07

0.91

0.37

Gentleness

0.13

0.32

0.02

0.42

0.68

0.26

0.54

0.04

0.48

0.63

Flexibility

-2.91

0.32

-0.40

-9.19

0.00

-1.35

0.46

-0.23

-2.92

0.00

Patience

-2.15

0.32

-0.32

-6.79

0.00

-2.55

0.40

-0.53

-6.43

0.00

a

Sex was coded as a dichotomous variable (0 = Women, 1 = Men).
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Table A.4
Results of the Multiple Hierarchical Regression with Reactive Aggression Regressed on the
Facets of Emotionality

General Population Sample
Model

Student sample

B

s.e.

B

t

p

B

s.e.

B

t

p

1

Sexa

-0.95

0.40

-0.10

-2.35

0.02

-0.88

0.88

-0.08

-1.01

0.32

2

Sexa

-0.50

0.39

-0.05

-1.28

0.20

-0.49

0.87

-0.04

-0.57

0.57

Fearfulness

-1.24

0.30

-0.18

-4.19

<.001

-0.80

0.45

-0.14

-1.76

0.08

Anxiety

1.74

0.24

0.30

7.36

<.001

1.82

0.48

0.32

3.81

<.001

Dependence

-1.73

0.30

-0.26

-5.78

<.001

-1.25

0.51

-0.21

-2.45

0.02

Sentimentality 2.13

0.28

0.33

7.73

<.001

1.28

0.44

0.23

2.91

0.00

a

Sex was coded as a dichotomous variable (0 = Women, 1 = Men).
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Table A.5
Results of the Multiple Hierarchical Regression with Reactive Aggression Regressed on the
Facets of Conscientiousness

General Population Sample
Model

a

Student Sample

b

s.e.

B

t

p

B

s.e.

B

t

p

1

Sexa

-0.95

0.40

-0.10

-2.35

0.02

-0.88

0.88

-0.08

-1.01

0.32

2

Sexa

-0.23

0.36

-0.02

-0.63

0.53

-1.04

0.81

-0.09

-1.29

0.20

Organization

-0.67

0.29

-0.12

-2.33

0.02

-0.46

0.37

-0.10

-1.23

0.22

Diligence

-1.22

0.34

-0.18

-3.64 <.001

0.51

0.58

0.09

0.88

0.38

Perfectionism

1.09

0.36

0.14

3.00

-0.23

0.55

-0.04

-0.41

0.68

Prudence

-2.54

0.34

-0.36

-7.50 <.001 -2.31

0.47

-0.40

-4.90 <.001

0.00

Sex was coded as a dichotomous variable (0 = Women, 1 = Men).
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Proactive Aggression
General Population Sample. Three hierarchical regressions were used to determine the
relationship between the HEXACO-200, the facets of Honesty-Humility, and proactive
aggression on the RPAQ. In each regression, sex was entered on Step 1 and was a significant
predictor of proactive aggression (F (1, 584) = 15.499, p < .001) such that men (M = 4.44, SD =
6.53) had higher levels of proactive aggression than women (M = 2.52, SD = 5.17; see Table
A.6). However, Sex was not a significant predictor on Step 2 in any regression. On Step 2, the
HEXACO factors were entered in the first regression (See Table A.6), the facets of HonestyHumility were entered in the second regression (see Table A.7), and the facets of
Conscientiousness were entered in the third regression (see Table A.8).
In the first regression examining the HEXACO factors, Honesty-Humility and
Conscientiousness were negatively associated with proactive aggression, but Emotionality,
eXtraversion, Agreeableness, and Openness to Experience were not associated (see Table A.6).
The overall model explained 44.6% of the variance in proactive aggression and HonestyHumility was the strongest predictor (β = -.550).
In the second regression examining each of the facets of Honesty-Humility, the facets of
Modesty, Fairness, and Sincerity were negatively associated with proactive aggression, and
Greed-Avoidance not associated (see Table A.7). The overall model explained 44.9% of the
variance in reactive aggression, and the Modesty facet was the strongest predictor (β = -.495). In
the third regression examining the facets of Conscientiousness, only low Prudence (β = -.286)
was associated with proactive aggression (see Table A.8), and the overall model explained
25.4% of the variance.
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Student Sample. The same three regression analyses mentioned above were conducted
in the student sample. In each model, sex was not a significant predictor of aggression on either
Step. In the first regression, when the HEXACO factors were entered, Honesty-Humility and
Conscientiousness were negatively associated with proactive aggression, but Agreeableness,
Emotionality, eXtraversion and Openness to Experience were not associated (see Table A.6).
The overall model explained 27% of the variance in proactive aggression and Honesty-Humility
was the strongest predictor (β = -.429).
In the second regression, examining each of the facets of Honesty-Humility, only the
Fairness facet was significantly associated with proactive aggression (β = -.395; see Table A.7),
and the overall model explained 25.7% of the variance. In the third regression examining the
facets of Conscientiousness, low Diligence (β = -.257) and low Prudence (β = -.199) were
associated with proactive aggression (see Table A.8), and the overall model explained 13.3% of
the variance.
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Table A.6
Results of the Multiple Hierarchical Regression with Proactive Aggression Regressed on the
HEXACO Factors
General Population Sample
Model

Student Sample

b

s.e.

B

t

p

B

s.e.

B

t

p

1

Sexa

-1.92

0.49

-0.16

-3.94

0.00

-0.47

0.37

-0.10

-1.27

0.21

2

Sexa

0.44

0.41

0.04

1.09

0.28

0.10

0.35

0.02

0.28

0.78

H

-4.45

0.32

-0.55

-13.88

0.00

-1.15

0.24

-0.43

-4.84

0.00

E

0.14

0.38

0.01

0.37

0.71

-0.16

0.27

-0.04

-0.60

0.55

X

-0.08

0.33

-0.01

-0.24

0.81

-0.29

0.20

-0.10

-1.41

0.16

A

0.68

0.37

0.06

1.81

0.07

0.00

0.25

0.00

0.00

1.00

C

-2.15

0.41

-0.21

-5.22

0.00

-0.51

0.22

-0.17

-2.36

0.02

O

-0.39

0.38

-0.04

-1.02

0.31

0.30

0.21

0.10

1.41

0.16

Note. H = Honesty-Humility, E = Emotionality, X = eXtraversion, A = Agreeableness, O =
Openness to Experience.
a

Sex was coded as a dichotomous variable (0 = Women, 1 = Men).
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Table A.7
Results of the Multiple Hierarchical Regression with Proactive Aggression Regressed on the
Facets of Honesty-Humility
General Population Sample
Model

Student Sample

b

s.e.

B

t

p

B

s.e.

B

t

p

1

Sexa

-1.92

0.49

-0.16

-3.94

0.00

-0.47

0.37

-0.10

-1.27

0.21

2

Sexa

0.41

0.39

0.03

1.04

0.30

0.14

0.34

0.03

0.41

0.68

Sincerity

-1.06

0.32

-0.14

-3.29

0.00

0.12

0.19

0.05

0.61

0.54

Fairness

-0.89

0.31

-0.13

-2.89

0.00

-0.91

0.21

-0.40

-4.30

0.00

Greed Avoidance

0.16

0.29

0.02

0.55

0.58

-0.34

0.18

-0.17

-1.86

0.07

Modesty

-3.30

0.32

-0.50 -10.22 0.00

-0.15

0.22

-0.07

-0.68

0.50

a

Sex was coded as a dichotomous variable (0 = Women, 1 = Men).
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Table A.8
Results of the Multiple Hierarchical Regression with Proactive Aggression Regressed on the
Facets of Conscientiousness, controlling for Sex

General Population Sample
Model

b

s.e.

B

t

Student Sample
p

B

s.e.

B

t

p

1

Sexa

-1.92

0.49

-0.16

-3.94 <.001 -0.47

0.37

-0.10

-1.27

0.21

2

Sexa

-0.71

0.44

-0.06

-1.60

0.11

-0.69

0.36

-0.14

-1.94

0.06

Organization

-0.87

0.35

-0.13

-2.51

0.01

0.06

0.16

0.03

0.35

0.72

Diligence

-0.70

0.41

-0.08

-1.72

0.09

-0.64

0.26

-0.26

-2.52

0.01

Perfectionism

-0.86

0.44

-0.09

-1.96

0.05

0.08

0.24

0.03

0.34

0.74

Prudence

-2.49

0.41

-0.29

-6.07 <.001 -0.48

0.21

-0.20

-2.34

0.02

a

Sex was coded as a dichotomous variable (0 = Women, 1 = Men).
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APPENDIX B
Regression Analyses from Study 3
Table B.1
Results of the Hierarchical Regression with Ultimatum and Dictator game responses for
Superiors Regressed on the Factors of the HEXACO
Ultimatum Game

Dictator Game

b

s.e.

B

t

p

sr

b

s.e.

B

t

p

sr

H

-0.27

1.94

-0.01

-0.14

0.89

-0.01

1.86

3.06

0.07

0.61

0.55

0.05

E

2.68

2.22

0.10

1.21

0.23

0.09

4.24

3.63

0.11

1.17

0.24

0.10

X

-2.55

1.70

-0.12

-1.51

0.13

-0.12

-2.44

2.64

-0.09

-0.92

0.36

-0.08

A

3.54

2.06

0.17

1.72

0.09

0.13

3.44

3.25

0.12

1.06

0.29

0.09

C

-1.16

1.84

-0.05

-0.63

0.53

-0.05

-4.27

2.99

-0.14

-1.43

0.16

-0.12

O

-1.93

1.76

-0.09

-1.10

0.28

-0.08

2.01

2.77

0.07

0.73

0.47

0.06

Note. H = Honesty-Humility, E = Emotionality, X = eXtraversion, A = Agreeableness, C =
Conscientiousness, O = Openness to Experience.
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Table B.2
Results of the Hierarchical Regression with Ultimatum and Dictator game responses for
Coworkers Regressed on the Factors of the HEXACO
Ultimatum Game

Dictator Game

b

s.e.

B

t

p

sr

b

s.e.

B

t

p

sr

H

0.13

0.29

0.04

0.43

0.67

0.03

3.82

1.92

0.21

1.99

0.049

0.17

E

-0.28

0.34

-0.07

-0.83

0.41

-0.06

-1.63

2.28

-0.07

-0.71

0.48

-0.06

X

0.17

0.26

0.05

0.66

0.51

0.05

-2.66

1.66

-0.15

-1.60

0.11

-0.13

A

-0.44

0.31

-0.14

-1.41

0.16

-0.11

0.46

2.05

0.02

0.23

0.82

0.02

C

0.52

0.28

0.15

1.86

0.07

0.14

-3.13

1.88

-0.15

-1.66

0.10

-0.14

O

0.04

0.27

0.01

0.16

0.87

0.01

1.69

1.74

0.09

0.98

0.33

0.08

Note. H = Honesty-Humility, E = Emotionality, X = eXtraversion, A = Agreeableness, C =
Conscientiousness, O = Openness to Experience. Significant associations are in bold.
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Table B.3
Results of the Hierarchical Regression with Ultimatum and Dictator game responses for
Subordinates Regressed on the Factors of the HEXACO
Ultimatum Game

Dictator Game

b

s.e.

B

t

p

sr

b

s.e.

B

t

p

sr

H

2.45

1.33

0.18

1.85

0.07

0.14

5.83

2.53

0.25

2.31

0.02

0.19

E

-1.02

1.52

-0.05

-0.67

0.51

-0.05

-1.39

2.99

-0.04

-0.47

0.64

-0.04

X

2.03

1.16

0.14

1.75

0.08

0.13

-1.24

2.18

-0.05

-0.57

0.57

-0.05

A

-1.07

1.41

-0.07

-0.76

0.45

-0.06

0.11

2.69

0.00

0.04

0.97

0.00

C

3.15

1.26

0.20

2.50

0.01

0.19

0.50

2.47

0.02

0.20

0.84

0.02

O

0.47

1.21

0.03

0.39

0.70

0.03

4.60

2.28

0.18

2.02

0.046

0.17

Note. H = Honesty-Humility, E = Emotionality, X = eXtraversion, A = Agreeableness, C =
Conscientiousness, O = Openness to Experience. Significant associations are in bold.
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Appendix C
Ethics Clearance (Study 2 and 3)
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APPENDIX D
Consent Forms (Study 2 and 3)
Consent Form (MTURK)
Investigators:
Angela Book
Associate Professor
Department of Psychology
Brock University
abook@brocku.ca
(905) 6988-5550 ext. 5223/6352

Elliott MacDonell
PhD Student
Department of Psychology
Brock University
em10zc@brocku.ca

Jordan Power
PhD Student
Department of Psychology
Brock University
jp14ch@brocku.ca

Purpose:
•

The purpose of this study is to obtain a better understanding of the connections between
personality and various forms of aggressive behaviour.

What is Involved:
•
•

You will be asked to complete demographics items about yourself, two personality
questionnaires about yourself, and six questionnaires about past behaviours and
experiences, and responses to hypothetical situations.
Following the completion of this study you will be provided with a feedback form
outlining the full purpose of this study.

Potential Risks and Benefits:
•
•

Participation in this study may give you a better understanding of psychological research
methods.
There are no known risks associated with this study.

Compensation:
•

If you decide to participate, you will receive $3 in return.

Confidentiality:
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•
•

Information you provide will be kept confidential and anonymous. Your name will not
appear anywhere and you will be identified by an arbitrary participant identification code.
Questionnaire data is being collected via Qualtrics. The Qualtrics server is secure and
housed in Canada. Once the study is complete, the data will be downloaded and stored in
a password protected file (kept by Dr. Angela Book), and will only be accessed by the
researchers listed on this form. Data will be destroyed 5 years following publication.

Voluntary Participation:
•
•
•
•

Participation in this study is voluntary.
If you wish you may decline to answer any questions or decline to participate in any
component of this study.
You may decide to withdraw from this study at any time during the research session by
closing your browser or leaving the page.
You can also withdraw at the end of the study, by choosing ‘withdraw’ on the feedback
page, and your data will be deleted.

Publication of Results:
•
•

Results of this study may be published in professional journals and presented at
conferences.
Feedback about this study will be available upon request from Elliott MacDonell
(em10zc@brocku.ca) in July 2020.

Contact Information and Ethics Clearance:
•
•

If you have any questions about this study or require further information, please contact
Dr. Angela Book using the contact information provided above.
This study has been reviewed and received ethics clearance though the Research Ethics
Board at Brock University (File #). If you have any comments or concerns about your
rights as a research participant, please contact the Research Ethics Office at (905)6885550 ext 3035, or reb@brocku.ca

Thank you very much for your assistance in this project!
Consent
I have read the above information and I agree to participate in this study described above. I have
made this decision based on the information that I have read in the Information and Consent
Form. I have had the opportunity to receive any additional details I wanted about this study and
understand that I may ask questions in the future. I understand that I may withdraw this consent
at any time.
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CONSENT
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Consent Form (Brock University)
Investigators:
Angela Book
Associate Professor
Department of Psychology
Brock University
abook@brocku.ca
(905) 6988-5550 ext. 5223/6352

Elliott MacDonell
PhD Student
Department of Psychology
Brock University
em10zc@brocku.ca

Jordan Power
PhD Student
Department of Psychology
Brock University
jp14ch@brocku.ca

Purpose:
•

The purpose of this study is to obtain a better understanding of the connections between
personality and various forms of aggressive behaviour.

What is Involved:
•
•
•

You will be asked to complete demographics items about yourself, two personality
questionnaires about yourself, and 4 questionnaires about past behaviours and
experiences, and responses to hypothetical situations.
You will then play a 10 minutes computer game with another participant that involves
pressing buttons to earn points.
Following the completion of this study you will be debriefed and provided with a
feedback form outlining the full purpose of this study.

Potential Risks and Benefits:
•
•

Participation in this study may give you a better understanding of psychological research
methods.
There are no known risks associated with this study.

Compensation:
•

If you decide to participate, you will receive 1.0 hours of research credit.

Confidentiality:
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•
•

Information you provide will be kept confidential and anonymous. Your name will not
appear anywhere, and you will be identified by an arbitrary participant identification
code.
Questionnaire data is being collected and stored in the laboratory of Dr. Angela Book,
which will always be secured. Data will be kept for five years following publication in an
academic journal, after which time all data will be destroyed by shredding paper records,
and by deleting electronic records. Access to this data will be restricted to Dr. Angela
Book and research assistants in Dr. Angela Book’s laboratory (all of whom will agree to
maintain confidentiality).

Voluntary Participation:
•
•
•
•

Participation in this study is voluntary.
If you wish you may decline to answer any questions or decline to participate in any
component of this study.
You may decide to withdraw from this study at any time during the research session by
informing the research assistant.
You can also withdraw at the end of the study, by informing the research assistant, and
your data will be deleted.

Publication of Results:
•
•

Results of this study may be published in professional journals and presented at
conferences.
Feedback about this study will be available upon request from Elliott MacDonell
(em10zc@brocku.ca) in July 2020.

Contact Information and Ethics Clearance:
•
•

If you have any questions about this study or require further information, please contact
Dr. Angela Book using the contact information provided above.
This study has been reviewed and received ethics clearance though the Research Ethics
Board at Brock University (File #). If you have any comments or concerns about your
rights as a research participant, please contact the Research Ethics Office at (905)6885550 ext 3035, or reb@brocku.ca

Thank you very much for your assistance in this project!
Consent
I have read the above information and I agree to participate in this study described above. I have
made this decision based on the information that I have read in the Information and Consent
Form. I have had the opportunity to receive any additional details I wanted about this study and
understand that I may ask questions in the future. I understand that I may withdraw this consent
at any time.
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Signature: ___________________________________________________________
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APPENDIX E
Questionnaires
Demographics

1. Please select the response that best describes you:
Male
Female
Other
Prefer not to say

2. Age:

3. What country do you live in?

4. Ethnicity:

5. Have you ever sustained a concussion or traumatic brain injury?
Yes
No
6. Have you ever been diagnosed with a psychiatric condition (e.g., anxiety, depression)?
Yes
No
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HEXACO-PI-R (200 Item version)
The following are a series of statements about you. Please read each statement and
decide how much you agree or disagree with that statement.
Please answer every statement, even if you are not completely sure of your response.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neutral (Neither
agree nor
Disagree)

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

1

If I want something from a person I dislike, I will act very nicely toward that person in order to get it.

2

I would feel afraid if I had to travel in bad weather conditions.

3

I feel reasonably satisfied with myself overall.

4

I rarely hold a grudge, even against people who have badly wronged me.

5

I like to keep all my belongings stored in their proper place.

6

I would be quite bored by a visit to an art gallery.

7

If I knew that I could never get caught, I would be willing to steal a million dollars.

8

I sometimes can't help worrying about little things.

9

I feel comfortable when introducing myself to strangers.

10

I rarely, if ever, make critical remarks about others.

11

When working, I often set ambitious goals for myself.

12

I'm interested in learning about the history and politics of other countries.

13

Having a high level of social status is not very important to me.

14

I rely a great deal on other people when I feel depressed.

15

I enjoy chatting with people, even when there's nothing important to discuss.

16

People sometimes tell me that I'm too stubborn.

17

I often check my work over repeatedly to find any mistakes.

18

I prefer doing things the way I've always done them, rather than waste time looking for a new way.

19

I deserve more influence and authority than most other people do.

20

I feel like crying when I see other people crying.

21

I tend to have less energy than most other people do.

22

It doesn’t take much to make me angry.

213
23

People say that I am good at controlling my impulses.

24

I like hearing about opinions that are very different from those of most people.

25

I don't see anything wrong with using flattery to get ahead in life.

26

Where physical pain is involved, I’m a very tough person.

27

I feel that I have some likable qualities.

28

If someone who has been unkind to me starts being nice, I remain suspicious of that person for a long time.

29

I clean my office or home quite frequently.

30

I tend to appreciate the beauty of nature more than most people do.

31

I wouldn't cheat a person even if he or she was a real "sucker".

32

I often find myself lying awake in bed and worrying about something.

33

I rarely express my opinions in group meetings.

34

I am a gentle and mild person.

35

I often push myself very hard when trying to achieve a goal.

36

I find TV nature programs to be very boring.

37

Having a lot of money is not especially important to me.

38

Without the emotional support of other people, I sometimes feel helpless.

39

I avoid making "small talk" with people.

40

I often cooperate with other people even when I don't really agree with them.

41

When working on something, I don't pay much attention to small details.

42

I would like a job that requires following a routine rather than being creative.

43

I am an ordinary person who is no better than others.

44

When someone I know well is unhappy, I can almost feel that person's pain myself.

45

I am energetic nearly all the time.

46

People think of me as someone who has a quick temper.

47

I make decisions based on the feeling of the moment rather than on careful thought.

48

I think that paying attention to radical ideas is a waste of time.

49

I sometimes try to make people feel guilty so that they will do what I want.

50

It doesn’t bother me to get some bumps and bruises.

51

I think that most people like some aspects of my personality.

52

My attitude toward people who have treated me badly is "forgive and forget".

53

I plan ahead and organize things, to avoid scrambling at the last minute.

54

I wouldn't spend my time reading a book of poetry.
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55

I wouldn't feel bad about deceiving people who allow themselves to be deceived.

56

If I were a parent, I would probably tend to worry a lot about my children.

57

In social situations, I'm usually the one who makes the first move.

58

People sometimes say that I'm a person who "wouldn't hurt a fly".

59

I often achieve things by trying harder than other people do.

60

I enjoy looking at maps of different places.

61

I prefer to have high-status, successful people as my friends.

62

When I suffer from a painful experience, I need someone to make me feel comfortable.

63

I enjoy having lots of people around to talk with.

64

Some people have complained that I always want to have things my own way.

65

I always try to be accurate in my work, even at the expense of time.

66

I think I could develop some good ideas for television commercials.

67

I wouldn’t want people to treat me as though I were superior to them.

68

I feel strong emotions when someone close to me is going away for a long time.

69

On most days, I feel cheerful and optimistic.

70

I rarely feel anger, even when people treat me quite badly.

71

I make a lot of mistakes because I don't think before I act.

72

People sometimes describe me as unconventional.

73

I wouldn't use flattery to get a raise or promotion at work, even if I thought it would succeed.

74

I don’t mind doing jobs that involve dangerous work.

75

I think that most people prefer not to talk to me

76

I can forgive things that would cause most people to remain bitter for a long time.

77

I could let my room get very messy before I would clean it.

78

If I had the opportunity, I would like to attend a classical music concert.

79

I would be tempted to buy stolen property if I were financially tight.

80

I worry a lot less than most people do.

81

When I'm in a group of people, I'm often the one who speaks on behalf of the group.

82

People sometimes tell me that I am too critical of others.

83

People sometimes call me a "workaholic".

84

I know the capital cities of many countries.

85

I would like to live in a very expensive, high-class neighborhood.

86

I can "tough it out" on my own through any kind of personal hardship.
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87

When travelling, I prefer to sit by myself rather than with other people.

88

When I know what I want, I won't agree to anything less.

89

People often call me a perfectionist.

90

I would like the job of drawing a comic strip or an editorial cartoon.

91

I am special and superior in many ways.

92

I don't understand why some people get so emotional at weddings.

93

People often tell me that I should try to cheer up.

94

Most people tend to get angry more quickly than I do.

95

I don’t allow my impulses to govern my behavior.

96

I would avoid hanging around with people who have unusual opinions.

97

If I want something from someone, I will laugh at that person's worst jokes.

98

People say that I am a fearless person.

99

I feel that I am an unpopular person.

100

I can still be friends with someone who has treated me badly in the past.

101

When I am finished using an object, I put it back in its place right away.

102

I don't really enjoy looking at sculptures.

103

I would still pay my taxes even if I would not get caught for avoiding them.

104

Sometimes I feel nervous without really knowing why.

105

In a large group discussion, I would only make comments if someone asked me directly.

106

I generally accept people’s faults without complaining about them.

107

Often when I set a goal, I end up quitting without having reached it.

108

I would like to visit the ruins of ancient civilizations.

109

I would like to be seen driving around in a very expensive car.

110

When I have a problem, I like to get advice from others.

111

I prefer jobs that involve active social interaction to those that involve working alone.

112

I am usually quite flexible in my opinions when people disagree with me.

113

I don't like to spend time perfecting work that is already good enough.

114

I have often solved problems by using new ideas that other people had not imagined.

115

Sometimes I feel that laws should not apply to someone like me.

116

When someone close to me is concerned about something, I feel concerned too.

117

People have described me as a very lively or spirited person.

118

Some people say that they have never seen me angry.
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119

I think carefully before doing anything that might be unsafe or unhealthy.

120

I like people who have unconventional views.

121

I wouldn't pretend to like someone just to get that person to do favors for me.

122

I would avoid any sport that involves a high risk of physical injury.

123

I think that most people dislike me.

124

I can get along with someone even if that person has betrayed my trust.

125

People often joke with me about the messiness of my room or desk.

126

Attending a play is not something that I would enjoy.

127

I would never accept a bribe, even if it were very large.

128

I rarely, if ever, have trouble sleeping due to stress or anxiety.

129

I can handle embarrassing social situations better than most people can.

130

I tend to be lenient in judging other people.

131

I do only the minimum amount of work needed to get by.

132

I would be very bored by a book about the history of science and technology.

133

I would enjoy being a member of a fancy, high-class casino.

134

I can handle difficult situations without needing emotional support from anyone else.

135

The first thing that I always do in a new place is to make friends.

136

I can get a bit defensive when people try to change my mind about an issue.

137

I don't mind if my writing has some errors in spelling or punctuation.

138

I would enjoy creating a work of art, such as a novel, a song, or a painting.

139

I think that I am entitled to more respect than the average person is.

140

People sometimes say that I am not sensitive to others' feelings.

141

I tend to look on the bright side of a situation more than other people do.

142

I find it hard to keep my temper when people insult me.

143

I usually stop myself before doing anything that I might later regret.

144

I think of myself as a somewhat eccentric person.

145

If I want something from someone, I ask for it directly, instead of manipulating them into giving it.

146

When it comes to physical danger, I am very fearful.

147

I sometimes think that I am pretty useless.

148

If someone has cheated me once, I will always feel suspicious of that person.

149

I am not good at getting my files or desk drawers organized.
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150

Sometimes I like to just watch the wind as it blows through the trees.

151

I would like to know how to smuggle things across the border.

152

I tend to remain calm even when other people get stressed out.

153

I feel confident when leading a group of people.

154

Even when people make a lot of mistakes, I rarely say anything negative.

155

I tend to give up on a task if it seems very difficult.

156

I like to keep up with news about scientific discoveries.

157

I would get a lot of pleasure from owning expensive luxury goods.

158

Whenever I feel worried about something, I want to share my concern with another person.

159

I don’t especially enjoy going to parties.

160

When people tell me that I’m wrong, my first reaction is to argue with them.

161

When calculating numbers, I check carefully to make sure there are no mistakes.

162

People have often told me that I have a good imagination.

163

Some people would say that I have an over-inflated ego.

164

I remain unemotional even in situations where most people get very sentimental.

165

Most people are more upbeat and dynamic than I generally am.

166

I react very angrily if I find that someone is trying to cheat me.

167

Sometimes I do things on impulse that turn out later to be unwise.

168

Most people would consider some of my beliefs to be quite strange.

169

I often get people to do favors for me by making them feel that they owe me.

170

Even in an emergency I wouldn't feel like panicking.

171

I sometimes feel that I am a worthless person.

172

I find it hard to fully forgive someone who has done something mean to me.

173

When working, I sometimes have difficulties due to being disorganized.

174

I can spend a long time studying a painting that I like.

175

I’d be tempted to use counterfeit money, if I were sure I could get away with it.

176

I get very anxious when waiting to hear about an important decision.

177

I tend to feel quite self-conscious when speaking in front of a group of people.

178

I tend to be judgmental of people who do stupid things.

179

I tend to procrastinate a lot before really getting to work on a project.

180

I’ve never really enjoyed looking through an encyclopedia.

181

If there is some chance of improving my social status, I take big risks.
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182

I rarely discuss my problems with other people.

183

I enjoy flirting.

184

I find it hard to compromise with people when I really think I’m right.

185

Even when writing a personal letter, I read it over to make sure there are no errors.

186

I don't think of myself as the artistic or creative type.

187

I want people to know that I am an important person of high status.

188

I sometimes get quite sentimental when thinking about people and places I used to know.

189

I rarely feel much enthusiasm about things.

190

People can approach me without having to worry about the mood I’m in.

191

I prefer to do whatever comes to mind, rather than stick to a plan.

192

I find it boring to discuss philosophy.

193

I am a soft-hearted person.

194

I would feel very badly if I were to hurt someone.

195

I have sympathy for people who are less fortunate than I am.

196

I try to give generously to those in need.

197

I try to respect other people’s feelings.

198

I like the idea that only the strong should survive.

199

It wouldn’t bother me to harm someone I didn’t like.

200

People see me as a hard-hearted person.
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SRP-4
Please rate the degree to which you agree with the following statements about you. You can be
honest because your name is not associated with any of your answers.
1
Disagree
Strongly

2
Disagree

3
Neutral

4
Agree

1. I’m a rebellious person. ____
2. I’m more tough-minded than other people. ____
3. I think I could "beat" a lie detector. ____
4. I have taken illegal drugs (e.g., marijuana, ectasy). ____
5. I have never been involved in delinquent gang activity. ____
6. I have never stolen a truck, car or motorcycle. ____
7. Most people are wimps. ____
8. I purposely flatter people to get them on my side. ____
9. I’ve often done something dangerous just for the thrill of it. ____
10. I have tricked someone into giving me money. ____
11. It tortures me to see an injured animal.

____

12. I have assaulted a law enforcement official or social worker. ____
13. I have pretended to be someone else in order to get something. ____
14. I always plan out my weekly activities. ____
15. I like to see fist-fights. ____
16. I’m not tricky or sly. ____
17. I’d be good at a dangerous job because I make fast decisions. ____
18. I have never tried to force someone to have sex. ____
19. My friends would say that I am a warm person. ____
20. I would get a kick out of ‘scamming’ someone. ____
21. I have never attacked someone with the idea of injuring them. ____
22. I never miss appointments. ____
23. I avoid horror movies. ____
24. I trust other people to be honest. ____
25. I hate high speed driving. ____

5
Agree
Strongly
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26. I feel so sorry when I see a homeless person. ____
27. It's fun to see how far you can push people before they get upset. ____
28. I enjoy doing wild things. ____
29. I have broken into a building or vehicle in order to steal something or vandalize. ____
30. I don’t bother to keep in touch with my family any more. ____
31. I find it difficult to manipulate people. ____
32. I rarely follow the rules. ____
33. I never cry at movies. ____
34. I have never been arrested. ____
35. You should take advantage of other people before they do it to you. ____
36. I don’t enjoy gambling for real money. ____
37. People sometimes say that I’m cold-hearted. ____
38. People can usually tell if I am lying. ____
39. I like to have sex with people I barely know. ____
40. I love violent sports and movies. ____
41. Sometimes you have to pretend you like people to get something out of them. ____
42. I am an impulsive person. ____
43. I have taken hard drugs (e.g., heroin, cocaine). ____
44. I'm a soft-hearted person. ____
45. I can talk people into anything. ____
46. I never shoplifted from a store. ____
47. I don’t enjoy taking risks. ____
48. People are too sensitive when I tell them the truth about themselves. ____
49. I was convicted of a serious crime. ____
50. Most people tell lies everyday. ____
51. I keep getting in trouble for the same things over and over. ____
52. Every now and then I carry a weapon (knife or gun) for protection. ____
53. People cry way too much at funerals. ____
54. You can get what you want by telling people what they want to hear. ____
55. I easily get bored. ____
56. I never feel guilty over hurting others. ____
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57. I have threatened people into giving me money, clothes, or makeup. ____
58. A lot of people are “suckers” and can easily be fooled. ____
59. I admit that I often “mouth off” without thinking. ____
60. I sometimes dump friends that I don’t need any more. ____
61. I would never step on others to get what I want. ____
62. I have close friends who served time in prison. ____
63. I purposely tried to hit someone with the vehicle I was driving. ____
64. I have violated my probation from prison. ____
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Workplace Deviance Scale (WDS)
How often have you…
1
never

2
once a year

3
twice a
year

4
several
times a
year

5
monthly

6
weekly

7
daily

1. Worked on a personal matter instead of work for your employer
2. Taken property from work without permission
3. Spent too much time fantasizing or daydreaming instead of working
4. Made fun of someone at work
5. Falsified a receipt to get reimbursed for more money than you spent on business expenses
6. Said something hurtful to someone at work
7. Taken an additional or a longer break than is acceptable at your workplace
8. Repeated a rumor or gossip about your company
9. Made an ethnic, religious, or racial remark or joke at work
10. Come in late to work without permission
11. Littered your work environment
12. Cursed at someone at work
13. Called in sick when you were not
14. Told someone about the lousy place where you work
15. Lost your temper while at work
16. Neglected to follow your boss's instructions
17. Intentionally worked slower than you could have worked
18. Discussed confidential company information with an unauthorized person
19. Left work early without permission
20. Played a mean prank on someone at work
21. Left your work for someone else to finish
22. Acted rudely toward someone at work
23. Repeated a rumor or gossip about your boss or coworkers
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24. Made an obscene comment at work
25. Used an illegal drug or consumed alcohol on the job
26. Put little effort into your work
27. Publicly embarrassed someone at work
28. Dragged out work in order to get overtime
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Reactive Proactive Aggression Questionnaire (RPAQ)
There are times when most of us feel angry or have done things we should not have done.
Rate each of the items below by putting a circle around 0 (never), 1 (sometimes), or 2
(often). Do not spend a lot of time thinking about the items—just give your first response.
Make sure you answer all the items (see below).

1. Yelled at others when they have annoyed you 0 1 2
2. Had fights with others to show who was on top 0 1 2
3. Reacted angrily when provoked by others 0 1 2
4. Taken things from other students 0 1 2
5. Gotten angry when frustrated 0 1 2
6. Vandalized something for fun 0 1 2
7. Had temper tantrums 0 1 2
8. Damaged things because you felt mad 0 1 2
9. Had a gang fight to be cool 0 1 2
10. Hurt others to win a game 0 1 2
11. Become angry or mad when you don’t get your way 0 1 2
12. Used physical force to get others to do what you want 0 1 2
13. Gotten angry or mad when you lost a game 0 1 2
14. Gotten angry when others threatened you 0 1 2
15. Used force to obtain money or things from others 0 1 2
16. Felt better after hitting or yelling at someone 0 1 2
17. Threatened and bullied someone 0 1 2
18. Made obscene phone calls for fun 0 1 2
19. Hit others to defend yourself 0 1 2
20. Gotten others to gang up on someone else 0 1 2
21. Carried a weapon to use in a fight 0 1 2
22. Gotten angry or mad or hit others when teased 0 1 2
23. Yelled at others so they would do things for you 0 1 2
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Workplace Aggression Vignettes
Pleas read over each vignette and answer each question on a 5-point scale.
1
Very unlikely

2
Unlikely

3
Maybe

4
Likely

5
Very likely

Vignette 1: “Suppose that you have a dispute with a co-worker. During the dispute, your coworker makes rude comments about you and your family members. How would you react to this
situation?”
1.
2.
3.
4.

I would start arguing with the co-worker until he/she apologizes
To get back at the co-worker, I would plan to sabotage his/her workplace reputation
I would physically attack the co-worker for their comments
I would later tell a superior about their comments towards me

Vignette 2: “Suppose that you and a co-worker are both under consideration for a pay promotion
at work. This same co-worker texts you to say that they are running late for work one morning
and asks you to cover for him/her. Your boss notices that your co-worker is absent from their
desk and asks if you’ve seen him/her. How would you react to this situation?”
1. I would tell my boss that I have seen the co-worker and they must just be away from their
desk (i.e., cover for them)
2. I would tell my boss that the co-worker has not arrived at work yet
3. I would tell my boss that the co-worker “must be late as usual”
4. I would tell my boss that the co-worker asked me to cover for them, and show my boss
their text message
Vignette 3:
“Suppose that you have a dispute with your boss. During the dispute, your boss harshly criticizes
your abilities as an employee in front of your co-workers. How would you react to the
situation?”
1.
2.
3.
4.

I would start arguing with my boss until he/she apologizes
To get back at my boss, I would plan to sabotage his/her workplace reputation
I would physically attack my boss for their comments
I would later tell upper management about my boss’s comments towards me

Vignette 4: “Suppose that you and your boss are both under consideration for an upper
management position at work. During a company meeting, this same boss texts you to say that
they are running late and asks you to cover for him/her. Upper management notices that your
boss is absent to start the meeting. How would you react to this situation?”
1. I would tell management that I have seen my boss today and they must just be on their
way to the meeting (i.e., cover for them)
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2. I would tell management that my boss has not arrived at work yet
3. I would tell management that my boss “must be late as usual”
4. I would tell management that my boss asked me to cover for them, and show
management my boss’s text message
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Negative Acts Questionnaire (NAQ)
How often are you exposed to the following in the workplace…
1
Never

2
Now and then

3
Monthly

4
Weekly

5
Daily

1. Someone withholding information which affects your performance.
2. Being humiliated or ridiculed in connection with your work.
3. Being ordered to do work below your level of competence.
4. Having key areas of responsibility removed or replaced with more trivial or unpleasant tasks.
5. Spreading of gossip and rumours about you.
6. Being ignored or excluded.
7. Having insulting or offensive remarks made about your person, attitudes or your private life.
8. Being shouted at or being the target of spontaneous anger.
9. Intimidating behaviours such as finger-pointing, invasion of personal space, shoving, blocking
your way.
10. Hints or signals from others that you should quit your job.
11. Repeated reminders of your errors or mistakes.
12. Being ignored or facing a hostile reaction when you approach.
13. Persistent criticism of your errors or mistakes.
14. Having your opinions ignored.
15. Practical jokes carried out by people you don’t get along with.
16. Being given tasks with unreasonable deadlines.
17. Having allegations made against you.
18. Excessive monitoring of your work.
19. Pressure not to claim something to which by right you are entitled (e.g. sick leave, holiday
entitlement, travel expenses).
20. Being the subject of excessive teasing and sarcasm.
21. Being exposed to an unmanageable workload.
22. Threats of violence or physical abuse or actual abuse
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APPENDIX F
Feedback letters
Feedback and Information Letter (MTURK)
Study Title: Personality and Behaviour
REB #: 19-072
Thank you for participating in this study!
The study you have just participated in is about understanding how different personality traits are
related to various forms of aggressive behaviour. Previous research has suggested that some
individuals are more likely than others to aggress both generally and in response to provocations.
We are examining which personality characteristics, specifically in terms of high versus low
levels of traits, are associated with these various forms of aggressive behaviour. Should you have
any questions or concerns regarding this study, please feel free to contact the principal
investigator, Dr. Angela Book, at the email address provided below. At this point, if you wish to
withdraw from the study and have your data destroyed, please fill in the withdrawal box below.
The results of this research will be available in July of 2020. If you would like to receive
information about the results of this research, please send an email to em10zc@brocku.ca at that
time.
This study has been reviewed and received ethics clearance through the Research Ethics Board at Brock
University (File #??). If you have any comments or concerns about your rights as a research participant,
please contact the Research Ethics Office at (905) 688-5550 ext. 3035, or reb@brocku.ca

Thank you once again for your time!

Angela Book
Associate Professor
Department of Psychology
Brock University
abook@brocku.ca
(905) 6988-5550 ext. 5223/6352

Elliott MacDonell
PhD Student
Department of Psychology
Brock University
em10zc@brocku.ca

Jordan Power
PhD Student
Department of Psychology
Brock University
jp14ch@brocku.ca

If you wish to withdraw from the study at this point, type WITHDRAW in the box below
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Feedback and Information Letter (Brock University)
Study Title: Personality and Behaviour
REB #: 19-072
Thank you for participating in this study!
The study you have just participated in is about understanding how different personality traits are
related to various forms of aggressive behaviour. Previous research has suggested that some
individuals are more likely than others to aggress both generally and in response to provocations.
We are examining which personality characteristics, specifically in terms of high versus low
levels of traits, are associated with these various forms of aggressive behaviour. Should you have
any questions or concerns regarding this study, please feel free to contact the principal
investigator, Dr. Angela Book, at the email address provided below. At this point, if you wish to
withdraw from the study and have your data destroyed, please inform the research assistant.
The results of this research will be available in July of 2020. If you would like to receive
information about the results of this research, please send an email to em10zc@brocku.ca at that
time.
This study has been reviewed and received ethics clearance through the Research Ethics Board at Brock
University (File #??). If you have any comments or concerns about your rights as a research participant,
please contact the Research Ethics Office at (905) 688-5550 ext. 3035, or reb@brocku.ca

Thank you once again for your time!

Angela Book
Associate Professor
Department of Psychology
Brock University
abook@brocku.ca
(905) 6988-5550 ext. 5223/6352
Jordan Power
PhD Student
Department of Psychology
Brock University
jp14ch@brocku.ca

Elliott MacDonell
PhD Student
Department of Psychology
Brock University
em10zc@brocku.ca

