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Abstract 

 

This dissertation explored two under-examined areas regarding relationships 

between personality and counterproductive work behavior (CWB):  1) relations between 

counterproductive behavior and personality at the meso-level using the Big Five Aspects 

(DeYoung, Quilty, & Peterson, 2007) rather than at the level of the Big Five or their 

individual facets, and 2) the relations between personality and counterproductive 

behavior in a sample of United States legislators.  Three studies are presented. The first 

study examined the Big Five Aspect Scales as predictors of CWB. The second study 

investigated relations between CWB and a measure of counterproductive college 

behavior (CCB) as well as relations between the Big Five Aspect Scales and CCB. The 

third study explored the relations of other ratings of Big Five personality aspects as well 

as automated text inferred Big Five personality variables and their facets with politician 

misbehavior for a sample of US legislators. Each of these three studies shed new light on 

personality ï counterproductive behavior relations. Study 1 and 2 provided evidence that 

the well-established Big Five antecedents of counterproductive behavior, 

Conscientiousness and Agreeableness, derive the majority of predictive power for 

counterproductive behavior, in work and college, from Conscientiousnessô 

Industriousness aspect and Agreeablenessô Politeness aspect. Study 1 and 2 also 

demonstrated convergence between counterproductive behavior targeted toward the 

individual or toward the organization in the work context and in the school context. Study 

3 provided novel examinations of personality of U.S. legislators as a predictor of 

politician misconduct, additionally showing gender and party differences in legislator 

personality. Both context (i.e., interview, floor speech) and personality assessment 
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approach (othersô ratings of personality, automatic text inferred personality scores) 

showed low convergent validity, and displayed differential relations with external 

variables (e.g., gender, age, political affiliation), and politician misbehavior. Overall, a 

unique contribution of this dissertation was its synthesis of variables and ideas from 

divergent literatures in industrial and organizational psychology and political psychology 

and reporting of previously unexamined relations that provide insights into personality 

correlates of counterproductive behaviors, and personality assessment in general.  

  .  
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Overview 

Counterproductive work behavior (CWB) has been an enduring topic of interest 

in industrial/organizational psychology for at least the last 80 years (e.g., Gough, 1971; 

Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1939; Roy, 1952).  During that time, it has undergone 

refinement as a construct (Ones & Dilchert, 2013; Sackett & DeVore, 2002) and some 

amount of consensus has arisen, for better or for worse, regarding use of a popular 

measure (Bennett & Robinson, 2000) and a target-based conceptualization; misbehaviors 

toward the organization versus behaviors toward individuals.  Even so, research in 

counterproductive work behavior has suffered from some serious ailments:  a 

preponderance of cross-sectional studies; insufficient integration of the research findings 

of other related disciplines which could inform I/O research in CWB; outcomes as 

proxies for CWB (e.g., shrinkage; Levine & Jackson, 2002); examining only one 

dimension of CWB at a time (e.g., substance use; Lehman & Simpson, 1992), and ï since 

Gruys and Sackett (2003) ï a lack of further empirical exploration and clarification of the 

construct space of counterproductive behavior (with three notable exceptions: Carpenter 

& Berry, 2017; Marcus, Taylor, Hastings, Sturm, & Weigelt, 2016; Stanek et al., 2017). 

There have been several definitions proposed over the decades for 

counterproductive behavior, as well as several terms used in place of ócounterproductive 

behaviorô to describe the construct. These terms and definitions have followed the 

transformation of CWB from trait-based conceptualizations (e.g., ñwayward impulsesò in 

Gough, 1971; ñdelinquencyò in Hogan & Hogan, 1989) to behavior-based 

conceptualizations (e.g., ñworkplace devianceò in Bennett & Robinson, 2000; 

ñproduction devianceò in Hollinger & Clark, 1982; ñcounterproductive work behaviorò in 
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Spector, Fox, Penney, Bruursema, Goh, & Kessler, 2006).  To clarify, I will adhere to the 

broad research consensus in distinguishing between counterproductive tendencies or 

deviant inclinations (e.g., integrity tests as discussed in Sackett, Burris, & Callahan, 

1989; personality measures such as the Socialization scale in the CPI; Gough, 1994) and 

counterproductive behaviors.   

Counterproductive work behavior can be defined as ñscalable actions and 

behaviors that employees engage in that detract from organizational goals or well-being 

and include behaviors that bring about undesirable consequences for the organization or 

its stakeholdersò (Ones & Dilchert, 2013).  This includes a wide variety of undesirable 

norm-violating, disruptive, and deviant behaviors such acts as theft, interpersonal 

aggression, work withdrawal, work sabotage, sexual harassment, and tardiness, among 

many others (Ones & Viswesvaran, 2003). However, because this dissertation examines 

counterproductive behavior in a school setting and in the political arena as well as in 

conventional workplace settings, we require a broader definition.  To borrow from Stanek 

et al. (2017), I will refer to counterproductive behavior (CB) as an adaptation to their 

term, ócounterproductivityô: ñbehaviors [which] are under the individualôs control and 

may involve both cognition (i.e., whether or not explicit reasoning is involved) and 

motive/adaptation (e.g., malevolence, clumsiness, habit, or some other factor) in varying 

degrees (Ones & Dilchert, 2013).ò  This broader definition subsumes common definitions 

of counterproductive work behavior and is in keeping with the conceptualization of a 

latent counterproductivity construct underlying all counterproductive behaviors (e.g., 

Gough, 1971; Marcus et al., 2002; Stanek et al., 2017), which accounts for shared 

variance among those behaviors whether they are enacted at work, at school, or in other 
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environments.  However, by using the term counterproductive behavior rather than 

counterproductivity, I acknowledge that the counterproductive behavior measures this 

dissertation uses refer explicitly to behaviors, and not necessarily to motivations, 

cognitions, or inclinations.  

CWB has been shown to exhibit a hierarchical structure (e.g., Berry, Ones, & 

Sackett, 2007; Marcus et al., 2002; Sackett & Devore, 2002), with the target divisions 

subsumed under a general counterproductive work behavior domain.  In its most 

commonly used measure (workplace deviance; Bennett & Robinson, 2000), CWB is 

divided into ñinterpersonal deviance,ò or behaviors against other individuals, and 

ñorganizational deviance,ò or behaviors against the organization.  Interpersonal deviance 

includes such behaviors as making fun of or arguing with coworkers, gossip, or acting 

rudely toward others.  Organizational deviance includes such behaviors as taking longer 

breaks than allowed, leaving work early, or stealing property from work.  Interpersonal 

CWB and Organizational CWB have a meta-analytic true score correlation of .61 (i.e., 

corrected for measurement error in both variables; Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007), 

although limited earlier analyses have found higher corrected mean correlations between 

the two dimensions (cf. .82 in Ones & Viswesvaran, 2003; .96 in Lee & Allen, 2002).   

Another consideration is whether additional dimensions besides the Interpersonal 

versus Organizational dimension can be found within CWB.  Bennett and Robinson 

suggested and found some support for a severity dimension, whereas Gruys (1999) and 

Gruys & Sackett (2003) found support for a task-relevance dimension.  A more specific 

structure was found by Spector, Fox, Penney, Bruursema, Goh, and Kessler (2006), with 

five dimensions:  theft, production deviance, withdrawal, sabotage, and abuse.  However, 
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Spector et al.ôs structure also resolves into two factors: interpersonal CWB consisting of 

the abuse scale, and organizational CWB consisting of the remaining four scales.  Ones 

and Viswesvaranôs (2003) systematic review of the structure of CWB showed that, 

although there appears to be a strong general factor, behavioral items do cluster into 

facets such as aggression, withdrawal, production deviance, theft, and interpersonal 

deviance. In this dissertation, I will examine counterproductive behaviors at multiple 

levels of the hierarchy in the domain: global, interpersonal vs. organizational, and several 

specific forms (see below).  

The Role of Context for Counterproductive Behavior  

Counterproductive work behaviors have generally been studied in the context of 

work organizations.  Ones and Viswesvaran (2001) found that job and criterion-focused 

occupational personality scales, which measure different specific job-related personality 

traits for different job families and criteria, are related to each other as well as to the same 

three Big Five personality traits (which will be discussed later), suggesting that 

personality antecedents of CWB are similar across various types of work.  A handful of 

studies have examined how and when CWB is related to misbehavior in other life 

domains and have demonstrated cross-context validity for CB (e.g., Harding, Carpenter, 

Finelli, & Passow, 2004; Marcus et al., 2002; Roberts, Harms, Caspi, & Moffitt,  2007; 

Stanek et al., 2017).  I propose to further open up the examination of CWB and CB by 

exploring CWB in the political domain (Study 3), and by exploring CB ï CWB 

relationships more thoroughly than has previously been done (cf. Harding, Carpenter, 

Finelli, & Passow, 2004).  Additionally, this dissertation compares the same predictor 
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variables (i.e., the same personality measure) for CB across two contexts (work and 

school). 

Counterproductive Behavior in the Workplace 

Counterproductive behavior in the workplace costs organizations in terms of lost 

revenue, work hours, resources, and employees.  Several studies have provided estimates 

of the dollar cost of CWB to organizations.  Bolin and Heatherly (2001) cite Murphy 

(1993) in reporting a nationwide cost of $200 billion annually, as well as the jarring 

statistic that employee deviance is responsible for 30% of failed businesses.  Leinbach-

Reyhle (2015) report that $60 billion a year is lost by U.S. retailers and Hollinger & 

Davis (2003) state that $15.1 billion of that is due to employee theft. 

In terms of prevalence of CWB, Henle, Giacalone, and Jurkiewicz (2005) state 

that 95% of organizations have reported some occurrence of workplace deviance, and 

Robinson and Bennett (1995) stated that up to 75% of employees admitted to engaging in 

CWB. A study by the Ethics Resource Center (2013) reports that 41% of employees 

nationwide observed workplace misconduct in 2013.  The following is a sample of the 

types of behaviors reported, with their share of that 41%.  Abusive or hostile behavior is 

number 1, with 18%.  Also on the list are violating health/safety rules: 10%; lying to 

customers, vendors, or public: 10%, retaliation for reporting misconduct: 10%; falsifying 

a timecard: 10%, stealing or theft: 9%; substandard work product: 9%; substance or 

alcohol abuse: 9%; breaching employee privacy: 8%; sexual harassment: 7%; falsifying 

financial records: 4%; inappropriate gifts/kickbacks: 4%; falsifying expense reports: 4%.  

It is important to note that rates of observation are not isomorphic with rates of 

perpetration.  For any one act by an individual there may be any number of witnesses or 
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people who hear about it.  The numbers are still unsettling.  It is apparent that 

counterproductive behavior in the workplace warrants study and should be a concern to 

the welfare of organizations and their employees.  CWB is a main criterion variable in a 

large portion of this dissertation.  

Counterproductive College Behavior 

In 2016, a total of 230,884 disciplinary actions were recorded for college students 

at 6,506 four-year post-secondary institutions in the U.S.  Of those, 173,864 were liquor 

law violations, 55,767 were drug abuse violations, and 1,253 were weapons violations 

(e.g., possessing, carrying, etc.).  In addition, there were 13,839 dating or domestic 

violence crimes (including stalking) and 1,056 hate crimes reported on college campuses.  

These resulted in 41,229 arrests on U.S. college campuses (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2016).  Yet student counterproductive behavior is most often studied as 

academic dishonesty (e.g., cheating on assignments or exams and plagiarism; McCabe & 

Butterfield, 2004). While academic dishonesty in any form is a serious and urgent 

concern for colleges and universities, it is but one facet of a larger behavioral domain 

which encompasses a number of other severe behaviors which may have even more 

severe consequences for academic institutions (Dilchert & Ones, 2008).   

Counterproductive college behavior (CCB) is defined here as any volitional act by 

a college student, while on campus property or while engaging in college-related 

activities, which harms or is contrary to the interests of the academic institution or its 

stakeholders.  The term volitional specifies that the behaviors are those over which the 

student has control, but this does not imply that the behavior is intended to cause harm.  

Institutional stakeholders refers to employees and students as well as non-employee, non-
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student entities on campus (e.g., visiting performers or food vendors).  This definition is 

intentionally analogous to the definition of counterproductive work behavior (Ones & 

Dilchert, 2013) provided above.  As with CWB, counterproductive college behavior is a 

general domain of behavior which goes beyond simply cheating on an exam to include 

forms of theft, sabotage, drug use, interpersonal incivility, and aggression as well as other 

behaviors (Dilchert & Ones, 2008).    

Over the last few decades, researchers have reported on the wide-spread 

prevalence of student academic cheating at post-secondary institutions (e.g., Anderson & 

Obenshain, 1994; Giluk & Postlethwaite, 2015; Haines, Diekhoff, LaBeff, & Clark, 

1986).  From survey data gathered over three years from 83 college campuses in the U.S. 

and Canada, (McCabe, Butterfield, & Trevino, 2006), there appears to be no evidence of 

a decline in this behavior.  Stricter no-tolerance policies and institutional honor codes 

may have limited effects on curtailing academic dishonesty, as Haines and colleagues 

(1986) found that only 1.3% of students who reported cheating said they had ever been 

caught, and more recent results suggest the perception is that most students who cheat do 

not get caught (McCabe et al., 2006). 

The prevalence of academic dishonesty is not only a concern for educational 

institutions; it has societal ramifications and should be of great concern to organizations 

as these students graduate and enter the workforce.  In a small bare-bones meta-analysis, 

Gau and Kuncel (2012) found that academic dishonesty had a sample-size weighted mean 

observed correlation of .54 with counterproductive work behavior.  However, student 

counterproductive behavior at college is obviously not limited to academic dishonesty.  

In terms of the aggregation principle (Ajzen, 1988), conceptualizing counterproductive 
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student behaviors more broadly than simply cheating, the scales of the CCB instrument 

used in these studies should better represent the domain of student counterproductive 

behavior, not only by including more types of behavior but by including a variety of 

situations (e.g., at home studying, in class, on campus at large).  

In this dissertation, I will report on counterproductive college student behavior 

and its relationships with counterproductive work behavior in order to better understand 

the broad scope of relationships between counterproductive behaviors across contexts.  

Additionally, this dissertation explores antecedents of both CWB and CCB in 

overlapping samples while examining relationships between CWB and a broad multi-

dimensional measure of CCB (Dilchert & Ones, 2008).      

Counterproductive Behavior in U.S. Legislators 

Politician misbehavior in various forms has often been a headline topic in the last 

several years (e.g., Bowman, Connolly, Pathé, & Garcia, 2018).  However, concerns 

regarding political misdeeds and corruption are not new (e.g., Della Porta & Pizzorno, 

1996). According to a 2015 Gallup poll, 75% of Americans think there is widespread 

corruption in U.S. government.  In fact, 29 members of the U.S. congress have been 

indicted on some form of corruption since 1980 (Schwartz, 2015), not including members 

of congress who pled guilty to charges but were not indicted. As a measure of politician 

misbehavior, political corruption may be right smack dab in the bullseye of the dart 

board, but as discussed earlier, counterproductive work behavior includes a range of 

actions which are counter to the interests of the organization and its stakeholders.  

According to the definition adopted in this dissertation, actions do not need to be illegal 

or attain a certain threshold of severity in order to be considered counterproductive.  
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Politician counterproductive behavior has not directly been studied vis-á-vis 

antecedents or in relation to the larger nomological net of CWB.  Rubenzer, 

Faschingbauer, and Ones (2004) examined U.S. presidentsô personalities as rated by 

historians and biographers in relation to expert judgments of ethical behavior on the job. 

While this was a valuable contribution in broadening our knowledge about politician 

personality and CWB, the current dissertation expands on these findings in two important 

ways.  First, the job functions of president (the leader of the executive branch) and those 

of legislator (member of the legislative branch) differ substantially.  Rubenzer et al. 

(2004, p. 40) provides a job function list for U.S. President, with many items resembling 

the duties of a CEO (www.onetonline.org).  Politicians are commonly considered leaders, 

and examinations of politicians are conducted largely through the lens of leadership (i.e., 

political leaders or political elites; Winter, 2011).  However, many of the functions of 

legislators are more similar to that of a mid-level manager than a CEO.  A review of the 

ONET (www.onetonline.org) entries for legislator and for chief executive describe quite 

different work tasks and activities. Examining personality antecedents of legislator 

behavior will provide insight into the larger work world of politics and the extent to 

which Rubenzer et al.ôs (2004) findings can generalize to other political leader roles 

beyond U.S. President.  Second, the current dissertation uses a multi-dimensional 

measure of CWB for politician misbehavior, which provides a more in-depth examination 

of personality-CWB relationships in the political context.  

The literature on organizational leader misbehavior centers on leader treatment of 

subordinates (e.g., abusive supervision; Tepper, 2000).  A broader conceptualization is 

destructive leadership (e.g., Einarsen, Aasland, & Skogstad, 2007), which is ñthe 
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systematic and repeated behavior by a leader, supervisor or manager that violates the 

legitimate interest of the organization by undermining and/or sabotaging the 

organizationôs goals, tasks, resources, and effectiveness and/or the motivation, well-being 

or job satisfaction of subordinates.ò  However, this framework is not suited for legislator 

CWB for three reasons: (1) the stipulation of the systematic and repeated nature of the 

behavior runs counter to definitions of CWB (cf. Ones & Dilchert, 2013); (2) a large 

portion of the construct involves leader-follower relationships which do not have the 

same scope or meaning for legislators as they do for organizational leaders; and (3) the 

destructive leadership construct space includes trait descriptions (Shaw, Erickson, & 

Harvey, 2011) and, as such, is an inappropriate behavioral measure (Campbell, 2012).  

The study included in this dissertation utilizes an entirely behavioral measure of leader 

misbehavior which provides adequate coverage for potential legislator misbehaviors 

(Foldes, 2006). 

Personality as an Antecedent to Counterproductive Behavior 

From theories of delinquency and criminal behavior (Lynam, Moffit,  & 

Stouthhamer-Loeber, 1993) and the concept of self-control (Baumeister & Juola Exline, 

1999) to personality traits (Hogan & Hogan, 1989) and integrity measures (Ones, 

Viswesvaran, & Schmidt, 1993), individual dispositional differences have enjoyed an 

enduring and substantial role in explanatory models of counterproductive behavior.  One 

strength of such theories is the relative temporal stability of personality or dispositional 

traits.  DeYoung (2015) defines personality traits as ñprobabilistic descriptions of 

relatively stable patterns of emotion, motivation, cognition, and behavior, in response to 

classes of stimuli that have been present in human cultures over time.ò  Traits drive 
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behavior so that behavior tends to be relatively consistent across time and, to a degree, 

across situations.  One weakness of trait antecedent models for CB is that any single 

situation can be inhibitory or catalytic for a behavior (Tett & Guterman, 2000).  People 

do not express their trait profile to the same degree in every situation.  For example, the 

most boisterous extravert may be somber and reserved at a funeral.  In fact, Fleeson and 

Jayawickreme (2015) conceptualize intraindividual personality variability as a probability 

distribution.  An individual may have an average level of, say, Agreeableness, but in any 

specific situation, the experienced or expressed level may be much lower or higher than 

that average.  Personality can be defined as ñan individualôs characteristic patterns of 

thought, emotion and behavior, together with the psychological mechanisms behind those 

patternsò (Funder, 1997, p. 447).  The term ócharacteristicô in the preceding definition is 

key.  Personality is not deterministic, nor is it completely temporal or situational.  

Personality has been a heavily-studied predictor of workplace behavior (e.g, Barrick & 

Mount, 1991), and in particular, of counterproductive work behavior (e.g., Berry, Ones, 

& Sackett, 2007; Salgado, 2002).  

The Big Five Personality Taxonomy 

The Five Factor Model of personality (McCrae & John, 1992), dubbed the Big 

Five (Goldberg & Rosolack, 1994), has been the premier personality conceptualization 

studied in the last decade in relation to workplace behavior in industrial/organizational 

research.  The Big Five trait domains are Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, Neuroticism 

(commonly reverse-coded as Emotional Stability), Openness, and Extraversion. 

Conscientiousness reflects such traits as responsibility, being rule-abiding, having a 

strong work ethic, and dependability.  Agreeableness reflects empathy, politeness, 
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tolerance, and a tendency to be trusting of others.  Neuroticism reflects emotional 

volatility, depression, worry, and anxiety.  Conversely, Emotional Stability reflects 

emotional equanimity and resilience.  Openness reflects a strong aesthetic sense, 

curiosity, imagination, and interest in learning.  Extraversion reflects sociability, 

assertiveness, enthusiasm, and external stimulus-seeking. I have given just a small sample 

of trait labels subsumed within each of the five domains; there are many more.  

The five factor model structure fits within a hierarchical framework (Costa & 

McCrae, 1995; Digman, 1997; Goldberg, 1993). Above the five broad domains, factor 

analytic studies have found two meta-trait factors, Factors Ŭ and ɓ (Digman, 1997), or 

Stability and Plasticity (DeYoung, 2006).  Factor Ŭ consists of Conscientiousness, 

Emotional Stability, and Agreeableness, and theoretically represents socialization 

(Digman, 1997), while Factor ɓ is comprised of Extraversion and Openness, and 

theoretically represents cognitive and behavioral exploration (Connelly, Ones, & 

Hülsheger, 2018) and personal growth (Digman, 1997).  Although the meta-trait 

conceptualization is not without its detractors (Ashton, Lee, Goldberg, & de Vries, 2009).  

Below the Big Five, each domain can be further separated into trait facets (e.g., 

Costa & McCrae, 1995).  The number of facets within each broad trait varies, depending 

on the researcherôs conceptualization (cf. Costa & McCrae, 1995; Goldberg, 1999; 

Roberts, Chernyshenko, Stark, & Goldberg, 2005). Recent conceptualizations of the big 

five hierarchical model have consolidated these into a cohesive taxonomy (Stanek & 

Ones, 2018).  

Several studies have examined facet-level traits as antecedents to CWB (e.g., 

Drasgow, Stark, Chernyshenko, Nye, Hulin, & White, 2012; Hough, 1992). Although due 
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to various conceptualizations of the facet-level structure (Davies, Connelly, Ones, & 

Birkland, 2015; DeYoung, Quilty, & Peterson, 2007; Roberts, Bogg, Walton, 

Chernyshenko, & Stark, 2004) and the bandwidth correspondence principle (conceptual 

levels of predictor and criterion should correspond; Ones & Viswesvaran, 1996), these 

individual facet examinations, while informative, may be limited in terms of practical 

utility.  This is not to say that personality at the Big Five domain level (i.e., global 

measures of the Big Five) provides sufficient validity for all work performance criteria.  

Relations with external behavioral criteria for any one facet or set of facets compared 

with validity for its Big Five domain would greatly depend on the facet level construct 

coverage and the criterion level construct coverage (e.g., Dudley, Orvis, Lebiecki, & 

Cortina, 2006). 

Relationships between personality and counterproductive work behavior have 

been well studied over the last two decades, using a variety of Big Five personality 

measures and various counterproductive work behavior measures (e.g., Bolton, Becker, 

& Barber, 2010; Bourdage, Goupal, Neilson, Lukacik, & Lee, 2018; Hakstian, Farrell, & 

Tweed, 2002).  Reviews of antecedents for CWB have found that individual differences 

such as personality traits account for more variance than situationally-derived variables 

(e.g., organizational justice perceptions) in predicting CWB (OôBrien & Allen, 2008).  As 

discussed above, Big Five measures vary in their construct coverage (cf. International 

Personality Item Pool, n.d.) and whether and how many facets each domain subsumes 

(John, Nauman, & Soto, 2008).  However, meta-analytic analyses of large sets of 

individual studies using various Big Five measures have found consistent (negative) 

relationships between counterproductive work behavior and Big Five domains of 
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Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and Emotional Stability (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 

2007; Salgado, 2002).  Personality-based integrity tests, exhibiting strong negative 

correlations with CWB, have been shown to overlap to a large degree with Big Five 

Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability, and Agreeableness as well (e.g., Ones & 

Viswesvaran, 2003). 

 The hierarchical structure of the Big Five has allowed researchers to study 

relationships between various criteria and personality at both broad domain and narrow 

facet levels, with facet level examinations bringing further conceptual clarity and 

refinement to our understanding of trait-criterion relationships.  For example, Dudley, 

Orvis, Lebiecki, & Cortina (2006) provide a meta-analytic review of investigations of job 

performance dimensions and Conscientiousness at broad and narrow levels.  Given the 

several differing conceptualizations of the numbers of, and names for, facets of 

Conscientiousness (e.g. Roberts, Chernyshenko, Stark, & Goldberg, 2005), the analysis is 

certainly not exhaustive but focuses on four facets. Results showed substantial predictive 

validity of Conscientiousness for counterproductive work behavior at both the broad and 

narrow trait level (i.e., dependability, order, and cautiousness were predictive but 

achievement was not).  Such findings also highlight a danger in using either a global trait 

measure or a narrow facet measure as a predictor.  Overall measures may not adequately 

represent the construct space in some cases either.  For example, using a global 

Conscientiousness measure with a bloated specific factor of dutifulness and insufficient 

coverage of other facets, the relationship between Conscientiousness and CWB may be 

substantially diminished, leading to the erroneous conclusion that Conscientiousness 

provides little predictive validity for CWB.  Conversely, using one or two facet-level 
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scales implies leaving out a large amount of construct space which may be a missed 

opportunity for predicting organizational criteria, and requires a priori understanding of 

the relationship between predictor and criterion which is not always the case in research.     

The Big Five Aspect Scales 

BFAS Taxonomy 

A viable and under-examined addition to the Big Five personality hierarchy aims 

to bring taxonomic order to numerous facets.  Between the Big Five domains and their 

facets, a meso-level was identified by DeYoung, Quilty, and Peterson (2007): Big Five 

Aspects consisting of two trait aspects for each of the Big Five domains.  

Conscientiousness can be divided into Industriousness and Order.  Industriousness 

reflects such traits as self-discipline, competence, and having a strong work ethic, while 

Order reflects such traits as perfectionism and a preference for orderliness.  

Agreeableness can be divided into Compassion, which reflects empathy and caring for 

others, and Politeness, which reflects a tendency to cooperate, a strong moral sense, 

avoiding aggression, and modesty.  Neuroticism can be divided into Volatility  and 

Withdrawal.  Volatility includes such traits as impulsive urgency, anger, and being easily 

upset, while Withdrawal includes depression, worry, and self-consciousness.  Openness, 

which DeYoung et al. (2007) refer to as Openness/Intellect, is divided into Intellect and 

Experiencing (DeYoung et al. refer to this aspect as Openness but within this dissertation 

I refer to it as Experiencing to avoid confusion between this aspect and its domain.  This 

is also consistent with Connelly, Ones, Davies, & Birkland, 2014).  The Intellect aspect 

subsumes such traits as mental quickness, ingenuity, and intellectual creativity, while the 

Experiencing aspect includes being imaginative, fantasy-prone, and having a strong 
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aesthetic appreciation.  Extraversion can be divided into Assertiveness and Enthusiasm. 

Assertiveness subsumes such traits as leadership, and activity, while Enthusiasm includes 

traits such as friendliness, warmth, and gregariousness.  DeYoung et al.ôs Big Five 

Aspect Scales (BFAS) were built on several diverse personality research streams, 

including behavioral genetic research (Jang, Livesley, Angleitner, Riemann, & Vernon, 

2002) finding support for neurobiological distinctions which divide Extraversion into an 

agency component and a sociability component (DeYoung et al., 2007), efforts by 

Roberts et al. (2005) in regard to a potential bifurcation of Conscientiousness, Ashton and 

Leeôs (2005) development of an additional sixth factor based on partitioning facets from 

Agreeableness, as well as early conflicts regarding the heterogeneous nature of the 

Openness domain (e.g., Saucier, 1992).  Utilizing over 2,000 items from the International 

Personality Item Pool (IPIP; Goldberg et al. 1999), the factor structure for the ten Big 

Five aspects was supported and items with the highest factor correlations were used to 

construct the BFAS.  In addition to the development of the BFAS, other researchers have 

found evidence for bifurcations of the Big Five domains (e.g., Hogan & Hogan, 1995; 

Ones & Viswesvaran, 2003; Salgado, Moscoso, & Alonso, 2013).  Examining the meso-

level of the hierarchical Big Five personality structure as a predictor of counterproductive 

behavior fills a gap in the current personality-counterproductive behavior literature. 

The Big Five Aspect Scales as predictors of Counterproductive Behavior 

Since the publication of the BFAS a growing body of research has examined 

relationships between the Big Five aspects and a variety of variables such as clinical 

depression (Allen, Carey, McBride, Bagby, DeYoung, & Quilty, 2017), political 

affiliation and ideology (Burton, Plaks, & Peterson, 2015; Hirsh, DeYoung, Xu, & 



17 

 

 

Peterson, 2010; Laham & Corless, 2016; Ludeke & Rasmussen, 2016; Osborne, Wootton, 

& Sibley, 2013), student time management (Douglas, Bore, & Munro, 2016), affective 

reactivity (Smillie, Geany, Wilt, Cooper, & Revelle, 2013), and quality of life in 

Parkinsonôs patients (Whitworth, Loftus, Skinner, Gasson, Barker, Bucks, & Thomas, 

2013).  However, some studies which use the BFAS only use the Big Five domains and 

do not report relationships at the aspect level (e.g., Whitworth et al., 2013; Xu & 

Peterson, 2017).  Further, there is very little research examining relationships between the 

Big Five Aspects and counterproductive work behavior.  Some preliminary work has 

been presented using the Big Five Aspects Scales in criterion profile analyses (Ellis, 

Moore, & Ones, 2018), and bifactor analyses for CWB (Dilchert, Mercado, & Ones, 

2016), but a fuller picture of the predictive validity of the aspects for CWB, especially for 

CWB constructs at different levels of the CB hierarchy, is needed.  

While research has shown that the Big Five trait domains provide generalizable 

validity for CWB across jobs and situations (e.g., Ones & Viswesvaran, 1996; Ones et al., 

1993), from the discussion above regarding meso-level aspects within each Big Five trait, 

it was expected that this meso-level of personality can provide additional insights into the 

nature of personality-CWB relationships, potentially offering more informative and 

focused links with the Big Five.  I also examined BFAS relations with counterproductive 

college behaviors, a domain that has yet to be examined in relation to personality at a 

finer grained level than the Big Five. 

Rating Source of Personality 

 This dissertation examines self-ratings and other-ratings of the Big Five Aspect 

Scales. Viewing personality perception through a model such as the Johari window (Luft 
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& Ingham, 1955) or, as it has been reconfigured and empirically tested using bifactor 

modeling, the Trait-Reputation-Identity model (Connelly, McAbee, Oh, Jung, & Jung, 

2021; McAbee & Connelly, 2016), ratings from the self and from observers contain 

information that is shared between the two sources (labeled ótraitô by Connelly and 

colleagues, or óthe arenaô by Luft and Ingham), information that is known to the self but 

not by others (óidentityô per Connelly and colleagues, or ófa­adeô by Luft and Ingham), 

information that is known by others but possibly not known or accepted by the self 

(óreputationô per Connelly and colleagues, or óblind spotô per Luft and Ingham), and 

rating error. Implicit in this model is the acknowledgment that the self is not the only 

valid judge ï and not necessarily the most accurate judge ï of oneôs personality.  

 In all three studies in this dissertation, personality is assessed using two sources. 

In the first two studies using CWB and CCB as the criteria, both self- and other-ratings of 

the Big Five Aspect Scales are examined.  In the third study, other-ratings for the Big 

Five Aspect Scales as well as natural language processing (NLP) text-inferred personality 

using a Big Five trait and facet model are examined as predictors of politician 

misconduct. It is beyond the scope of this dissertation to factor analyze sources of rating 

variance, but converge between self- and other-ratings and convergence between other-

ratings and ratings from text (transcripts of politician interviews and speeches) is 

examined, providing a fuller picture of target personality and predictive variance of 

personality for counterproductive behavior. 

Additional Antecedents of Counterproductive Behavior 

To more fully examine relationships between the two previously discussed 

predictor variables and CCB and CWB, two potential additional variables will be 
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examined in specific studies: gender as a potential moderator, and cognitive ability as a 

potential source of incremental validity beyond personality. 

Gender  

Given the legal and ethical considerations of employee subgroup differences in 

variables of interest to organizations, it is important to examine gender with regard to 

potential selection (e.g., trait) or organizational intervention (e.g., CWB or physical 

activity) variables.   A number of large studies have shown gender differences in some of 

the Big Five personality traits (e.g., Lippa, 2010).  One multi-sample study found gender 

differences in several BFAS aspects (Weisberg, DeYoung, & Hirsh, 2011), with women 

higher in both Agreeableness aspects (Compassion d = .31; Politeness d = .18), the 

Orderliness aspect (d = .22) of Conscientiousness, the Enthusiasm aspect (d = .32) of 

Extraversion, the Withdrawal aspect (d = .27) of Neuroticism, and the Experiencing 

aspect (d = .39) of Openness.  Men and women have also been found to differ in the 

amount of counterproductive behavior in which they engage (e.g., Ng, Lam, & Feldman, 

2016), with men engaging in more CWB-O and CWB-I.  However, surprisingly few 

studies have examined gender as a moderator of relationships between personality and 

counterproductive behavior.  In a small sample study (N = 212) using, Gonzalez-Mulé, 

DeGeest, Kiersch, & Mount (2013) found that Emotional Stability negatively predicted 

CWB-I for women but not for men, while Agreeableness negatively predicted CWB-I for 

men but not for women.  In another primary study, Spector and Zhou (2013) found that 

relationships between job stressors, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and Emotional 

Stability and CWB were stronger for men than for women.  Given conflicting findings 

for gender as a moderator of trait-CWB relationships, it is useful to (a) add to the short 
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list of primary studies examining this; (b) test gender moderation at the trait meso-level 

rather than the domain level; and (c) test gender moderation effects between traits and 

counterproductive behavior using broader conceptualizations of CB (i.e., school and 

work behaviors as well as in the political domain).   

Cognitive Ability  

General cognitive ability, or intelligence, has been defined in a collective 

statement from 52 scientific leaders in intelligence research as ña very general mental 

capability that, among other things, involves the ability to reason, plan, solve problems, 

think abstractly, comprehend complex ideas, learn quickly and learn from experience. . . 

[reflecting a broad and deep] capability for comprehending our surroundingséò 

(Gottfredson, 1997).   

Meta-analytic estimates of the relationship between cognitive ability and CWB 

are small (e.g., Gonzalez-Mule, Mount, & Oh, 2014), although SDs of the estimates are 

large which indicates the existence of possible unexamined, or underexamined, 

moderators.  CWB reporting source, CWB dimension, and type of sample showed 

moderation effects.  There were insufficient primary study sources to fully examine 

moderating effects for type of intelligence test.  Dilchert, Ones, Davis, & Rostow (2007), 

in a large primary predictive study of police officers using the SILS, found that SILS 

score was negatively related with CWB.  Because the studies in this dissertation use 

multiple measures of cognitive ability and a broader range of counterproductive 

behaviors, it was useful to explore the potential for incremental validity from cognitive 

ability for personality in predicting counterproductive behavior. 
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The three studies in this dissertation examined sets of the variables discussed 

above.  Figure 1 provides an overview of the three studies in terms of samples and 

variables used. Throughout the three studies, the overarching objective was to examine a 

parsimonious but informative antecedent of counterproductive behavior, the Big Five 

Aspect Scales, and to explore its relations with counterproductive behavior in a variety of 

contexts.   

Study 1 examined relationships between the BFAS and CWB in a sample of 

working students. Additionally, gender and cognitive ability were examined for their 

contributions to these relationships. Study 2 used a sample of undergraduate students (a 

subsample of which are employed) to examine relationships between CCB and CWB, as 

well as with the BFAS.  Gender and cognitive ability were examined for their influences 

on BFAS-CCB relationships. Study 3 used a sample of U.S. legislators to examine 

politician misconduct and its relations with other-ratings of the BFAS.  Gender and 

political party were examined as moderators of the BFASôs predictive relations with 

misconduct. 
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Study 1:  Big Five Aspects and Counterproductive Work Behavior 

As stated earlier, counterproductive work behavior (CWB) can dramatically harm the 

organization and its stakeholders.  Research has shown individual differences such as 

personality to be a strong predictor of CWB (e.g., OôBrien & Allen, 2008), so it is 

important to develop a clear picture of these relationships, as well as to understand 

possible mechanisms through which these relationships operate.  This first study 

examines CWB relationships with the Big Five Aspects using the BFAS (DeYoung et al., 

2007), a personality measure that has not yet been assessed for predicting CWB.  This 

examination is strengthened and enlarged by considering two additional predictive 

variables: gender and cognitive ability.  

A number of meta-analyses over the last decade have clearly shown three of the 

Big Five traits to be related to CWB.  Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and Emotional 

Stability (the traits comprising factor Ŭ, as discussed above; Digman, 1997) are 

negatively correlated with CWB.  Examinations at the aspect level can provide insight 

into whether some constructs within the Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and 

Emotional Stability space might give an indication of potentially stronger links with 

CWB then offered by the Big Five factor level domains. 

There is generally no meta-analytic evidence for relationships between 

Extraversion or Openness at their domain levels and CWB (e.g., Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 

2007; Dalal, 2005; Mercado, Dilchert, Giordano, & Ones, 2018).  However, individual 

studies have found conflicting results for both of these traits (e.g., Bolton, Becker, & 

Barber, 2010; Hastings & OôNeill, 2009).  Regarding Extraversion, facet-level 

examinations have shown such traits as sensation-seeking to be positively correlated with 
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types of CWB (Beus, Dhanani, & McCord, 2015), while positive affect and positive 

emotions have shown negative correlations with CWB (e.g., Carpenter & Berry, 2014; 

Dalal, 2005).  With regard to Openness, the Intellect aspect is positively correlated with 

intelligence (e.g., Ackerman and Heggestad, 1997; DeYoung, Quilty, Peterson, & Gray, 

2014), and intelligence has exhibited a negative relationship with CWB (e.g., Dilchert, 

Ones, Davis, & Rostow, 2007).  It is worth exploring Extraversion and Openness at the 

aspect level to more fully understand potential relationships with CWB.   

Meta-analyses have found differential relations of Conscientiousness, 

Agreeableness, and Emotional Stability with interpersonal CWB (CWB-I) and 

organizational CWB (CWB-O) (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007).  For example, while both 

Agreeableness and Conscientiousness have exhibited relationships with overall measures 

of CWB, Agreeableness has a stronger relationship with CWB-I and Conscientiousness is 

more strongly related to CWB-O (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007).  It might be proposed 

that Conscientiousness relates more strongly with CWB-O due to the traitôs positive 

relationship with task performance, while Agreeablenessô stronger relationship with 

CWB-I is due to its influence on interpersonal behavior. A more in-depth examination 

using the Big Five Aspects may yield insights into these relationships illuminating 

whether certain personality aspects have a greater role to play in producing these results 

at the Big Five factor level.   

While previous research strongly points to global Conscientiousness, 

Agreeableness, and Emotional Stability exhibiting negative relationships with overall 

counterproductive behavior, research evidence suggesting hypotheses for the Big Five 

aspects is a bit more complex.  I rely in part on findings from facet-level examinations to 



24 

 

 

infer possible relationships between the aspects and counterproductive behavior, although 

this approach brings with it its own complexities.  Each personality measure may 

partition facets under domain traits differently (e.g., Drasgow et al., 2012; Goldberg, 

1999; Hough & Ones, 2001; Roberts et al., 2005), with some facets containing variance 

from both aspects of a trait, and therefore reflecting the global factor.  Because of this, I 

also rely on DeYoung et al.ôs (2007) table giving facet loadings from the AB5C and the 

NEO onto the aspects within each trait domain in the set of studies with which the BFAS 

was developed. 

Hypotheses for the BFAS in Predicting CWB 

 Table 1.1 provides a list of hypotheses and research questions examined in this 

study. 

Conscientiousness and its Aspects as Predictors of CWB 

There is substantial and consistent meta-analytic evidence for a negative 

relationship between Conscientiousness and CWB (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007; Dalal, 

2005; Drasgow et al., 2012; Salgado, 2002; Taylor, 2012).  While global 

Conscientiousness is expected to negatively relate to CWB, a variety of facets within the 

Conscientiousness domain have also been examined as predictors of CWB.  For example, 

dependability (Dudley, Orvis, Lebiecki, & Cortina, 2006; Hough, 1992) as well as 

traditional values and responsibility (Mikulay & Goffin, 1998) have exhibited negative 

relationships with counterproductive behavior.  Additionally, achievement (Hough, 1992) 

and non-delinquency (Drasgow et al., 2012) have shown negative relationships with 

CWB.  Some of these facets have not been examined vis-á-vis the BFAS 

Conscientiousness aspects (DeYoung et al., 2007).   
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 In this case, the absence of consistent evidence for a negative relationship 

between the facet, order, and CWB may suggest differentiation between 

Conscientiousnessô aspects in predicting CWB.  Conscientiousnessô facet of order has not 

shown a relationship to CWB (e.g., Drasgow et al., 2012; Dudley et al., 2006).  Although 

the facet of order is not conceptually identical to the Orderliness aspect, as measured by 

the NEO and the AB5C, the facet does load more heavily onto the Orderliness aspect 

(DeYoung et al., 2007).  Additional evidence for differentiation between 

Conscientiousnessô aspects in predicting CWB is the positive relationship between aspect 

Orderliness and domain-level Neuroticism when Industriousness is controlled for 

(DeYoung et al., 2007).  The variance that Orderliness shares with Neuroticism and with 

Industriousness may ócancel outô in a sense, leaving Orderliness essentially unrelated 

with CWB.  Because Conscientiousness as measured in this study is a sum of the 

Industriousness and Orderliness aspects, if Orderliness is not related with CWB, it 

follows that Industriousness will represent the variance in global Conscientiousness 

which is negatively related to CWB. 

 In examinations of Conscientiousnessô relationships with interpersonally-targeted 

CWB (CWB-I) and organizationally-targeted CWB (CWB-O), studies have generally 

found Conscientiousness to be more strongly related with CWB-O (e.g., Berry et al., 

2007).  This may be due to Conscientiousness representing such tendencies as rule-

following, dependability, and responsibility (e.g., Costa & McCrae, 1995).  Low 

Conscientiousness is likely to be related to rule-breaking and irresponsible behavior 

which would correspond with CWB-O such as tardiness or not following instructions.  

Additionally, Conscientiousness has consistently shown a positive relationship with job 
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performance (e.g., Barrick & Mount, 1991) and measures of CWB generally include 

items related to poor task performance (e.g., ñleft your work for someone else to finishò; 

Bennett & Robinson, 2000).  

 Therefore, the following hypotheses were made regarding relationships between 

CWB, Conscientiousness and its aspect, Industriousness: 

H1a and b:  Conscientiousness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) 

CWB and (b) have a stronger negative relationship with CWB-O than with CWB-I. 

H2a and b:  Industriousness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) CWB 

and (b) have a stronger negative relationship with CWB-O than with CWB-I.    

Agreeableness and its Aspects as Predictors of CWB   

Meta-analyses have consistently shown Agreeableness to be negatively related to 

CWB (e.g., Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007; Dalal, 2005; Drasgow et al., 2012; Salgado, 

2002; Taylor, 2012), and particularly to CWB-I (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007).  

Agreeableness reflects affiliation and consideration of others, which is apparent in its 

stronger negative relationship with CWB-I (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007).  Replicating 

earlier findings, it is expected that similar relationships will be found in this study.  

However, Agreeablenessô aspects, Compassion and Politeness, provide some contrasts to 

consider in hypothesizing their respective relationships with CWB.  DeYoung et al. 

(2007) distinguish between the aspects of Agreeableness, identifying Compassion as 

having an emotional component which drives the tendency to affiliate and seek to build 

and maintain relationships, while identifying Politeness as having a more rational 

approach to affiliation which leads to cooperation and obedience.  These two trait aspects 
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may not only approach affiliation in different ways, but may result in different patterns of 

interpersonal behavior and thus lead to differing relationships with CWB. 

  In developing a Big Five-based personality measure for the military (TAPAS; 

Drasgow et al., 2012) analyses showed that Agreeableness facets cooperation ï related to 

morality and trust ï and consideration ï representing warmth and affection ï were both 

negatively related to CWB.  These findings suggest that both Compassion and Politeness 

might be negatively related with CWB.  However, given that such facets as compliance 

and cooperation load more on Politeness than on Compassion (DeYoung et al., 2007), it 

may be that Politeness relates more strongly with rule-abiding in interpersonal relations 

and therefore with refraining from CWB.  Alternatively, Compassion is more strongly 

related with sympathy, empathy, and understanding (DeYoung et al., 2007), and it might 

seem intuitive that these traits would likewise be negatively related with CWB.   

In a recent meta-analysis, Longmire and Harrison (2018) found that perspective-

taking and empathy were differentially related to work-related behavior under differing 

conditions.  Perspective-taking may resemble the rational nature of affiliation associated 

with aspect Politeness while empathy is consistent with trait loadings on Compassion 

(ñseeing their sideò versus ñfeeling their painò; Longmire & Harrison, 2018).  While both 

empathy and perspective-taking increased support for others, perspective-taking was 

more effective in negotiation and was related with advantage-taking in competitive 

contexts.  This may indicate that perspective-taking, or Politeness, has a strategic 

component which allows individuals to be planful regarding interactions with others.  

The tendency to think through interactions may allow for more effective interpersonal 

behavior and therefore engaging in less CWB, particularly CWB-I.  In further support of 
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the potential impact of the Politeness-Compassion distinction in behavior, a pair of 

laboratory studies found that empathy-induced altruism could lead participants to violate 

justice norms in order to help the targets of empathy (Batson, Klein, Highberger, & 

Shaw, 1995). 

In sum, the previously discussed findings lead to the following hypotheses: 

H3a and b:  Agreeableness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) CWB 

and (b) have a stronger negative relationship with CWB-I than with CWB-O. 

H4a and b:  Politeness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) CWB and 

(b) have a stronger negative relationship with CWB-I than with CWB-O.   

Neuroticism and its Aspects as Predictors of CWB 

Neuroticism in the BFAS is comprised of Withdrawal and Volatility and, of the 

five factors, provides the most intuitive hypotheses for relations with types of CWB.  The 

Withdrawal aspect represents facets of Neuroticism such as anxiety and depression 

(DeYoung et al., 2007) which may relate to work withdrawal behaviors (Carpenter & 

Berry, 2014).  Conversely, Volatility encompasses facets such as poor impulse control, 

anger, and the tendency to easily get upset (DeYoung et al., 2007) which may lead to 

relational conflict at work.   

Fox and Spector (1999) found that both trait anger and trait anxiety predicted 

global CWB, with trait anger exhibiting a strong direct relationship with CWB while trait 

anxiety exhibited a weaker indirect relationship (via frustration) with CWB.  

Additionally, the study found some support for the idea that trait anger is more strongly 

related to CWB-I than CWB-O.  Other studies examining facets of Neuroticism have 

found similar effects for trait anger in predicting global CWB (e.g., Hastings & OôNeill, 
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2009) and workplace aggression (e.g., Douglas & Martinko, 2001; Hershcovis, Turner, 

Barling, Arnold, Dupré, Inness, LeBlanc & Sivanathan, 2007). Several meta-analyses 

have found global CWB and CWB-O to be related to negative affect, which reflects the 

anxiety and depression components of Neuroticism (Berry et al., 2012; Cochran, 2014; 

Dalal, 2005; Kaplan, Bradley, Luchman, & Haynes, 2009; Taylor, 2012), while the 

AB5C facet of happiness loads substantially onto Volatility (-.64) but more strongly onto 

Withdrawal (-.88) (DeYoung et al., 2007). 

From these findings in previous research, the following hypotheses were 

proposed:  

H5:  Neuroticism will exhibit a weak positive relationship with overall CWB. 

H6a and b:  Volatility will exhibit a moderate positive relationship with (a) CWB-I, and 

(b) have a stronger positive relationship with CWB-I than with CWB-O. 

H7a and b:  Withdrawal will exhibit a weak positive relationship with (a) CWB-O, and 

(b) have a stronger positive relationship with CWB-O than with CWB-I. 

Extraversion and its aspects as Predictors of CWB 

Research has only found weak relationships between Extraversion and 

counterproductive behavior (e.g., Berry, Carpenter, & Barratt, 2012), while positive 

affect or positive emotionality, which is related with Extraversion, exhibits a negative 

relationship with CWB (Berry et al., 2012; Cochran, 2014; Dalal, 2005; Taylor, 2012).  

Within the BFAS framework, positive emotion loads more heavily on the Enthusiasm 

aspect (DeYoung et al., 2007).  However, other research has shown experimentally-

induced positive affect to be equally related to both aspects (Smillie, Geaney, Wilt, 

Cooper, & Revelle, 2013).  This may reflect Assertivenessô and Enthusiasmôs links with 
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reward sensitivity (DeYoung et al., 2013).  In light of this, and recalling the previously 

noted substantial positive inter-correlation between Assertiveness, Industriousness, and 

Intellect, it is possible that Assertiveness would exhibit a negative relationship with CWB 

via the same mechanism as Industriousness and Intellect; namely, positive and productive 

work behavior (in pursuit of incentive as well as due to positive affect).  Further, 

regarding aspect Enthusiasm, meta-analytic facet-level examinations of Extraversion 

have shown such traits as sensation-seeking to be positively correlated with types of 

CWB such as unsafe work behavior (Beus, Dhanani, & McCord, 2015). 

 In light of these findings from previous research and meta-analyses, it is 

important to carefully consider the relative contribution of each facet within Enthusiasm 

and Assertiveness.  In DeYoung et al.ôs (2007) analyses, Enthusiasm subsumed much of 

the variance in friendliness, warmth, sociability, and gregariousness, while Assertiveness 

subsumed more of the variance in provocativeness, leadership, and activity.  Due to the 

affiliative nature of Enthusiasm, it is possible that if it exhibits a positive relationship 

with CWB, it will be through CWB-O rather than CWB-I.  With regard to Assertiveness, 

due to its relationship with Industriousness and its relationships with facets indicating less 

affiliation and more with ñagencyò (Smillie et al., 2013), it is possible that this aspect will 

be negatively related with CWB-O but not necessarily exhibit a relationship with CWB-I.  

Additionally, due to the conflicting direction of the aspectsô hypothesized relationships 

with CWB and because the Extraversion domain in this measure is the sum of its aspects, 

the domain of Extraversion may exhibit no relationship with CWB. 
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 From the review of previous research findings, and given that Extraversionôs 

relationship with CWB has not been sufficiently examined, the following research 

questions were formed: 

RQ1:  Is Enthusiasm correlated with CWB-O or with CWB-I? 

RQ2:  Is Assertiveness correlated with CWB-O or with CWB-I?  

Openness and its Aspects as predictors of CWB 

There is very little meta-analytic support for a relationship between Openness at 

the domain level, aspect level, or facet level with CWB (e.g., Woo, Chernyshenko, Stark, 

& Conz, 2014).  It is important to note that while the Experiencing aspect of Openness 

had no relationship with CWB, the Intellect aspect had an estimated mean population 

correlation of .02 (SD = .00) with CWB in the Woo et al. (2014) meta-analysis, but this 

result for Intellect was based on only five studies and a total sample size of 1,839.  Given 

the small number of primary studies producing the meta-analytic estimate, this finding 

should not be the last word on the Intellect aspect.  While it is not a ringing endorsement 

for Intellectôs relationship with CWB, it suggests further exploration is warranted.  

Facets of Openness such as quickness and competence load heavily onto aspect 

Intellect (DeYoung et al., 2007).  Further, DeYoung et al. (2007) found that Intellect was 

strongly correlated with Conscientiousnessô aspect of Industriousness as well as 

Extraversionôs aspect of Assertiveness (compared with other inter-correlations among 

aspects not within the same domain).  The variance in Intellect which is shared with these 

other aspects may indicate a negative relationship with CWB via similar mechanisms as 

Industriousness.  Additionally, the Intellect aspect has been linked with cognitive ability 

(DeYoung, Quilty, Peterson, & Gray, 2014; Woo et al., 2014), and cognitive ability has 
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exhibited a negative relationship with CWB (e.g., Dilchert, Ones, Davis, & Rostow, 

2007).  It is possible that variance shared between Intellect and cognitive ability drives a 

negative relationship between Intellect and CWB. 

Given these suggestive findings, the following research questions were proposed.  

A test for incremental variance in Intellect beyond that in Industriousness in predicting 

CWB would address whether Intellect relates with CWB due to its relationship with 

Industriousness or via variance not shared with Industriousness. 

RQ3:  Is Intellect related with CWB? 

RQ4:  Does Intellect add incremental variance above and beyond Industriousness in 

predicting CWB? 

Hypotheses for Potential Moderators, Group Differences, and Additive Effects 

Gender as a Potential Moderator of the BFAS-CWB Relationship 

To address whether gender moderates relationships between personality and 

CWB, it is necessary to consider relationships between gender and personality as well as 

relationships between gender and CWB.  In examinations of relationships between 

personality and CWB, gender is commonly reported as a demographic, occasionally used 

as a control variable, and rarely examined as a moderator (Gonzalez-Mulé, DeGeest, 

Kiersch, & Mount, 2013; Spector & Zhou, 2013).  In particular, this study is novel in its 

examination of gender as a potential moderator of relationships between the Big Five 

Aspects and CWB.  

Meta-analytic findings (e.g., Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007; Ng, Lam, & Feldman, 

2016) suggest that women engage in less CWB-I and less CWB-O than do men.  These 

findings generally hold true for self-report as well as for other-report CWB (e.g., Berry, 
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Ones, & Sackett, 2007).  Whether these findings have their roots in evolution (e.g., Buss 

& Schmitt, 2011) or social role theory (e.g., Eagly, 1997) is beyond the scope of this 

study.  It is worth noting that research has shown women seem to have stronger negative 

attitudes about unethical behavior than do men.  Men have been found to make more 

unethical choices than women (Kish-Gephart, Harrison, & Trevino, 2010).  Additionally, 

women perceive behaviors such as theft, violence, and sexist or racist jokes as more 

severely counterproductive than do men (Steiger, Kastner, Voracek, & Furnham, 2011). 

Gender differences in personality have been found in large-sample studies and 

meta-analyses examining the Big Five traits (e.g., Costa, Terracciano, & McCrae, 2001; 

Feingold, 1994; Lippa, 2010; Schmitt, Realo, Voracek, & Allik, 2008).  A common 

finding among these studies is that the largest gender differences are found for 

Neuroticism and Agreeableness or their facets (anxiety d = .40, vulnerability d = .44, 

altruism d = .43, compliance d = .38, and straightforwardness d = .43 in Costa et al., 

2001; anxiety d = .31, trust d = .28, and tendermindedness d = .97 in Feingold, 1994; 

neuroticism d = .34 and agreeableness d = .40 in Lippa, 2010; neuroticism d = .40 and 

agreeableness d = .15 in Schmitt et al., 2008), with women scoring higher than men, 

while much smaller gender differences are found for the other three Big Five domains 

(Lippa, 2010).  Using a large military sample, Saad and Sackett (2002) found gender 

differences ranging between .14 and .55 of a standard deviation in Conscientiousnessô 

facet Dependability (females scoring higher), and between .12 and .55 of a standard 

deviation in facet Adjustment (males scoring higher), while gender differences were 

weak and mixed for facet Achievement Orientation.    
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Gender differences were also found using DeYoung et al.ôs (2007) BFAS 

(Weisberg, DeYoung, & Hirsh, 2015) with partial correlations (inter-aspect correlations 

controlled for), showing women scored higher on Withdrawal (d = .27), both aspects of 

Agreeableness (Compassion d = .31 and Politeness d = .18), Orderliness (d = .22), 

Enthusiasm (d = .32), and Experiencing (d = .39).  In the same study, men scored higher 

than women on Assertiveness (d = -.24), Industriousness (d = -.15), and Intellect (d = -

.36).  Notably, these three traits were strongly inter-correlated for both men and women, 

as they also were in DeYoung et al. (2007). A meta-analysis on this question has not been 

published yet.  The studies presented in this dissertation add to the short list of primary 

studies examining BFAS gender differences. 

Given previous findings for gender differences in personality as well as gender 

differences in CWB, it is surprising that only a handful of studies have examined gender 

as a moderator of personality-CWB relationships.  In a working student sample, 

Agreeableness was negatively related with CWB-I for males but not for females, while 

Emotional Stability (inverse of Neuroticism) was negatively related with CWB-I for 

females but not for males (CWB-O was not measured and other Big Five traits were not 

tested for interactions; Gonzalez-Mule et al., 2013).  In a larger sample of employed 

adults, the negative relationships for Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and Emotional 

Stability with CWB-I were stronger for men than for women (Spector & Zhou, 2013).  

Conversely, Saad and Sackett (2002) found no differential prediction between males and 

females for facets of Conscientiousness predicting maintaining personal discipline (a 

scale which can be reverse coded to measure military CWB).  The countervailing 

findings for interactions of Emotional Stability and Conscientiousness with gender in 
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predicting CWB are difficult to parse.  Examining these relationships at the aspect level 

may help to provide some clarity. 

Given that there is little guidance from previous research on gender moderating 

effects for personality-CWB relationships, along with a hypothesis for a general main 

effect of gender on CWB, a research question was also proposed: 

H8a and b:  Males will report engaging in more (a) CWB-O and (b) CWB-I than will 

females. 

RQ5:  For which aspects and for which dimensions of CWB does gender moderate the 

personality-CWB relationship? 

Cognitive Ability as a Potential Source of Incremental Validity in the BFAS-CWB 

Relationship 

Some previous research has found a moderate negative relationship between 

cognitive ability and counterproductive behavior (Dilchert, Ones, Davis, & Rostow, 

2007).  However, some studies have not found a relationship (Marcus, Schuler, Quell, & 

Humpfner, 2002) or have found a positive (albeit weak) relationship (Roberts, Harms, 

Caspi, & Moffitt, 2007) between cognitive ability and CWB.  A large meta-analysis did 

not find cognitive ability to be related to overall CWB (Gonzalez-Mulé, Mount, & Oh, 

2014); however, analyses using only studies with objective measures of CWB found a 

relationship of ɟ = -.12.  Additionally, Gonzalez-Mulé and colleagues found cognitive 

ability was related with CWB-O at ɟ = -.20, although the credibility interval included 

zero, indicating this estimate may not generalize.  Additionally, this estimate was based 

on a small number of studies. 
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It is important to emphasize here that while research in the fields of criminology 

and delinquency have found intelligence to be negatively related to criminal and 

delinquent behavior (Hirschi & Hindelang, 1997), there may be a substantial mean 

difference in average intelligence between criminal populations and non-criminal 

populations (e.g., Jensen, 1980) and as such, findings within criminology literature may 

not generalize to non-criminal working populations. 

Although the Big Five trait of Conscientiousness has not shown a sizable 

relationship with cognitive ability, both variables have been linked to similar positive life 

outcomes (Roberts, Kuncel, Shiner, Caspi, & Goldberg, 2007).  There has been some 

suggestion that Conscientiousness can act as compensation for cognitive ability in 

influencing certain outcomes (Chamorro-Premuzic & Furnham, 2005), and the reverse 

may be true as well.  Given the two unrelated variablesô similar relationships to similar 

outcomes, it is expected that one may provide incremental validity for CWB over the 

other.  Sackett, Gruys, and Ellingson (1998), in a set of four studies, found no interactions 

between need for achievement, dependability (both are generally considered facets of Big 

Five Conscientiousness), and cognitive ability in predicting job performance, including 

the ñpersonal disciplineò dimension commonly conceptualized as (refraining from) CWB.  

It seems that cognitive ability may provide incremental validity for CWB over and above 

personality rather than interact with personality in predicting CWB. 

DeYoung (2011) states that ñintelligence can be located within the Big Fiveò (p. 

1101) via the Intellect aspect.  Aspect Intellect is moderately positively correlated with 

general intelligence, and the Experiencing aspect is moderately related with verbal 

intelligence (DeYoung, Quilty, Peterson, & Gray, 2014).  There is of course a limitation 
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to this, as they describe in their discussion of typical versus maximal performance.  Trait 

measures assess typical behavior while ability measures assess maximal performance.  It 

is possible for two people to have the same level of typical performance as measured by 

current personality questionnaires, yet differ greatly in maximal performance as 

measured by ability tests.  This may explain the relatively modest correlation between the 

Intellect aspect and cognitive ability, even though they do overlap and one may be a 

(deficient) representation of the other.  It is easy to imagine someone scoring high on 

Intellect aspect items because they like to think about deeps subjects and may do it often, 

but may not do it very effectively; just as it is easy to imagine someone who likes to 

dance and does it often but does not do it very well.  Although, typical intellectual 

engagement, or oneôs tendency to pursue intellectual stimulation, is moderately correlated 

with cognitive ability (Goff & Ackerman, 1992), as well as with Openness (r = .65) and 

with Conscientiousness (r = .27).   

Dilchert, Ones, Davis, & Rostow (2007) examined the relationship between 

cognitive ability (using the SILS) and CWB in police officers.  This SILS cognitive 

ability had a negative relationship (-.19) with overall CWB and had a stronger negative 

relationship with CWB-O (-.20) than with CWB-I (-.11), using an objective measure of 

CWB.  Critics have suggested that in studies using behavioral records it may be that 

intelligence is correlated not with the behavior but with getting caught.  The authors 

provide evidence from child and adolescent studies which have shown that intelligence is 

not related to getting caught.  Dilchert et al. (2007) describe three general categories of 

explanations for the relationship:  (1) the spurious effect:  an unmeasured third variable is 

responsible for the link; (2) the moral reasoning effect [which they acknowledge merits 
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further study]: ñessentially postulates an indirect, negative relationship between cognitive 

ability and criminal behavior, mediated by moral reasoning abilityò; and (3) the 

inhibitory effect: ñindividuals of above average and high intelligence possess enough 

foresight to consider possible consequences of their actions and subsequently choose 

those most beneficial to them (White, Moffitt, & Silva, 1989)ò.  

While it is certainly the case that a third variable explanation canôt be ruled out in 

non-experimental studies, the other two potential explanations for a relationship between 

cognitive ability and CWB merit some consideration. Lykken (1991) and Sanders, 

Lubinski, & Benbow (1995) argue that moral reasoning is correlated with verbal ability, 

and moral reasoning as tested may be tapping verbal ability and not purely moral 

reasoning (i.e., it is another cognitive ability dimension).  Additionally, as Beibert & 

Hasselhorn (2016) discuss, while research has found intelligence to be positively related 

to moral reasoning development, these findings were based on samples of adolescents 

(mainly high school children), and so do not encompass the adult range in which moral 

reasoning is assumed to be fully developed, or at least developed to the ñconventionalò 

stage (see Kish-Gephart et al, 2010).  The moral reasoning argument may be more 

relevant for criminal populations or adolescent delinquency than for non-criminal 

working adults.  Even using Kohlbergôs theory of Cognitive Moral Development, 

egocentric moral reasoning (the first stage) has as its basis the rationale that doing right is 

a means of avoiding punishment.  In order to apply this rule, one must have a sense of 

what right is and this is easily gleaned from external rules even in the first state of 

cognitive moral development.   In sum, one problem with applying cognitive moral 

reasoning theory and inhibitory effects to explanations for CB is that these theories have 
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largely been tested in adolescents or criminals.  They may not be applicable to working 

adults in the same way.   

Alternatively, when considering common CB such as running up credit card debt 

or having an extramarital affair, we might more generally apply the notion that 

individuals may fail to accurately consider the relative likelihood of the various possible 

consequences of their actions.  But how much of this is due to lower intelligence, lower 

conscientiousness, or higher impulsivity?  Impulsivity, which loads onto aspect 

Volatility, has shown a negative relationship with intelligence (de Wit, Flory, Acheson, 

McCloskey, & Manuck, 2007; Lozano, Gordilla, & Pérez, 2014) and with integrity 

(Mikulay & Goffin, 1998) and a positive relationship with CB (Grasmick, Tittle, Bursik, 

& Arneklev, 1993).  Additionally, there is evidence that anxiety is negatively correlated 

with cognitive ability (e.g., Ackerman & Heggestad, 1997; Stanek, 2014).  Both of these 

traits are related to Neuroticism and its aspects.  An important test in exploring 

relationships between cognitive ability and CWB is assessing any incremental validity for 

cognitive ability in predicting CWB above and beyond that of Neuroticismôs aspects or 

other traits.  

Based on the research findings discussed regarding potential relationships 

between personality, cognitive ability and CWB, the following research questions are 

proposed: 

RQ6:  Is cognitive ability related with CWB-I or CWB-O? 

RQ7:  Does cognitive ability provide incremental validity for CWB beyond that of 

Neuroticismôs aspects? 
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RQ8:  Does cognitive ability provide incremental validity for CWB beyond that of the 

Industriousness aspect?  

RQ9:  Does cognitive ability provide incremental validity for CWB beyond that of the 

Intellect aspect? 

Method 

Participants 

The study participants were 1,356 employed students from the psychology 

departmentôs subject pool at a large Midwestern University who completed an online 

survey for research participation points.  Attention checks were embedded in each 

measure in the survey and 313 participantsô data were excluded due to careless 

responding. Participants were counted as careless responders if they missed one attention 

check.  The final sample consisted of 1,043 employed students.  Of those, 967 were 

employed part-time and 76 were employed full-time.  Total mean hours worked were 

15.7 (SD = 8.9).  Mean full-time hours were 37.1 (SD = 4.6). Mean part-time hours were 

14.2 (SD = 7.0). Mean age of employed students was 20 years old (SD = 2.5).  Mean 

tenure of full-time employed students was 1.9 years (SD = 2.3), and mean tenure of part-

time employed students was 1.2 years (SD = 1.2).  In the sample, 791 participants were 

female, 225 participants were male, and 27 participants responded as either ñagenderò, 

ñnonbinaryò, ñtransgenderò, ñother, not statedò, ñprefer not to respondò or did not 

respond to the question.  Table 1.2 shows the gender and race breakdown of employed 

students.  Participants completed the study survey online using the Qualtrics survey 

platform.  



41 

 

 

Measures 

Big Five Aspect Scales 

The Big Five Aspect Scales (BFAS) assesses the Big Five domains and each 

domainôs lower-level aspects as described in the introduction (DeYoung, Quilty, & 

Peterson, 2007). The scales consist of 100 items with 10 items for each aspect. 

Conscientiousness consists of an aspect of Industriousness and Orderliness; 

Agreeableness consists of Compassion and Politeness; Neuroticism consists of Volatility 

and Withdrawal; Openness consists of Intellect and Experiencing; and Extraversion 

consists Assertiveness and Enthusiasm. 

This study used self-rated personality for the whole sample, with a subset of the 

sample (N = 104) also providing other-rated personality.  By assessing whether self-rated 

personality provides markedly different relationships with CWB than does other-rated 

personality, the issue of potential common method bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & 

Podsakoff, 2003) is addressed.  This is discussed further in the results.  

Self-rated BFAS.  Self-report personality was assessed using the BFAS.  Item 

responses used a five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). The 

Big Five domains were scored as the average of their respective aspects.  For example, 

Conscientiousness was scored as the average of a participantôs ratings on Industriousness 

and Orderliness.  

Other-rated BFAS.  104 students in the sample also provided other-rater 

personality by one friend or classmate. The BFAS was also used for other-ratings, with 

the adjustment of changing the referent to other rather than self. For example, ñRarely 

lose my composureò was changed to ñRarely lose their composure.ò  As part of a separate 
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study, participants were asked if they consent to allow their data to be matched with this 

study.  In that study, an other-rater whom the participant has nominated completed the 

other-rater version of the BFAS online.  Responses were matched with an assigned 

randomly generated ID number. 

Cognitive Ability 

A final consideration in this study is the measurement source for cognitive ability.  

The study includes two measures of cognitive ability: a standardized test score and an in-

study timed cognitive ability battery.   This study utilized registrar records and self-

reports of SAT or ACT scores (The correlation between registrar scores and self-reported 

test scores is robs = .82; Kuncel, Credé, & Thomas, 2005), as well as an in-study cognitive 

ability test consisting of a verbal portion and a quantitative portion from the ETS test kit 

(Ekstrom, French, Harman, & Dermen, 1976).  These are described below.   

Range restriction corrections were only applied to correlation analyses including 

cognitive ability, using the population ACT scores (all high school students who took the 

ACT between 2015 ï 2017).  Rather than correct using the standard deviation of scores 

for all applicants to the particular school from which the sample came or to only college 

applicants, the population was used as the referent because the interest for this 

dissertation is scientific rather than applied; the relationship between cognitive ability and 

counterproductive behavior in the population rather than only at a particular institution.  

Registrar ACT/SAT scores. Participants were asked to consent to allow the 

researcher to access their university registrar records to obtain their SAT or ACT total 

score as a proxy for cognitive ability.  The SAT score scale changed in March 2016 from 

a 2400 scale to a 1600 scale. Participants in this sample likely took the SAT or ACT 
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between 2014 and 2017. However, the student registrar data supplied for this research did 

not include the dates students took their standardized tests so there was no way to 

determine which scale the SAT test scores were on unless the score was above 1600. 

Those SAT scores for which we could confidently identify the score scale were converted 

to ACT scores using the concordance provided by the College Board 

(www.collegeboard.org). Not all students consented to allow access to their registrar 

data.  In these cases, self-report (converted) SAT or ACT is used.  Previous studies have 

found high agreement between self-report and registrar records of test scores (robs = .82; 

Kuncel, Credé, & Thomas, 2005). This sampleôs correlation between self-report 

ACT(SAT) and registrar ACT is reported in the results.  

ETS verbal and numerical ability. Participants took a timed verbal 

comprehension and a timed numerical reasoning test from the ETS Test Kit (Ekstrom, 

French, Harman, & Dermen, 1976).  The verbal test was the Advanced Vocabulary Test I 

ï V-4 and consists of 18 multiple-choice vocabulary items and participants had 4 minutes 

to complete it.  The numerical reasoning test was the Mathematics Aptitude Test ï RG2 

and consists of 15 multiple choice mathematic word problems.  Participants had 10 

minutes to complete it.  For each test, the score was calculated as the number correct 

minus a fraction (.5) of the number incorrect. Total ETS score was calculated as the 

average of the scores for the vocabulary test and the mathematics test. 

Counterproductive Workplace Behaviors 

This study used self-report CWB.  Meta-analytic findings (Berry, Carpenter, & 

Barratt, 2012) provide three pieces of evidence for the usefulness of self-reported CWB.  

First, due to the surreptitious nature of many counterproductive behaviors, individuals 
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generally self-report more CWB than others report about them.  Second, self- and other-

ratings of CWB are moderately positively correlated, and other-reports of CWB provide 

very small amounts of incremental validity beyond self-reported CWB.  And third, 

relationships with self-report and with other-report CWB antecedents are ñalmost 

identicalò (Berry et al., 2012), with self-report CWB relationships being slightly stronger.   

 Two self-report measures of CWB were used: Bennett and Robinsonôs (2000) 19-

item measure of Workplace Deviance which measures frequency of behaviors on a 

seven-point scale, and the 33-item Counterproductive Workplace Behaviors Checklist 

(CWB-C; Spector, Fox, Penny, Bruursema, Goh, & Kessler, 2006) which measures 

frequency of behaviors on a five-point scale. The Workplace Deviance measure contains 

a 12-item measure of organizational deviance (e.g., ñò), and a seven-item scale of 

interpersonal deviance (e.g., ñò).  Item responses were on a frequency scale (never = 0; 

once a year = 1; twice a year = 2; several times a year = 3; monthly = 4; weekly = 5; daily 

= 6).  The Counterproductive Workplace Behaviors Checklist was divided into CWB-O 

which consists of four scales: production deviance (3 items, e.g., ñPurposely did your 

work incorrectlyò), sabotage (3 items, e.g., ñPurposely damaged a piece of equipment or 

propertyò), withdrawal (4 items, e.g., ñLeft work earlier than you were allowed toò), and 

theft (5 items, e.g., ñTook supplies or tools home without permissionò), and CWB-I 

which consists of the abuse scale (18 items, e.g., ñVerbally abused someone at workò) as 

described in Spector et al. (2006). Item responses were on a frequency scale (never = 0; 

once or twice = 1, once or twice per month = 2; once or twice per week = 3; every day = 

4). 
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Procedures 

Examination of potentially influential cases  

Because influential cases (some outliers) can bias results or render them 

ungeneralizable, the data were examined for outliers in the personality, CWB, and 

cognitive ability variables.  While some of the personality aspectsô distributions were 

somewhat negatively skewed, the data showed no stand-alone outliers which could be 

reasonably excluded.  Cases with more extreme total scores were examined on individual 

bases and no disqualifying features were found.  Likewise, while the CWB variable 

distributions were positively skewed due to a floor effect of low base rate reporting, the 

data did not exhibit stand-alone outliers or influential cases which could be discarded or 

excluded after examination on an individual basis. Multivariate influential cases were 

tested for using Cookôs distance (Cook, 1979).  Eight cases were found which could 

potentially influence results.  To mitigate the effect of these cases, robust regression 

analysis was used.  Specifically, an MM-type regression estimator was used (Koller & 

Stahel, 2011) which employs a bi-square redescending score function giving a robust and 

efficient estimator (50% breakdown point and 95% asymptotic efficiency for normal 

errors). The percentile bootstrap method was used to calculate standard errors.   

Another rationale for using robust regression methods is that the application of 

linear regression methods to model relations with a dependent variable (i.e., CWB) 

measured on a non-interval frequency scale (i.e., the distances between each point on the 

scale were not equal) is ï while common in CWB literature - problematic. A frequency 

scale could be considered a ratio scale because the frequency of something may be zero. 

However, in this case, as already stated, the distances between each point on the 
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counterproductive work behavior scales are not equal (e.g., ñnever = 0; once a year = 1; 

twice a year = 2; several times a year = 3; monthly = 4; weekly = 5; daily = 6ò).  The use 

of robust regression is less restrictive with respect to linear relationship constraints 

between predictors and criteria in regression models while able to fit an appropriate 

regression model given the data. That said, scatter plots for relations between predictors 

and CCB criteria in this sample were visually more metathetic (linear) than prothetic 

(nonlinear). 

Another consideration especially salient for testing group differences or using a 

grouping variable such as gender in moderated multiple regression is heteroscedasticity 

in variance across groups. To test for heteroscedasticity of variance across gender 

groups, the score test was used (Cook & Weisberg, 1983).  Other methods were 

considered, however, the score test is less susceptible to non-normality than Bartlettôs 

method (Bartlett, 1937; as referred to in Box, 1953), is more stable under differing 

sample sizes or unequal group sizes than DeShon and Alexanderôs (1996) heuristic 

method (Rosopa, Schroeder, & Doll, 2016), and in tests for sufficient power under the 

condition of unequal group sizes, the score test has outperformed the Brown-Forsythe 

method (Brown & Forsythe, 1974; Rosopa et al., 2016). 

Pearson correlations can also be influenced by outliers.  Therefore, Spearman 

correlations (which are more robust to outliers) were used.  Additionally, because CWB 

(and CCB in Study 2) are measured on a frequency scale, which is ordinal in nature, 

Spearman correlations are more appropriate.  The Spearman correlation (rs) is a 

nonparametric test which assesses the monotonic relationship between two variables.  

Differences between Pearson and Spearman correlations were minimal or, in most cases, 
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non-existent.  Pearson correlations with and without multivariate outliers are presented in 

Appendix 1-A. The Pearson and Spearman correlations are similar in magnitude for all 

variables. 

Results 

Descriptive statistics of personality for working students 

Table 1.3 provides sample internal consistency reliabilities for the BFAS aspects 

and Mosier reliabilities for the Big Five domains as well as means and SDs for each, for 

self-ratings and for other-ratings.  As with previous research using the Big Five domains, 

the pattern of lowest ratings for Neuroticism (and its aspects) among the five domains 

held true for self- as well as for other-ratings.  Scale reliabilities were also consistent 

across self- and other-ratings.  The intercorrelation matrix between self-rated (for those 

who have an other-rater) and other-rated BFAS is provided in Appendix 1-B. 

Descriptive statistics of CWB for working students 

Table 1.4 provides internal consistency reliabilities and Mosier reliabilities, as 

well as means and SDs for both the CWB-C measure and the Workplace Deviance scales.  

Number of items for each scale and sub-scale is also provided in the table.  The CWB-C 

(Spector et al., 2006), for purposes of comparison in Table 1.4, was re-scaled to the same 

metric as the Workplace Deviance scales. For analyses, standardized scores of both scales 

were used.  Additionally, total composite CWB, CWB-O, and CWB-I were created by 

averaging across measures the standardized total CWB, CWB-O, and CWB-I scores. As 

found in previous CWB research, frequency base rates for CWB in the sample were low. 

The intercorrelation matrix between both CWB scales in provided in Appendix 1-C.  
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Descriptive statistics of cognitive ability for working students 

The mean self-reported ACT score for working students was 27.53 (SD = 3.42), 

mean registrar ACT score was 27.41 (SD = 3.44).  The correlation between self-report 

and registrar ACT for working students was r = .95 (90% CI [.94, .96]).  The mean self-

reported SAT for all working students is not calculable because SAT changed their score 

scale in March 2016 from a 1200 to 2400-point scale to a 400 to 1600-point scale. Some 

of the scores in the dataset use the pre-2016 scale while some use the post-2016 scale and 

date data is not available for theses scores.  For those scores above 1600 (which must 

have been from the 2400 scale; N = 114), the mean score was 1,969 (SD = 192).  After 

converting this subset of SAT scores (those above 1600) to ACT scores and combining 

self-report with registrar report (using registrar report instead of self-report where 

available), the mean total combined ACT score for working students was 27.31 (SD = 

3.46). Table 1.5 provides internal consistency reliabilities and Mosier reliabilities (where 

applicable) as well as means and SDs, and U ratios between the sample and population 

norms for the cognitive ability variables. Range restriction for cognitive ability in the 

sample was assessed using U ratios; the standard deviations in the sample divided by the 

standard deviations in the population. Population means and standard deviations for the 

ETS tests were not available; therefore the ACT U ratios were used for the corresponding 

ETS tests (verbal, math, and total), as well as for the composites Total g, Math g, and 

Verbal g for range restriction corrections. The ACT subscale reliabilities were from 

published technical reports for the 2015 - 2017 years, which would closely align with 

when the majority of our sample (being mostly college freshmen) would have taken 

either the ACT or the SAT.   
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Spearman intercorrelation matrices (observed, fully corrected for unreliability, 

and corrected for unreliability in Y) of all study variables with self-rated BFAS are 

provided in Appendix 1-D. Corrected correlations are provided in reported in results. 

For discussion of research questions and hypotheses, Table 1.6 provides a list of 

research questions and hypotheses with summarized results. 

Results for Conscientiousness and its Aspects 

Conscientiousness and CWB 

For self-rated BFAS, H1a was supported (Table 1.7); the zero-order Spearman 

correlation between Conscientiousness and total CWB, corrected for unreliability in the 

criterion, was rs = -.25 (90% CI [-.30, -.20]).  This is in line with findings from previous 

research (e.g., Dalal, 2005) and, as such, is a sign that the Conscientiousness composite in 

the BFAS operates in much the same way as other measures of Conscientiousness.  

Further, echoing previous research (e.g., Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007), H1b was 

supported as well; the corrected correlation between Conscientiousness and CWB-O was 

rs = -.31 (90% CI [-.36, -.26]), and CWB-I was r = -.16 (90% CI [-.21, -.11]).  Fisherôs r 

to Z transformation was used to compare the two raw correlations, giving the Z statistic of 

-5.25 and using Zouôs (2007) method for comparing dependent correlations, the 

confidence interval for the difference excluded zero (90% CI [-.20, -.10]).   

 For other-rated BFAS, results were variable, and though some were suggestive, 

they were inconclusive due to the small sample (N = 104).  H1a was partially supported; 

the uncorrected correlation between Conscientiousness and total CWB was negative but 

weak (rs = -.09, 90% CI [-.26, .08]).  The corrected correlation between other-rated 

Conscientiousness and self-report CWB-O (rs = -.21, 90% CI [-.37, -.03]) while the 
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correlation between other-rated Conscientiousness and self-report CWB-I was rs = .15 

(90% CI [-.02, .32]), supporting H1b.  The sample for tests of correlations between other-

rated BFAS and self-report CWB excluded careless responders from both the other-rated 

BFAS sample and the self-report CWB sample.  This left a sample size of N = 104.  

While this N can provide sufficient power to test simple bivariate correlations of 

moderate or larger size, these results come with a good amount of potential sampling 

error.  Therefore, conclusions should not be drawn for the correlations between other-

rated BFAS and self-report CWB.  They are presented here for reporting purposes only.   

Conscientiousness Aspects and CWB 

For self-rated BFAS, H2a was supported (Table 1.7); the corrected (for 

unreliability in the criterion) zero-order correlation between Industriousness and total 

CWB was rs = -.28 (90% CI [-.33, -.23]).  H2b was supported as well; the corrected zero-

order correlation between Industriousness and total CWB-O was rs = -.32 (90% CI [-.37, 

-.27]), while for CWB-I, it was rs = -.19 (90% CI [-.25, -.14]).  Using Fisherôs r to Z 

transformation on the raw correlations, the Z statistic for the difference between 

correlations was Z = -4.9, and using Zouôs (2007) method, the 90% CI for the difference 

in correlations was [-.19, -.09], excluding zero.  As described earlier, it was expected 

(though not hypothesized) that Industriousness would carry a substantial portion of the 

predictive variance within Conscientiousness for CWB.  The corrected zero-order 

correlations between Orderliness and total CWB (rs = -.14, 90% CI [-.19, -.08]), CWB-O 

(rs = -.19, 90% CI [-.25, -.14]), and CWB-I (rs = -.08, 90% CI [-.13, -.02]) were all 

weaker than those for Industriousness and CWB (90% confidence intervals for difference 

in the correlations were [-.20, -.10], [-.19, -.09], and [-.17, -.07], respectively). Further, 
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Orderlinessô zero-order correlation with CWB-O (rs = -.19) was also stronger than its 

correlation with CWB-I (r = -.08) (90% confidence interval for the difference in 

correlations was [-.17, -.08]). To test for relations between each of Conscientiousnessô 

aspects when controlling for the other aspect, partial correlations were examined with 

each CWB criterion (Table 1.7a).  The uncorrected Spearman correlations for 

industriousness with CWB, CWB-O, and CWB-I were rs = -.19, -.30, and -.27, 

respectively while the partial correlations for industriousness and total CWB, CWB-O, 

and CWB-I when controlling for orderlinessôs shared variance were rs = -.24, -.25, and -

.17, respectively. For all three criteria, orderliness explained a small part of the variance 

between industriousness and CWB. However, orderliness carried much less unique 

variance for total CWB (rs = -.13, partial r = -.03), CWB-O (rs = -.18, partial rs = -.02), 

and CWB-I (rs = -.07, partial rs = .01). The Industriousness aspect carried most of the 

predictive variance in Conscientiousness for CWB. 

For other-rated BFAS, the data provided partial support for H2a. The corrected 

correlation between other-rated Industriousness and self-report total CWB was weak (rs = 

-.05, 90% CI [-.22, .12]).  The corrected correlation between other-rated Industriousness 

and CWB-O (rs = -.21, 90% CI [-.37, -.03]), while its correlation with CWB-I was rs  = 

.17 (90% CI [.09, .47]), supporting H2b.  As mentioned in the findings for other-report 

Conscientiousness, it would be tempting to note a ótrendô in the correlations, finding that 

other-rated Industriousness had a negative correlation with CWB-O and a positive 

correlation with CWB-I, citing small sample size for the failure to have confidence 

intervals which exclude zero.  However, such small sample sizes are prone to sampling 
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error and such ótrendsô are illusory.  It cannot be assumed that a larger sample of other-

ratings would have resulted in ómore of the sameô. 

Results for Agreeableness and its Aspects 

Agreeableness and CWB 

For self-rated BFAS, the corrected zero-order correlation between Agreeableness 

and total CWB was rs = -.26 (90% CI [-.31, -.21]), providing support for H3a. However, 

diverging from previous findings (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007), Agreeableness related 

similarly to CWB-O and CWB-I (correlation with total CWB-O (rs = -.24, 90% CI [-.29, 

-.18]) and total CWB-I (rs = -.26, 90% CI [-.31, -.20]). Thus, H3b was not supported.   

For other-rated BFAS, zero-order correlations between Agreeableness and total 

CWB, CWB-O, and CWB-I were weak (rs = .00, .02, .01, respectively).  

Agreeableness Aspects and CWB 

For self-rated BFAS, the corrected zero-order correlation between Politeness and 

total CWB was rs = -.31 (90% CI [-.36, -.27]), providing support for H4a.  However, 

there was little difference between Politenessô correlation with total CWB-O (rs = -.28, 

90% CI [-.33, -.23]) and total CWB-I (rs = -.30, 90% CI [-.35, -.25]). Thus, H3b was not 

supported. It is notable that the correlations between Politeness and total CWB (-.31), 

CWB-O (-.28), and CWB-I (-.30) were, in every case, stronger than those between 

Compassion and CWB and its facets (rs = -.13, -.11, and -.14, respectively).  The 90% 

confidence intervals for the differences in correlations were [-.21, -.11], [-.20, -10], and [-

.18, -.08].  These differential relationships are new findings and support the theory that 

Politeness is related to rule-following and norm-following, whereas Compassion may still 

be related to those behaviors but less so (cf. DeYoung et al., 2007; Drasgow et al., 2012; 
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Longmire & Harrison, 2018).  The results show that the difference between Politeness 

and Compassion in predicting CWB is not in their relative relationships with CWB-O 

versus CWB-I, but rather in the differential strength of their relationships with CWB, 

whether total, O, or I. Partial correlations (Table 1.7a) show that relations between 

Politeness and CWB (rs = -.28 and partial rs = -.30), CWB-O (rs = -.27 and partial rs = -

.28), and CWB-I (rs = -.28 and partial rs = -.30) were slightly stronger when controlling 

for the variance in Compassion. Conversely, correlations between Compassion and total 

CWB (rs = -.13, partial rs = .09), CWB-O (rs = -.10, partial rs = .06), and CWB-I (rs = -

.12, partial rs = .05)) were weaker when controlling for Politeness, showing that 

Compassion contributes very little predictive variance in the relationship between 

Agreeableness and CWB. Further, Compassionôs unique variance may be associated 

positively with CWB. 

For other-rated BFAS, the corrected zero-order correlation between Politeness 

and CWB, CWB-O and CWB-I were rs = -.09, -.08, and -.05, with wide confidence 

intervals including zero. Therefore, the data did not provide support for H4a and H4b 

using other-rated BFAS. The same was true for Compassion.  

Results for Neuroticism and its Aspects 

Neuroticism and CWB 

For self-rated BFAS, the corrected zero-order correlation between Neuroticism 

and total CWB was rs = .21 (90% CI [.16, .26]), providing support for H5. Again, this is 

consistent with previous research findings and serves to support the convergent validity 

of the BFAS with other Big Five personality measures for its relationships with CWB. 
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For other-rated Neuroticism, relations were weaker but in the expected directions 

(rs = .14, 90% CI [-.03, .03] for total CWB; rs = .19, 90% CI [.02, .36] for CWB-O; and rs 

= .02, 90% CI [-.15, .19] for CWB-I). Thus, the data provide partial support for H5 using 

other-rated personality. 

Neuroticism Aspects and CWB 

Volatility and CWB .  For self-rated BFAS, the corrected zero-order correlation 

between Volatility and total CWB-I was rs = .21 (90% CI [.16, .27]), providing support 

for H6a. However, Volatility related similarly to total CWB-O (rs = .18, 90% CI [.13, 

.24]), failing to offer support H6b. While a hypothesis was not offered for the relative 

strength of Volatilityôs compared to Withdrawalôs relationships with CWB, there were 

differences.  Volatilityôs relationships with CWB (rs = .22, 90% CI [.13, .24]) and CWB-I 

(rs = .21, 90% CI [.16, .27]) were stronger than Withdrawalôs (rs = .15, 90% CI [.11, .22], 

and rs = .11, 90 CI [..05, .16], respectively) (90% confidence intervals for the difference 

in correlations were [.01, .09] and [.05, .13], respectively), providing some support for 

the suggestion that Volatility is more to do with acting toward other people, while less so 

for Withdrawal.  

For other-rated BFAS Volatilityôs relations with CWB were weaker but still in the 

expected direction (rs = .11, 90% CI [-.07, .27] for total CWB; rs = .12, 90% CI [-.06, 

.29] for CWB-O; and rs = .06, 90% CI [-.11, .24] for CWB-I), providing partial support 

for H6a. 

Withdrawal and CWB .  For self-rated BFAS, the corrected zero-order 

correlation between Withdrawal and total CWB was rs = .15 (90% CI [.09, .20]), 

providing support for H7a. Likewise, the corrected correlation between Withdrawal and 
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total CWB-O (rs = .16, 90% CI [.11, .22]) was larger than between Withdrawal and total 

CWB-I (rs = .11, 90% CI [.05, .16]), providing support for H7b. 1 

For other-rated BFAS, Withdrawalôs corrected correlation with CWB-O was rs = 

.18 (90% CI [-.05, 90% CI [-.11, .24], while its correlation with CWB-I was rs = -.05, 

90% CI [-.11, .24]).  This difference in correlations between CWB-O and CWB-I is in the 

expected direction but, as said before regarding the other-rated BFAS for this working 

sample, this finding is based on an N of 104 and further testing with a larger sample is 

needed to explore whether this is a stable effect. 

Partial correlations (Table 1.7a) show Withdrawalôs predictive variance for CWB 

is quite diminished when Volatilityôs variance was partialled out.  Conversely, while 

Volatilityôs correlations with CWB-I and total CWB decreased slightly when Withdrawal 

was partialled out, the pattern of partial correlations for these two aspects shows 

Volatility carried more unique variance in predicting total CWB, CWB-O, and CWB-I 

(partial rs = .16, .18, and .13, respectively) than did Withdrawal (partial rs = .02, .00, and 

.07, respectively). 

Results for Extraversion and Openness 

Extraversion, its Aspects, and CWB 

For self-rated BFAS, Enthusiasm, (Table 1.7) was negatively correlated 

(corrected correlations) with both CWB-O (rs = -.10, 90% CI [-.15, -.04]) and CWB-I (rs 

= -.10, 90% CI [-.15, -.04]) (Research Question 1).  This is a new finding and may 

represent Enthusiasmôs connection with positive emotion (DeYoung et al., 2007). 

 
1 Using Zhouôs method (2007), the Z statistic for the difference was Z = 1.72, and the 90% confidence 
interval for the difference excluded zero ([.002, .10]).  However, given the large sample size and the 90% 
confidence interval for the difference which just barely excludes zero, this finding is considered equivocal. 



56 

 

 

For other-rated BFAS, Enthusiasm was weakly and positively correlated with total 

CWB (rs = .09, 90% CI [-.08, .26]), and CWB-O (rs = .06, 90% CI [-.11, .24]), and 

moderately positively correlated with CWB-I (rs = .20, 90% CI [.03, .37]).  This finding 

requires replication in another, larger sample before attempting to interpret it. 

 For self-rated BFAS, in answer to Research Question 2, Assertiveness (Table 1.7) 

negligibly correlated with CWB-O (rs =.04, 90% CI [-.01, .09]) but exhibited a weak 

positive correlation with CWB-I (rs =.11, 90% CI [.05, .16]).  This may be due to 

Assertivenessô relationship with provocativeness (DeYoung et al., 2007) and this finding 

runs counter to the earlier suggestion that Assertivenessô strong relationship with Intellect 

and Industriousness would lead to a negative relationship with CWB.  In this sample, 

self-rated Assertiveness exhibited a sizable relationship with self-rated Industriousness (rs 

= .30) and Intellect (rs = .44) (Appendix 1-C) but did not correlate well with CWB.   

For other-rated BFAS, Assertiveness was positively correlated with CWB-I (rs = 

.28, 90% CI [.09, .47]).  However, Assertiveness was correlated r = -.01 with CWB-O, 

and rs = .16 with total CWB. Again, the small sample size for other-rated personality 

renders this finding preliminary at best.  

Assertivenessôs partial correlations with total CWB, CWB-O, and CWB-I (partial 

rs = .13, .12, and .11, respectively) were slightly stronger than were its uncorrected 

correlations with these criteria (rs = .08, .04, and .10, respectively). Likewise, for 

Enthusiasm (partial rs = -.14, -.11, and -.14, while rs = -.09, -.08, and -.09). This is likely 

due a suppression effect between the two aspects when not controlling for one or the 

other. 

Openness, its Aspects, and CWB 
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 Intellect and CWB.  For self-rated BFAS, Intellect (Table 1.7) negatively, but 

negligibly correlated with total CWB (rs = -.05, 90% CI [-.10, .00]), CWB-I, (rs = -.03, 

90% CI [-.08, .02]) and CWB-O (rs = -.06, 90% CI [-.12, -.01]). The findings were 

similar for Experiencing.  

For other-rated BFAS, Intellect was negligibly related with CWB, CWB-O, and 

exhibited a weak positive correlation with CWB-I (rs = .12, 90% CI [-.06, .29]).  

 Intellect providing incremental validity beyond industriousness.  For self-

rated BFAS, Intellect did not provide any increment in predicting total CWB, CWB-O, or 

CWB-I above Industriousness (ȹ R2 = .00 for all three models; Table 1.8).  The 

unreliability-corrected correlation between Industriousness and Intellect (rs  = .40, 90% 

CI [.21, .57]), but partial correlations for this pair of aspects suggests that in predicting 

CWB criteria they are largely independent of each other (Table 1.8a). 

For other-rated BFAS, this question was not explored due to insufficient sample 

size. 

Results for Gender 

Gender Differences in CWB 

Standardized mean differences (Cohenôs d) between males and females in 

frequency of CWB is reported in Table 1.9.  The author wishes to recognize that ógenderô 

encompasses much more than the dichotomous self-reported male and female categories, 

but hypotheses and analyses focus on those two categories.  Further, the portion of the 

sample of those identifying as other than male or female was not large enough to use as a 

variable in analyses.  As found in previous studies examining gender differences in 

CWB, females reported less total CWB than males (unreliability-corrected d = -.23, 90% 
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CI [-.36, -.10]).  Males reported more CWB-O than did females (female ï male d = -.18, 

90% CI [-.32, -.05]), providing support for Hypothesis 8a.  H8b was also supported; 

males reported more CWB-I than did females (female ï male d = -.25, 90% CI [-.38, -

.12]). Interestingly, the Bennett & Robinson (2000) Workplace Deviance scales (WDS) 

produced different gender differences than did the Spector et al. (2006) 

Counterproductive Work Behavior Checklist (CWB-C) scales. For the WDS, the larger 

gender difference was found for organizational CWB (female ï male d = -.37) while for 

the CWB-C, the larger gender difference was in interpersonal CWB (female ï male d = -

.21). Males reported engaging more frequently in CWB across all scales for both 

measures, so this may be a distinction without a difference, but it is worth noting that 

even within the same sample, these two measures can give different impressions of which 

type of CWB (i.e., organizational or interpersonal) has the most pronounced gender 

difference.  

Gender Differences in Cognitive Ability 

While not included in the research questions for this study, cognitive ability 

differences between females and males are presented in Appendix 1-E. In this sample, the 

differences are quite large, with males scoring higher on the quantitative and overall tests. 

A meta-analytic examination of gender differences in ACT scores (meta-analyzing scores 

across institutions) show females score higher on average than males in the English 

subtest while males score higher on average than females in the math subtest, but males 

and females score similarly on average on the ACT composite (Westrick, 2018). Results 

for this sample reflect the tendency for males to score higher on ACT math, and this may 

also explain the higher scores on the ETS math test for males than for females in the 
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sample, as well. However, the difference in ACT composite scores (i.e., males scoring 

nearly a third of a standard deviation higher than females) is not reflected in population 

findings. Further, although females score higher on average on the ACT English subtest, 

the difference between males and females in the sample is virtually non-existent. For the 

ETS verbal test, females and males also had very similar scores on average. These 

findings may reflect a selection effect for participation in the study. However, it is 

unclear what motives prompted students to participate in the study. Students received 

extra credit for their participation, but this does not account for males who scored higher 

on the ACT being more likely to participate. The male sample for the ACT score 

comparisons was N = 125, and for the ETS score comparison it was N = 223. These 

results would need to be replicated in a much larger sample before drawing any 

inferences beyond the participants in this study. 

Gender Differences in Personality 

Table 1.10 provides gender differences (Cohenôs d, corrected for unreliability in 

personality) in self-ratings of the Big Five Aspect Scales. Only 16 males had other-

ratings for BFAS so only self-rated differences were examined. Females were higher on 

most BFAS traits. While differences between females and males were quite weak for 

Conscientiousness (female ï male d = .15, 90% CI [.02,.28]) and Industriousness (female 

ï male d = -.09, 90% CI [-.23, -.05]), females were moderately higher in Orderliness (d = 

.37). Females were also higher in Agreeableness (d = .70) and its aspects (d = .55 for 

Compassion and d = .67 for Politeness), as well as in Neuroticism (d = .66) and its 

aspects (d = .47 for Volatility and d = .64 for Withdrawal).  Males were higher in 

Assertiveness (d = -.25) and Opennessô aspect Intellect (d = -.42) but females were higher 
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in Experiencing (d = .34).  These gender differences in the BFAS are similar to those 

found by Weisberg, DeYoung, and Hirsh (2011) in their multi-sample study.  

Gender as a Moderator 

Research Question 5 asked which personality aspects might be modified by 

gender in predicting CWB.  It is a well-known problem in psychological research that 

interactions are difficult to correctly identify given sample size constraints in statistical 

power analyses (e.g., Aguinis & Stone-Romero, 1997), and are equally difficult to 

quantify in a meaningful way given the nature of psychological data (as compared with 

concrete quantities such as crop yield, for instance) (e.g., Murphy & Russell, 2016).  In 

employment settings, moderation of a predictor assessment or test by a grouping variable 

in predicting a criterion is considered a form of test bias (differential test functioning or 

DTF; American Educational Research Association/American Psychological 

Association/National Council on Measurement in Education, 2014) and can be shown by 

group differences in regression slope. Robust moderated multiple regression was used as 

a first step in assessing moderating effects of gender (Table 1.11).  However, it should be 

noted that this method has many shortfalls; the first of which is the complexity of the 

models when assessing all 10 BFAS aspects together.  To address this, regression models 

were built using pairs of aspects in the first step, with a gender interaction term included 

in the second step. Then, the most promising predictors were entered into a model 

together in step 1, with a gender interaction term added in step 2. Lastly, a model was 

assessed including all BFAS aspects in the first step and gender interaction term in the 

second step. The results from these regression models are briefly described below, after 

which a new method for assessing differential prediction is used and discussed. Due to 
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other-rated BFAS sample size and gender sub-sample size constraints (only 12 males had 

other-ratings of BFAS), regression analyses for gender moderation were conducted only 

using self-rated personality.   

Table 1.11 provides results for the series of moderated multiple regressions. For 

the models assessing gender interactions for aspect pairs, in some cases small amounts of 

additional predictive variance (R2) were accounted for when gender was added to the 

model (the largest being for the Volatility and Withdrawal pair; adding gender increased 

R2 by 2% in predicting total CWB), while in many cases, no additional predictive 

variance was found for the criteria when including gender and gender interactions in the 

models.  

While multiple regression offers a view into predictive relationships accounting 

for other predictors, they are limited in the information they can provide given that 

intercepts and slopes are assessed separately. Further, research has demonstrated the 

challenge of having sufficient sample size to detect small interaction effects (e.g, 

Aguinis, Beaty, Boik, & Pierce, 2005). A method for assessing the combined effects of 

differences in intercepts and in slopes across groups was employed to more clearly assess 

gender differences in predicting CWB.  For this reason, each aspect was assessed 

separately with regard to gender differences in predicting CWB (Table 12).  This was 

done using the effect size for moderation, or dMod (Dahlke & Sackett, 2018; Nye & 

Sackett, 2017) which, in simplest terms, is an index of the size of the area between the 

regression slopes for each category of the moderator, which in this case are the sampleôs 

two categories of gender: male and female. The effect size, dMod, provides a way to 

quantify the magnitude of slope differences between groups on a predictor for a criterion.   
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The index, dMod_Signed  gives the weighted average difference between the regression lines 

for females (the referent group) and for males (the focal group) within the predictor score 

range, while dMod_Unsigned gives the overall magnitude of the difference in regression lines 

between the female group and the male group without regard to direction of either slope. 

This statistic provides a clearer description of the magnitude of difference between the 

two slopes because the signed dMod  allows negative and positive slopes to cancel each 

other out. The statistic dMin is the smallest absolute-value difference between the female 

and male slopes while dMax is the absolute-value largest difference between the two 

slopes. These two statistics paired with óScore with Min. dô (the score on Y at which 

there is the smallest absolute-value difference between the female and male slopes) and 

Score with Max. d (the score on Y at which there is the largest absolute-value difference 

between the female and male slopes) provide the general shape of the potential difference 

in regression lines between the two groups. These statistics are given in Table 1.12.  

Simple slope interaction plots for each BFAS aspect with gender for each CWB variable 

are provided in Appendix 1-F.  In predicting total CWB, CWB-O, and CWB-I there was 

a difference in direction of slope between males and females for Assertiveness.  In 

general, slopes for both males and females in predicting all CWB variables were in the 

expected direction (i.e., negative slopes for Conscientiousness and Agreeableness aspects 

and positive slopes for Neuroticism aspects). However, the slopes for males indicated 

negative or null relationships between Assertiveness and the CWB variables, while the 

slopes for females indicated positive relationships.   

Overall, effect sizes for the difference in area between male and female prediction 

lines for aspects predicting CWB were small to moderate.  Given the negative sign for the 
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signed dMod effect size, aspect scores generally underpredicted malesô CWB, CWB-O, 

and CWB-I. 

Results for Cognitive Ability 

Cognitive Ability and CWB 

As shown in Table 1.13, total verbal g negatively correlated with total CWB-I (rs 

= -.15) and contributed to total g exhibiting a negative relation with CWB-I as well (rs = -

.10). (RQ 6). Both ETS verbal and ACT English scores were negatively correlated with 

Total CWB (rs = -.11 and -.10, respectively) and CWB-I (-.13 and -.10, respectively). 

This trend carried through the CWB scales and subscales ï and particularly for the CWB-

I scales. Where anything more than a negligible relation was found, it was found with the 

verbal/English components of the cognitive ability measures. 

Correlations between the cognitive ability variables and BFAS are provided in 

Appendix 1-I. The personality ï cognitive ability correlations in this sample are stronger 

than the meta-analytic estimates provided in Stanek, 2014.  

Incremental Validity of Cognitive Ability 

To test for incremental validity of cognitive ability beyond personality in 

predicting CWB, multiple regressions were assessed entering each pair of aspects and 

then adding cognitive ability to the model (Table 1.14). Cognitive ability (as the 

composite g factor) provided very small amounts of increment in R2 for Compassion and 

Politeness in predicting CWB-O (ȹ R2 = .03) and total CWB (ȹ R2 = .02); Assertiveness 

and Enthusiasm in predicting CWB-I (ȹ R2 = .02), CWB-O (ȹ R2 = .01) and total CWB 

(ȹ R2 = .02); and Intellect and Experiencing in predicting CWB-I (ȹ R2 = .01). Cognitive 

ability did not increment beyond Neuroticismôs aspects in predicting CWB (RQ 7), nor 
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did it provide incremental validity beyond Industriousness when Orderliness was also in 

the model (RQ 8).  A model adding cognitive ability to the four most predictive aspects 

(Industriousness, Politeness, Volatility, and Assertiveness) provided incremental validity 

for CWB-O (ȹ R2 = .02) and total CWB (ȹ R2 = .02).  When tested for incremental 

validity when added to a model consisting of all ten BFAS aspects, cognitive ability 

provided small amounts of incremental validity in predicting CWB for CWB-I (ȹ R2 = 

.01), CWB-O (ȹ R2 = .02) and total CWB (ȹ R2 = .03).  

To more directly address RQ 9, a regression model adding cognitive ability to 

self-rated Intellect alone was assessed (Table 1.14a).  Cognitive ability provided 

negligible incremental validity beyond Intellect in predicting CWB-I and showed no 

increment for predicting CWB-O or total CWB. 

Discussion 

 In general, this study explored relationships between the Big Five personality 

traits and CWB more comprehensively than has previously been done.  By using the Big 

Five Aspects Scale and a multipart CWB composite, this study provides insight into the 

relative strength of relationships between personality and CWB.  The study results show 

that to only examine relationships between the Big Five domains and CWB is to miss a 

wealth of more informative relationships.  While studies at the narrow facet levels of 

some of the Big Five domains have provided glimpses into the more complex 

relationships between the Big Five and CWB, this study shows the practicality and 

benefits of examining these relationships at the meso-level of personality. Appendix 1-J 

gives a comparison of BFAS ratings for this studyôs sample and two other samples; one 

from the general population (cite) and one from college students (cite). 
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 While correlational results between self-rated personality and self-report CWB 

supported previous findings for Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and Neuroticism (e.g., 

Berry et al., 2007), examinations at the aspect level of these traits provided novel insight 

into where, within each domain, stronger validity lies.  Aspects Industriousness, 

Politeness, and Volatility were all stronger correlates of CWB than their aspect 

counterparts. 

 However, Orderliness, Compassion, and Withdrawal offered up their own 

interesting relationships with CWB.  Somewhat at odds with the previous finding for 

Orderlinessô positive correlation with Neuroticism (DeYoung et al., 2007) and null 

results for a relationship with CWB (e.g., Drasgow et al., 2012), self-rated Orderliness 

exhibited negative zero-order relationships with CWB, CWB-O and CWB-I. However, 

partial correlations for Orderliness with CWB showed that these relations are negligible 

when the shared variance with Industriousness is controlled for.   

While Compassion was negatively correlated with CWB, CWB-O and CWB-I, its 

correlations were weaker than those for Politeness.  This is a novel finding and supports 

the suggestion that the compliance and rule-following tendencies for those who score 

higher on Politeness influence their engagement in CWB.  More importantly, the zero-

order correlations between Politeness and CWB, CWB-O and CWB-I were on par with 

those for Industriousness.  This is a promising finding and future research should 

consider tailoring Agreeableness scales used for prediction of rule-following behaviors 

(whether refraining from CWB or following instructions at work) to contain Politeness 

aspect items.   
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As to the question of gender moderation, there were only a few interaction effects 

for gender.  Along with substantial standardized mean differences with males reporting 

more CWB, CWB-O and CWB-I than females, gender interactions showed that some of 

the relationships between aspects and CWB could in part be explained by differential 

relationships of aspects with CWB by gender.  These findings are novel in that the 

examination was more thorough than previous research, given exploration of gender 

moderation at the aspect level of personality and for both facets of CWB.  A quite 

interesting result was that for males, higher Assertiveness either predicted less CWB or 

was not predictive, but for females, higher Assertiveness predicted more CWB, CWB-O, 

and CWB-I.  The discussion about the zero-order correlation between Assertiveness and 

CWB-I applies here.  However, it may be that females see themselves (rate themselves) 

as highly Assertive when their behavior is more antisocial than they realize.  This will be 

further explored in Study 2 when other-rated BFAS and other-report counterproductive 

behavior is examined. 

The results for dMod analysis were interesting from a differential prediction 

perspective.  In general, males and females have different mean levels of CWB and 

personality scores tend to underpredict CWB for males.  The underprediction is not large, 

and further studies should examine this issue with a larger sample of males.  The 

underprediction for males may be in part due to those traits with positive relations with 

CWB being generally more normative or stereotypic for males.  The differences between 

males and females were larger in personality than in CWB. 

Verbal cognitive ability was weakly negatively correlated with interpersonal and 

with total CWB, although quantitative ability exhibited negligible correlations with 
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CWB. This runs somewhat counter to previous research findings (Dilchert et al., 2007), 

but also not quite in line with others (Marcus et al., 2002).  Given the mixed findings in 

previous studies, this current result does not provide final enlightenment on the 

relationship between cognitive ability and CWB. However, future studies examining 

cognitive ability and counterproductive behavior may benefit from examining g at its 

component level.The findings from Study 1 prepare the groundwork for Study 2, in 

which some of these issues will be explored further. 
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Study 2 ï Big Five Aspect Scales and Counterproductive College Behavior 

This study examined the predictive validity for the BFAS with a different set of 

counterproductive behaviors than examined in Study 1; specifically, counterproductive 

college behavior.  As has been discussed, counterproductivity is a strong latent general 

factor (Stanek et al., 2017) which drives counterproductive behavior across contexts.  

Additional research has found that academic dishonesty in college is related with 

counterproductive behavior in the workplace (Gau & Kuncel, 2012; Harding, Carpenter, 

Finelli, & Passow, 2004).  As mentioned previously, counterproductive college behaviors 

ï from cheating on tests to dangerous drinking behavior to theft and arson ï cost colleges 

and students uncountable resources and have the potential to diminish a universityôs 

reputation and demolish studentsô futures (e.g., P®rez-Peña, 2013).  Of additional 

importance are the incidents that do not end in a student getting expelled or a university 

making the headlines; rather the undetected counterproductive behaviors that have very 

real costs for universities and which students may carry with them into the workforce.  

The vast majority of studies examining counterproductive college behavior have focused 

on the ubiquitous academic dishonesty (e.g., Harding, Mayhew, Finelli, & Carpenter, 

2007) or on extremely serious behaviors such as rape (e.g., OôDonohue, Yeater, & 

Fanetti, 2003) or binge drinking (Chauvin, 2012).  A small handful of studies have 

examined student counterproductive behavior beyond academic dishonesty.  Meriac 

(2012) examined student disengagement behavior in addition to academic dishonesty, 

and Marcus, Lee, and Ashton (2007) examined a broader range of student 

counterproductive behaviors based on a measure developed by Hakstian, Farrell, and 

Tweed (2002), which included student misbehavior such as substance abuse, theft, and 
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ñlow personal standardsò (e.g., ñshowed up late for classò).  However, additional studies 

examining the range of student behaviors have not been published (e.g., Dilchert & Ones, 

2009).  A large portion of the counterproductive college behavior spectrum has gone 

under-examined.  Additionally, little is known regarding trait antecedents of such 

behaviors in college or whether those behaviors transfer into the workforce.  Marcus et al. 

(2007) found both CWB and student counterproductive behavior to have similar 

relationships with representations of the Big Five personality traits (using the HEXACO; 

Lee & Ashton, 2004) in both a German and an American sample.  However, only overall 

counterproductive behavior was measured rather than CWB or CCB facets and 

dimensions. 

This study adds to our knowledge of relationships between counterproductive 

behavior and its two dimensions in school and at work, as well as trait antecedents of 

these behaviors, using a more fine-grained yet parsimonious measure of the Big Five 

traits, the Big Five Aspects Scale (BFAS; DeYoung et al., 2007) as well as a measure 

which assesses a broad range of student counterproductive behavior (Dilchert & Ones, 

2008).  

Hypotheses for relationships between CCB and CWB 

 A list of all hypotheses and research questions for this study is provided in Table 

2.1. Following the finding that the latent general factor of counterproductivity (Stanek et 

al., 2017) influences the manifestation of counterproductive behavior across contexts, as 

well as the small group of previous findings for a relationship between academic 

dishonesty and CWB (e.g., Gau & Kuncel, 2012; Harding, Carpenter, Finelli, & Passow, 

2004), it was expected that counterproductive behavior in the workplace would be 
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positively correlated with counterproductive behavior at school.  The Counterproductive 

College Behavior (CCB) measure used in this study was adapted from the 

Counterproductive College Behavior measure developed by Dilchert and Ones (2008) 

which measures several dimensions of student counterproductive behavior such as theft, 

sabotage, negligence, misrepresentation, and withdrawal behavior to name a few.  

Published studies have not examined the cross-context validity of individual 

counterproductive behavior scales.  It may be intuitive to assume that one type of 

behavior, such as theft, would correlate more strongly across contexts than, say, theft in 

one context with taking overly long breaks in another context, but there is no published 

empirical basis on which to make that hypothesis.   

 However, it is reasonable to propose that organizationally -directed 

counterproductive behavior at school may be correlated more strongly with 

organizationally-directed counterproductive behavior at work, and likewise for 

interpersonally-directed counterproductive behavior, due to the pattern of trait 

antecedents discussed in Study 1.  Personality is relatively stable across contexts 

(DeYoung, 2015), and so the general behavioral tendencies that are influenced by those 

traits should exhibit some relative consistency across context.  

Bennett and Robinson (2000) compared correlations between four CWB measures 

(their measure, which is used in this study, and three others).  They found stronger 

correlations between different measuresô respective CWB-I scales and CWB-O scales 

(between .48 and .79) than were found between CWB-I and CWB-O scales from 

different measures (between .23 and .42).  The meta-analytic relationship between CWB-

I and CWB-O is ɟ = .62 (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007).  Because the dimensions of 
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counterproductive behavior are strongly correlated, it may be that there is no cross-

context differentiation between interpersonal or organizational counterproductive 

behavior. 

 Given the considerations above, the following hypothesis and research questions 

were proposed: 

H1:  Overall CCB will exhibit a strong positive relationship with overall CWB. 

RQ1:  Is CCB-I more strongly positively correlated with CWB-I than with CWB-O? 

RQ2:  Is CCB-O more strongly positively correlated with CWB-O than with CWB-I? 

Hypotheses for the Big Five Aspect Scales Predicting Counterproductive College 

Behavior 

I expected that the Big Five Aspects would exhibit relationships with 

counterproductive college behavior (CCB) similar to those exhibited with CWB.  I 

briefly add to the discussions from Study 1 for each of the Big Five and its aspects. 

Regarding student counterproductive behavior, motivations may be different than for 

workplace counterproductive behavior in some regards.  While no items within the CWB 

measures used in this study seem to represent employees engaging in CWB to 

compensate for poor ability or poor task performance (Bennett & Robinson, 2000; 

Spector, Fox, Penney, Bruursema, Goh, & Kessler, 2006), there are many CCB items 

which may be tapping precisely that motive (e.g., cheating on an exam).  Additionally, in 

terms of specific behaviors, there are certainly differences in what constitutes 

performance outcomes for school versus what constitutes performance outcomes for 

work.  The discussion for each BFAS trait and its aspects will address these differences 

and considerations which may be unique to the school setting. 
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Conscientiousness and its Aspects as predictors of CCB 

Conscientiousness is positively related with academic performance (e.g., 

Connelly & Ones, 2010; Poropat, 2009).  Some of the CCB dimensions subsumed under 

CCB-O represent either the antithesis to academic achievement or behaviors designed to 

compensate for poor academic performance (i.e., misrepresentation of oneôs work, 

academic dishonesty, lying).  Therefore, the more competent one is at academic 

endeavors, the less appealing ï or strategic ï many of the CCB behavioral dimensions 

may seem.  As with the performance-relevant natures of Conscientiousness and 

Industriousness driving much of the proposed negative relationship for this domain and 

aspect with CWB, it is expected that Conscientiousness and its aspect, Industriousness, 

will exhibit analogous relationships with CCB. 

H2a and b:  Conscientiousness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) 

CCB and (b) a stronger relationship with CCB-O than with CCB-I. 

H3a and b:  Industriousness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) CCB 

and (b) a stronger relationship with CCB-O than with CCB-I.    

Agreeableness and its Aspects as predictors of CCB 

It is expected that Agreeableness and its aspect, Politeness, will have similar 

relationships with CCB as hypothesized for CWB.  The Interpersonal dimensions of the 

CCB measure includes interpersonal behaviors analogous to those in CWB-I measures, 

but in the educational environment (e.g., made fun of someone; played a mean prank on 

someone).   

H4a and b:  Agreeableness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) CCB 

and (b) a stronger relationship with CCB-I than with CCB-O. 



73 

 

 

H5a and b:  Politeness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) CCB and (b) 

a stronger relationship with CCB-I than with CCB-O.   

Neuroticism and its Aspects as predictors of CCB 

The school, in this case university, environment differs from the work 

environment in that students are tasked with acquiring new knowledge and skills 

consistently over an extended time (four or more years), while a job may only require that 

level of intensive learning in the entry phase or sporadically over the course of a career.  

As such, the school environment may provide pressure to perform (in acquiring 

knowledge and skills) in ways that work does not.  Such stressors may be especially 

stressful for those higher in Neuroticism.  Additionally, Neuroticism and its facet Anxiety 

is negatively correlated with cognitive ability (Ackerman & Heggestad, 1997; Stanek, 

2014), potentially adding to the stress of a learning environment.  Some research has 

shown those higher in Neuroticism respond differently to stressors than those lower in the 

trait (e.g., Garcia, Wang, Lu, Kiazad, & Restubog, 2015).  Fox and Spector (1999) found 

that while trait anger was related with interpersonal deviance, trait anger in response to 

stressors was associated with organizational deviance. While the pattern of relationships 

between Neuroticism and its aspects with CCB is expected to be similar to those 

hypothesized for CWB, due to the additional environmental stressors in college, 

Volatility may exhibit l relationships with both CCB-I and CCB-O.  Whether Volatility 

exhibits relationships of similar magnitude with CCB-I and with CCB-O will be posed as 

a research question. 

H6:  Neuroticism will exhibit a weak positive relationship with overall CCB. 
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H7a and b:  Withdrawal will exhibit a weak positive relationship with (a) CCB-O, and (b) 

a stronger relationship with CCB-O than with CCB-I. 

H8:  Volatility will exhibit a moderate positive relationship with CCB-I. 

RQ3:  Is the relationship between Volatility and CCB-O similar in magnitude to the 

relationship between Volatility and CCB-I? 

Extraversion and its Aspect as predictors of CCB 

For the same reasons discussed in Study 1, research questions are posed for 

Extraversionôs aspectsô relationships with CCB. 

RQ4:  Is Enthusiasm correlated with CCB-O or with CCB-I? 

RQ5:  Is Assertiveness correlated with CCB-O or with CCB-I?  

Openness and its Aspects as predictors of CCB 

As has been discussed, the Intellect aspect is correlated with cognitive ability 

(DeYoung et al., 2014).  The stakes for students include test scores, essay grades, and 

course grades, and the quest for these has given rise to alarming rates of cheating and 

academic dishonesty (e.g., Harding et al., 2007).  For those with higher intelligence, 

cheating is less of an attraction (Paulhus & Dubois, 2015), therefore aspect Intellect is 

likely to be negatively correlated with cheating.  Although the CCB encompasses a wide 

variety of behaviors outside of the classroom and without a direct relationship to 

academic performance, about half of the CCB-O items are related to academics. Intellect 

is likely to obtain a weak negative relationship with CCB-O. 

 As with proposed relationships between Openness and CWB, no hypotheses are 

made regarding Openness or the Experiencing aspect.  They are not expected to be 

significantly related to CCB.  Although it is still necessary to ascertain Intellectôs 
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relationship with CCB, independent of any shared variance with Industriousness, and as 

such, the same Research Question will be posed as was posed for CWB. 

H9:  Intellect will exhibit a weak negative relationship with CCB-O. 

RQ6:  Does Intellect add incremental variance to Industriousness in predicting CCB? 

Hypotheses for Potential Moderators and Group Differences 

Gender as a potential moderator of personality-CCB relationships 

Whitley, Nelson, & Jones (1999), in a meta-analysis of samples of college 

students, found men held more favorable attitudes toward cheating than did women (d = 

.42), however the actual cheating behavior (mostly self-reported) difference was very 

small (d = .17 for studies from the U.S.).  Although the effect is small ï possibly in part 

due to course choice and participation behaviors related to gender differences in 

Conscientiousness levels ï females have a higher GPA than do males (e.g., Keiser, 

Sackett, Kuncel, & Brothen, 2016).  While the difference in GPA is small, this could lead 

to a gender difference in cheating behavior, as cheating is negatively correlated with GPA 

(Miller, Murdock, Anderman, & Poindexter, 2007).  Even if the gender difference in 

GPA is due to course choice (with males presumably taking harder classes such as STEM 

coursework), it may still follow that more difficult courses provide greater motivation to 

cheat.  

 Again, cheating is but a portion of the counterproductive behaviors assessed.  As 

with the hypotheses for CWB, I rely on meta-analytic findings regarding gender and 

CWB for hypotheses related to gender as a potential moderator of trait-CCB 

relationships.  Men engage in more CWB-O and CWB-I than do women, and this is 
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likely to be true in the academic context as well.  Moderator effects are difficult to 

hypothesize due to reasons discussed in Study 1, so I pose this as a research question.  

H10a and b:  Males will report engaging in more (a) CCB-O and (b) CCB-I than will 

females. 

RQ7:  For which aspects and for which dimensions of CCB does gender moderate the 

personality-CCB relationship? 

Cognitive Ability as a moderator of Neuroticism-CCB relationships 

As has been discussed earlier, relationships between cognitive ability and certain 

types of student counterproductive behavior may be stronger than those between 

cognitive ability and CWB, due to the impetus for the behavior in academic versus work 

settings.  For example, cheating on a test may be a means of attaining a higher grade for a 

student of limited cognitive ability (e.g., Paulhus & Dubois, 2015).  This specific CB 

behavior (cheating) may align with workplace instances where CWB is a means to appear 

to be a better worker, such as inflating sales figures, although poor sales may not be as 

strongly related to cognitive ability as poor grades may be. Therefore, cognitive ability 

could exhibit a stronger correlation with cheating in the academic example while 

exhibiting a weaker correlation with CWB in the working sample.  

Given that impulsiveness, anxiety, and negative affect are negatively correlated 

with cognitive ability (Ackerman & Heggestad, 1997; de Wit, Flory, Acheson, 

McCloskey, & Manuck, 2007; Lozano, Gordilla, & Pérez, 2014; Stanek, 2014) and 

positively correlated with low integrity (Mikulay & Goffin, 1998) and CB (Grasmick, 

Tittle, Bursik, & Arneklev, 1993), it is important to examine whether Neuroticism or its 

aspects interact with cognitive ability in predicting CCB.  For those individuals higher in 
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cognitive ability, Neuroticismôs relationship with CCB may be diminished.  These 

individuals may perceive less of a need to cheat for grades.  Additionally, higher ability 

may lessen the stress of academic performance expectations and demands for those 

higher in Neuroticism, therefore lessening the tendency to engage in non-academic CCB 

(Fox & Spector, 1999; Penney & Spector, 2005). 

I proposed a main effect hypothesis for cognitive ability and CCB.  However, I 

proposed Research Questions regarding the potential moderating role of cognitive ability.  

H11:  Cognitive ability will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with CCB. 

RQ8:  Does cognitive ability moderate the relationships between Neuroticism or its 

aspects and CCB? 

Method 

Participants  

The data consisted of 2,323 students recruited from a large Midwestern 

universityôs psychology department subject pool who completed the study survey online 

for research participation points they could use as extra credit toward their courses.  This 

sample consists of data from two data collections conducted at separate times.  

Participants in the subsequent data collection gave consent for the researcher to match 

their data between data collections.  The primary sample (N = 2,138) completed the self-

rated BFAS, self-report CCB, other-report CCB, demographic variables, and cognitive 

ability measures. The matched subset of the sample (N = 185) also includes other-rated 

BFAS.   Attention checks were embedded in all measures of the survey, and respondents 

who failed one attention check were counted as careless responders.  This resulted in 546 

participants being counted as careless responders and their data is excluded from 
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analyses. Comparisons of descriptive statistics for study variables for those included in 

the study analyses and those excluded as careless responders is provided in Appendix 2-

N. 

The final sample was N = 1,763. Of those, 1,293 were female and 428 were male.  

Forty-two participants identified as ñnonbinaryò, ñtransgenderò, ñagenderò, ñother, not 

statedò, ñprefer not to respondò, or left the question blank.  The mean age of participants 

was 20 years (SD = 2.5), with a minimum age of 18 and a maximum age of 53. Thirty-

nine participants did not state their race/ethnicity, and 2 participants identified as ñother, 

not statedò.  Of those who provided race/ethnicity, 1,240 (70%) were white, 275 (16%) 

were Asian, 103 (6%) were of two or more races, 59 (3%) were Black or African 

American, 42 (2%) were Hispanic/Latino, and 3 (0.2%) were American Indian or Native 

Alaskan. Table 2.2 provides gender by race/ethnicity counts by sub-sample set. 

Measures 

Big Five Aspect Scales 

The Big Five Aspect Scales (BFAS) assesses the Big Five domains and each 

domainôs lower-level aspects as described in the introduction (DeYoung, Quilty, & 

Peterson, 2007). The scales consist of 100 items with 10 items for each aspect. 

Conscientiousness consists of an aspect of Industriousness and Orderliness; 

Agreeableness consists of Compassion and Politeness; Neuroticism consists of Volatility 

and Withdrawal; Openness consists of Intellect and Experiencing; and Extraversion 

consists of Assertiveness and Enthusiasm.  These aspects are briefly described in Study 1 

as well. 
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Self-report BFAS.  All participants completed the self-report BFAS.  Items 

responses were on a five-point Likert scale (1 = ñstrongly disagreeò to 5 = ñstrongly 

agreeò).   

Other-report BFAS.  A portion of the sample (N = 146 after careless responders 

were excluded) participated in a second study which asked participants to provide the 

email address of someone who knows them well and who would be willing to complete a 

personality assessment about them. The other-raters were sent an email explaining the 

purpose of the study and requesting their assistance along with a link to a survey which 

consists of the other-rater BFAS form.  Other-report personality was assessed using the 

BFAS with items adjusted to refer to the third person.  For example, ñSeldom feel blueò 

is reworded as ñSeldom feels blue.ò The response scale was the same as for self-report 

BFAS. 

Cognitive Ability 

The study included two measures of cognitive ability:  a standardized test score, 

and an in-study timed cognitive ability battery as described in Study 1. As stated in Study 

1, cognitive ability was the only variable corrected for range restriction in the study. 

Range restriction corrections used the population ACT scores (all high school students 

who took the ACT between 2015 ï 2017).  The population was used for the referent 

standard deviation because this dissertation is interested in the scientific question 

regarding how cognitive ability effects counterproductive behavior in the population 

whether or not a student attends any particular college. 

ACT/SAT score. Participants were asked to consent to allow the researcher to 

access their university registrar records to obtain their SAT or ACT scores as a proxy for 
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cognitive ability.  For those students with an SAT score, the score is converted to the 

ACT metric using the concordance table provided by the College Board 

(www.collegeboard.org).  Not all students consented to allow access to their registrar 

data.  In these cases, self-report ACT(SAT) was used.  Studies have found high 

agreement between self-report and registrar records of test scores (robs = .82; Kuncel, 

Credé, & Thomas, 2005). The sample correlation between registrar and self-report ACT 

scores is given in the results. 

ETS verbal and numerical ability. Participants took a timed verbal 

comprehension and a timed numerical reasoning test from the ETS Test Kit (Ekstrom, 

French, Harman, & Dermen, 1975).  The verbal test is the Advanced Vocabulary Test I ï 

V-4 and consists of 18 multiple-choice vocabulary items and participants have 4 minutes 

to complete it.  The numerical reasoning test is the Mathematics Aptitude Test ï RG-2 

and consists of 15 multiple choice mathematic word problems.  Participants have 10 

minutes to complete it.  For each test, the score is calculated as the number correct minus 

a fraction (-.5) of the number incorrect. A total ETS score was calculated as the average 

of the two test scores. 

Counterproductive College Behaviors 

The Counterproductive College Behaviors (Dilchert & Ones, 2008) measure was 

used to assess student counterproductive behavior.  The measure is 142 items, consisting 

of six dimensions which subsume 16 narrow facets (i.e., homogenous item clusters).  The 

dimensions of Academic Deviance consists of the facets Academic Dishonesty (13 items, 

e.g., ñDuring an exam, quickly looked at, and got information from, a classmateôs 

paperò); Support of Academic Dishonesty (7 items, e.g., ñAllowed own coursework to be 
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copied by another studentò); Misrepresentation (15 items, e.g., ñTurned in a paper taken 

from the internetò); and Lying (9 items, ñFabricated a reference or a bibliographyò).  

Withdrawal Behavior consists of the facets Withdrawal (13 items, e.g., ñCame in late for 

classò) and Lack of Effort (7 items, e.g., ñDid sloppy workò).  The Negligence/Outcomes 

dimension consists of the facets Negligence (10 items, e.g., ñForgot to bring important 

materials to classò) and Outcomes (8 items, e.g., ñWere asked to leave the class by the 

instructorò).  The Theft/Sabotage dimension consists of the facets Theft (8 items, e.g., 

ñStole something on campusò) and Sabotage (10 items, e.g., ñRefused to share your class 

notes with a student that missed a class sessionò). The dimension of Illegal Behavior 

consists of the facets Substance Abuse (8 items, e.g., ñUsed an illegal drug or consumed 

alcohol while at schoolò), Physical Violence (4 items, e.g., ñHad a physical fight with 

someone on campusò), Property Damage (6 items, e.g., ñPut graffiti on university 

wallsò), Severe Criminal Behavior (8 items, e.g., ñCarried a hidden weapon to class or 

schoolò).  The Incivility dimension consists of facets Disruptive Behavior (3 items, e.g., 

ñInterrupted other students (e.g., by distracting them from work)ò) and Interpersonal 

Incivility (12 items, e.g., ñCursed at someone at schoolò).  Items were rated on a 7-point 

frequency scale: ñneverò, ñonce a yearò, ñseveral times a yearò, ñonce a monthò, ñonce a 

weekò, ñonce a dayò, and ñseveral times a day.ò  

For a large portion of the sample, due to time constraints an abbreviated version 

of the CCB was used which retained all six dimensions but consisted of 126 items total, 

with 8 items for Academic Dishonesty; 3 items for Disruptive Behavior, 10 items for 

Interpersonal Incivility; 6 items for Lack of Effort; 9 items for Lying; 15 items for 

Misrepresentation; 10 items for Negligence; 3 items for Physical Violence; 4 items for 
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Property Damage; 10 items for Sabotage; 5 items for Severe Criminal Behavior; 8 items 

for Substance Abuse; 6 items for Support of Academic Dishonesty; 6 items for Theft; 9 

items for Withdrawal; and 4 items for Outcomes.  Reliabilities were examined for the 

shortened scales and the full scales, and those for the shortened scales were comparable 

to those of the full scales.  A table comparing reliabilities is in Appendix 2-M.  The 

equivalence of the short and original long form was established by examining criterion 

validity between composites from the full CCB scales and BFAS using the self-report 

and self-rater subsamples and comparing these to validities using the shortened CCB 

scales (see Appendix 2-M).  The subsample who responded to the full scales was too 

small (N = 173) to compare the factor structures of the short and full measures. 

Self-report CCB.  Participants completed the self-report CCB measure online at 

the same time as the self-report BFAS and cognitive ability tests. 

Other-report CCB.  Participants were asked to provide the email address and 

name of someone who knows them well to complete an other-report version of the 

measure.  These individuals were sent an email describing the study and providing a link 

to an online survey which includes the other-report version of the CCB questionnaire.  

The other-report version included the same items as the self-report CCB questionnaire, 

with items rephrased to refer to another person rather than to oneself (e.g., ñHad someone 

sign for them on the attendance sheetò rather than ñHad someone sign for you on the 

attendance sheetò). After excluding careless responders, a total of 761 participants had 

other-report CCB scores. 

Personal Acquaintance Measure 
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For the subsample for whom other-report CCB was obtained, the Personal 

Acquaintance Measure (PAM; Starzyk, Holden, Fabrigar, & McDonald, 2006) was 

completed by the participant and the individual the participant chose to complete the 

other-report CCB measure.  The 18-item measure assesses the depth of acquaintanceship 

between the respondent and a focal other person along six dimensions: duration (e.g., ñI 

have known this person for many yearsò), frequency of interaction (e.g., ñSeeing this 

person is part of my weekly routineò), knowledge of goals (e.g., ñI know what this 

personôs goals areò), physical intimacy (e.g., ñThis person and I have been physically 

intimateò), self-disclosure (e.g., ñThis person often hides his/her true feelings from meò), 

and social network familiarity (e.g., ñI am familiar with this personôs friendsò).  Each 

dimension is measured with three items.  Responses are measured on a 5-point scale, with 

0 = ñstrongly disagreeò to 4 = ñstrongly agree.ò  Responses are summed to create a total 

score. This scale was included for its potential moderating influence on the other reported 

CCB relations. While no hypotheses or research questions directly address this measure, 

post hoc analyses were performed to test for closeness of relationship as a moderator for 

the relationship between self-report BFAS and other-report CCB and of the relationship 

between self-report CCB and other-report CCB.  

Procedures 

Examination of potentially influential cases 

As in Study 1, the data was examined for outliers in the personality, CCB, and 

cognitive ability variables.  Multivariate influential cases were identified using Cookôs 

distance (Cook, 1979).  Thirty-two cases were found which could potentially influence 
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results, therefore robust regression analysis was used to mitigate their influence on 

results.  The same method used in Study 1 was used for this study. 

Additionally, the same method as used in Study 1 was used to test for 

heteroscedasticity of variance across gender groups, (the score test; Cook & Weisberg, 

1983).   

In correlation analyses, Pearson correlations can also be influenced by outliers.  

To address this, Spearman correlations were used.   

Results 

Sample Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive statistics for personality 

Table 2.3 provides sample means and SDs for the BFAS along with internal 

consistency reliabilities for the BFAS aspects and Mosier reliabilities for the Big Five 

domains, which are composites of their respective aspects.  Intercorrelations between 

self-rated and other-rated BFAS is provided in Appendix 2-A.  Notably, both self- and 

other-ratings follow the general pattern of relatively lower scores for Neuroticism and its 

aspects compared to the other domains and aspects.  Comparing other-ratings with self-

ratings of only those who have other-ratings, in general, other-ratings were higher than 

self-ratings, with larger standard deviations.  Scale reliabilities were fairly consistent 

across self- and other-ratings with the exception of Orderliness, for which other-rated 

reliability was substantially lower than self-rated reliability.   

Descriptive statistics for CCB 

Table 2.4 provides descriptive statistics for self-report and other-report CCB. 

Composite CCB-O (CCB toward the organization or school) is an average of the 
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dimensions Withdrawal Behavior, Theft/Sabotage, Negligence/Outcomes, Illegal 

Behavior, and Academic Deviance.  CCB-I (CCB toward other people) is identical to the 

dimension of Incivility.  Total CCB is calculated as an average of all six dimensions 

rather than an average of CCB-O and CCB-I in order to give equal weight to all 

dimensions rather than over-weighting Incivility.  Interestingly, internal consistency 

reliabilities for other-report CCB were generally larger than for self-report CCB.  

However, for composite CCB-O, self-report reliability was stronger than other-report 

while for CCB-I other-report reliability was stronger than self-report. 

Some sub-scales (i.e., homogenous item clusters) within the six CCB composite 

dimensions have very low internal consistency reliabilities.  This is likely in part due to 

the low number of items in item clusters.  Severe deviance and outcomes have 

particularly low reliabilities.  The items comprising these sub-scales are such that one 

may engage in a particular behavior in the scale very frequently yet rarely or never 

engage in others within the scale, leading to decremented reliability.  For example, one 

may frequently engage in illegal gambling on campus yet never carry an illegal weapon 

on campus.  As to why other-reported versions of these behavior scales do not suffer 

from low reliability, it may be that halo effects are in play because other-raters may be 

less informed.  

Descriptive statistics for cognitive ability 

Table 2.5 provides descriptive statistics for the cognitive ability variables used in 

analyses.  The mean self-reported ACT score was 27.7 (SD = 3.4) and the mean registrar 

ACT score was 27.6 (SD = 3.4).  The correlation between self-report ACT and registrar 

ACT was r = .96 (90% CI [.95, .97]).  This correlation was used as the reliability for total 
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combined ACT, which used registrar report ACT when available and self-report ACT 

when registrar report was not available.  The ACT subscale reliabilities were from 

published technical reports for the 2015-2017 years, as that year range closely follows 

when the majority of our sample would have taken the test.  Correlations with ACT 

scores (including SAT scores converted to ACT scores using the College Board 

concordance) were corrected for range restriction in this variable. As discussed in the 

Method section for Study 1, only those SAT scores above 1600 were converted to ACT 

scores, as those could be assessed with certainty on their proper score scale. SAT scores 

below 1600 could have been on the 1600 scale or the 2400 scale, so they were not used. 

Because the ETS Verbal test was a vocabulary test, mean scores for non-native 

English speakers were compared to those for native English speakers.  Both native (M = 

4.79, SD = 4.09) and non-native English speakers (M = 4.98, SD = 4.26) had similar 

mean scores on the vocabulary test.  In fact, non-native English speakersô scores were 

higher.  Running test correlations between the ETS vocabulary test score and total CCB, 

CCB-O, and CCB-I excluding non-native English speakers did not change the 

correlations found for the whole sample. 

Descriptive statistics for Personal Acquaintance Measure 

Table 2.6 provides means and standard deviations for the Personal Acquaintance 

measure (PAM) from other-raters of BFAS and other-reports of CCB, as well as 

correlations between self- and other-report PAM scales.  PAM scores were reasonably 

similar between participants and their acquaintance rater.  Further, correlations between 

self- and other-report total PAM scores were strong.  Intercorrelations among the scales ï 

for self-report and for other-report separately ï are weak to moderate.  Given that the 
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individual scales represent aspects of a relationship, the total PAM scores were used in 

analyses.   

Examination of potentially influential cases 

As with Study 1, variables were assessed for outlier cases which could distort 

analysis results.  And as with Study 1, the data was examined for outliers in the 

personality, CCB, and cognitive ability variables.  Again, the personality data showed no 

stand-alone outliers showing any response patterns or other disqualifiers for which to 

exclude them.  Cases with extreme total scores (either very high or very low) were 

examined on individual bases and, as with Study 1, no disqualifying features were found. 

It should be noted that the Study 1 sample (N = 1,043) is a large subset of the Study 2 

sample (N = 1,763).  As was the case for CWB, the CCB distributions were positively 

skewed due to low base rate reporting.  Higher scorers (those more than 3 standard 

deviations above the mean) were examined on an individual basis and while no unusual 

characteristics were found as cause to exclude them, they were marked as extreme scores.  

Analyses were performed using robust methods (Spearmanôs correlations and robust 

regression) where applicable.  In other analyses such as standardized mean differences 

(Cohenôs d) and dMod, analyses were reported with the outliers and analyses excluding the 

outliers are provided in Appendix 2-B.  Cronbach alpha and Mosier reliabilities, means, 

and SDs for the sample without the extreme scores as well as for the full sample are in 

Appendix 2-C.  The same eight multivariate influential cases using Cookôs distance that 

were identified in Study 1 were also marked in this study. Analyses were performed with 

and without these eight cases with no substantial differences in results.  However, when 

excluding the 32 extreme CCB scores, results were altered slightly.  It is important to 
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remember the response distribution in general for counterproductive behavior.  Barring 

any identifiable response sets or other excluding criteria, outliers should not be 

considered erroneous, as there are likely a small percentage of individuals in the 

population who do engage in CB much more frequently than the average person.  And 

these individuals may present as univariate outliers.  Excluding them a priori from 

analyses would limit generalization of results to the entire population.  However, it is 

statistically prudent to use robust methods where applicable and to present the analyses 

with and without the outliers, especially if their influence alters results.   

As noted in Study 1, robust regression methods were used to better fit regression 

models for the dependent variables (i.e., CCB) measured on a non-interval frequency 

scale (i.e., the distances between each point on the scale were not equal). The use of 

robust regression is less restrictive with respect to linear relationship constraints between 

predictors and criteria in regression models while able to fit an appropriate regression 

model, given the observed data. As was the case for Study 1, it should be mentioned that, 

in this sample, scatter plots for relations between predictors and CCB criteria were 

visually more metathetic (linear) than prothetic (nonlinear). 

Results for the Relationship between CCB and CWB 

Table 2.7 provides Spearman intercorrelations between self-report CWB and both 

self-report and other-report CCB.  Results for hypotheses are described below. 

Total CCB and total CWB 

The corrected (for unreliability in both X and Y) correlation between self-report 

total CCB and total CWB was rs = .65 (90% CI [.61, .69]), supporting H1. 
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The fully corrected correlation between other-report total CCB and total CWB 

was positive but not strong (rs = .13 (90% CI [.04, .21]), providing partial support for H1.   

CCB-I and CWB-I  

In answer to Research Question 1, self-report CCB-Iôs corrected correlation with 

CWB-I (rs = .52, 90% CI [.47, .58]) was larger than its correlation with CWB-O (rs = .43, 

90% CI [.38, .48[) (using Zouôs 2007 method, the 90% confidence interval for the 

difference in the correlations was [.03, .11]). However, for other-report CCB, the 

correlation between CCB-I and CWB-I was weak (rs = .06, 90% CI [-.03,.14]), and 

smaller than the correlation between CCB-I and CWB-O (rs = .11, 90% CI [.01,.20]). 

CCB-O and CWB-O 

The corrected correlation between self-report CCB-O and CWB-O (r = .67, 90% 

CI [.63, .71]) was stronger than between CCB-O and CWB-I (rs = .43, 90% CI [.38, .48]). 

The 90% confidence interval for the difference in the correlations was [.17, .25], in 

answer to Research Question 2. Likewise, for other-report CCB and CWB, the corrected 

correlation between CCB-O and CWB-O (rs = .20, 90% CI [.09, .30]) was larger than 

between CCB-O and CWB-I (rs = .07, 90% CI [-.04, .17]). The confidence interval for 

the difference in correlations excluded zero (90% CI [.07, .19]).  This is a new finding 

and suggests that not only is counterproductive behavior an intra-personal cross-context 

phenomenon, the particular type of behavioral target (other persons or an organization) 

crosses contexts as well. 

Results for Conscientiousness and its Aspects 

To summarize results regarding hypotheses, Table 2.8 lists all hypotheses for this 

study along with results for each hypothesis for each sub-sample where applicable. Table 
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2.9 provides BFAS and CCB intercorrelations for self-rated and other-rated BFAS and 

self-report and other-report CCB.  Confidence intervals for these correlations are in 

Appendix 2-D.  Spearman correlations are presented in the table, and Pearson 

correlations without outliers and the differences in the correlations with and without 

outliers are presented in Appendix 2-E. 

Conscientiousness and CCB 

The corrected (for unreliability in CCB) correlation between self-rated 

Conscientiousness and total CCB was rs = -.38 (90% CI [-.42, -.34]), providing support 

for H2a.  H2b was supported as well; the corrected correlation between 

Conscientiousness and CCB-O (rs = -.42, 90% CI [-.46, -.39]) was stronger than its 

correlation with CCB-I (rs = -.17, 90% CI [-.22, -.12]).  The 90% confidence interval for 

the difference in correlations was [-.29, -.21].   

There was a weak to moderate (corrected) correlation between self-report CCB 

and other-rated Conscientiousness (rs = -.19, 90% CI [-.32, -.05]), providing additional 

partial support for H2a.  The corrected correlation between other-rated Conscientiousness 

and self-report CCB-O (rs = -.24, 90% CI [-.37, -.10]), was stronger than correlation 

between other-rated Conscientiousness and self-report CCB-I (rs = .06, 90% CI [-.10, 

.22]), providing support for H2b.  The 90% confidence interval for the difference in 

correlations was [-.31, -.05]. 

For other-report CCB and self-rated Conscientiousness, H2a was supported; the 

corrected correlation between Conscientiousness and CCB was moderate (rs = -.26, 90% 

CI [ -.32, -.19]).  H2b was also supported; the corrected correlation between self-rated 

Conscientiousness and other-report CCB-O (rs = -.34, 90% CI [-.41, -.27]) was 
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effectively stronger than the correlation between Conscientiousness and CCB-I (rs = -.04, 

90% CI [-.11, .03]), as the latter was negligible.  

For other-report CCB and other-rated Conscientiousness, H2a was partially 

supported; the corrected correlation between Conscientiousness and CCB was rs = -.14 

(90% CI [-.13, .06]).  Likewise, H2b was partially supported; the corrected correlation 

between Conscientiousness and CCB-O (rs = -.21 (90% CI [-.43, .03]) was stronger than 

that between Conscientiousness and CCB-I (rs = -.03, 90% [-.25, .18]), although both 

estimates had 90% confidence intervals including zero. 

Conscientiousness aspects and CCB 

For self-report CCB and self-rated Industriousness (Table 2.8), the corrected 

correlation between Industriousness and CCB was rs = -.42 (90% CI [-.46, -.39]), 

supporting H3a.  The (corrected) correlation between Industriousness and CCB-O (rs = -

.46, 90% CI [-.50, -.43]) was stronger than the correlation between Industriousness and 

CCB-I (rs = -.22, 90% CI [-.27, -.17]), providing support for H3b. The 90% confidence 

interval for the difference in correlations was [-.27, -.21]. 

For self-report CCB and other-rated Industriousness, H3a was partially supported 

with a weak to moderate correlation (rs = -.16, 90% CI [-.29, -.02]).  The corrected 

correlation between Industriousness and CCB-O was rs = -.20 (90% CI [-.33, -.06]), 

while the corrected correlation between Industriousness and CCB-I was rs = .01 (90% CI 

[-.15, 18]), providing support for H3b. 

For other-report CCB and self-rated Industriousness, H3a was supported; the 

corrected correlation between Industriousness and CCB was rs = -.24 (90% CI [-.30, -

.17]).  The corrected correlation between Industriousness and CCB-O (rs = -.32, 90% CI 
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[-.39, -.24]) was stronger than the correlation between Industriousness and CCB-I (rs = -

.04, 90% CI [-.12, .03]) which was negligible, providing support for H3b. 

For other-report CCB and other-rated Industriousness, H3a was supported; the 

corrected correlation between Industriousness and CCB was rs = -.27 (90% CI [-.44, -

.07]).  The corrected correlation between Industriousness and CCB-O was rs = -.37 (90% 

CI [-.57, -.14]), while the corrected correlation between Industriousness and CCB-I was 

rs = -.24 (90% CI [-.43, -.02]).  The 90% confidence interval for the difference in 

correlations was [-.25, -.01], which supported H3b. 

Self-rated Orderliness had correlations with CCB which were approximately half 

as strong as those with self-rated Industriousness. Self-rated Orderliness exhibited 

moderate negative correlations with self-report total CCB (rs = -.21, 90% CI [-.25,-.17]) 

and self-report CCB-O (rs = -.24, 90% CI [-.28,-.20]), and a weak negative correlation 

with self-report CCB-I (rs = -.06, 90% CI [-.11, -.01]).  Other combinations of self- 

versus other-ratings and self- versus other-report Orderliness and CCB, CCB-O, and 

CCB-I were more equivocal.   

The pattern of zero-order correlations for Industriousness and Orderliness shows 

Industriousness to be the overall stronger predictor for CCB.  However, to empirically 

test the relative strength of this pair (and each pair) of aspectsô relations with CCB, partial 

correlations were examined (Table 2.10).  Uncorrected partial correlations for self-rated 

Industriousness with total CCB, CCB-O, and CCB-I (partial rs = -.36, -.32, -.18, 

respectively) were only slightly lower than uncorrected zero-order correlations 

(uncorrected rs = -.40, -.36, -.18, respectively) with these criteria. However, partial 

correlations between self-rated Orderliness and the CCB variables (partial rs = -.04, -.02, 
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.03) were much lower than zero-order correlations (rs = -.20, -.17, -.05). Of these two 

aspects, Industriousness carries the bulk of the predictive variance for CCB, CCB-O, and 

CCB-I. 

Results for Agreeableness and its Aspects 

Agreeableness and CCB 

Self-report CCB and self-rated Agreeableness (Table 2.9) had a weak to moderate 

negative correlation (rs = -.15 (90% CI [-.19, -.11]), providing partial support for H4a. 

The correlation between Agreeableness and CCB-I (rs = -.21, 90% CI [-.25, -.16]) was 

stronger than the correlation between Agreeableness and CCB-O (rs = -.12, 90% CI [-.16, 

-.07]).  The 90% confidence interval for the difference in correlations was [-.13, -.05], 

thus supporting H4b. 

The correlation between other-rated Agreeableness and self-report CCB was 

negligible (rs = -.03, 90% CI [-.11, .17]), failing to support H4a.  Likewise, H4b was not 

supported; Agreeablenessô correlation with CCB-I (rs = -.05) and its correlation with 

CCB-O (rs = .05) were negligible. This is likely because Agreeableness was calculated as 

an average of Compassion and Politeness.  For self-report CCB and other-rated BFAS, 

Compassion exhibited positive or zero correlations with CCB while Politeness exhibited 

negative correlations with CCB (see Table 2.8). 

The correlation between other-report CCB and self-rated Agreeableness was 

negligible (rs = -.06) with 90% confidence intervals including zero, failing to support 

H4a.  The corrected correlation between Agreeableness and CCB-I was rs = -.13 (90% CI 

[-.21, -.06]) while the correlation between Agreeableness and CCB-O was -.06 with 90% 

confidence intervals including zero, providing support for H4b.   
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The correlation between other-report CCB x other-rated Agreeableness was 

positive but very weak (rs = .05) with 90% confidence intervals including zero, thus 

failing to provide support for H4a.  Even though the correlation between other-rated 

Agreeableness and other-report CCB-I (-.06) was negative while the correlation was 

positive with other-report CCB-O (.04), these correlations were negligible and had 90% 

confidence intervals including zero, failing to support H4b. 

Agreeableness aspects and CCB 

Self-rated Politeness exhibited a moderate negative correlation with self-report 

CCB (rs = -.24, 90% CI [-.28, -.20]), supporting H5a.  The correlation between Politeness 

and CCB-I (rs = -.31, 90% CI [-.35, -.26]) was stronger than between Politeness and 

CCB-O (rs = -.21, 90% CI [-.25, -.17]) (Table 2.8), providing support for H5b. The 90% 

confidence interval for the difference in correlations was [-.14, -.06].   

For self-report CCB and other-rated Politeness, H5a was partially supported, as 

the corrected correlation between Politeness and CCB was negative but weak (rs =  -.07, 

90% CI [-.21, .07]).  However, H5b was supported, as Politenessô corrected correlation 

with CCB-I was rs = -.21, 90% CI [-.36, -.04]) its correlation with CCB-O was weaker (rs 

= -.02, 90% CI [-.16, .12]).  Notably, while the correlation between other-rated Politeness 

and self-report CCB-I was negative, the correlation between other-rated Compassion and 

self-report CCB-I was positive (rs = .17, 90% CI [.01, .33]). In fact, other-rated 

Compassion was positively correlated self-reported total CCB (rs = .16, 90% CI [.02, 

.29]) and self-reported CCB-O (rs = .13) although this estimateôs 90% confidence interval 

included zero. 
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For other-report CCB and self-rated Politeness, H5a was partially supported; the 

corrected correlation between Politeness and CCB was rs = -.11 (90% CI [-.18, -.05]).  

However, Politenessô correlation with CCB-I (rs = -.17, 90% CI [-.24, -.10]) was not 

stronger than its correlation with CCB-O (rs = -.12, 90% CI [-.20, -.04]) thus failing to 

support H5b.  The 90% confidence interval for the difference in correlations was [-.09, 

0].  Correlations between self-rated Compassion and other-report CCB, CCB-O, and 

CCB-I were negligible. 

For other-report CCB and other-rated Politeness, H5a was only partially 

supported, as the corrected correlation between Politeness and CCB was negative but 

weak (rs = -.07, 90% CI [-.27, .13]).  Politenessô correlations with other-reported CCB-I 

and with other-reported CCB-O were the same (rs = -.11, 90% CI [-.34, .13] and rs = -.11, 

90% CI [-.32, .11], respectively), therefore H5b was not supported. 

Partial correlations (Table 2.10) between self- or other-rated compassion and self- 

or other-report CCB were stronger when politeness is controlled for. Likewise for 

correlations between self- or other-rated politeness and self- or other-report CCB. Self-

rated politeness carried more unique predictive variance for both self-report and other-

report CCB than did compassion. Further, correlations between self-rated compassion 

and CCB were generally positive whereas the relation between self-rated politeness and 

CCB was negative in all cases. In contrast to the magnitude differences for self-rated 

compassion and politeness, other-rated compassion and politeness carried similar 

amounts of unique predictive variance for CCB ï although, echoing findings for these 

aspects when self-rated, relations between other-rated compassion and CCB were 

positive while relations between other-rated politeness and CCB were negative.  
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Results for Neuroticism and its Aspects 

Neuroticism and CCB 

For self-report CCB and self-rated Neuroticism, the corrected correlation between 

Neuroticism and CCB was rs = .23 (90% CI [.19, .27]), supporting H6. For self-report 

CCB and other-rated BFAS, H6 was also supported; the corrected correlation between 

Neuroticism and CCB was rs = .23 (90% CI [.09, .36]) (Table 2.8). 

For other-report CCB and self-rated Neuroticism, H6 was partially supported; the 

corrected correlation between Neuroticism and CCB was rs = .10 (90% CI [.04, .17]), 

providing support for H6. For other-report CCB and other-rated Neuroticism, the 

corrected correlation between Neuroticism and CCB was rs = .16 (90% CI [-.04, .35]), 

providing partial support for H6, with a 90% confidence interval including zero. 

Withdrawal and CCB 

The correlation between self-rated Withdrawal and self-report CCB-O was rs = 

.22 (90% CI [.18, .26]), supporting H7a.  H7b was also supported, as Withdrawalôs 

correlation with CCB-O was stronger than that with CCB-I (rs = .09, 90% CI [.04, .13]).  

The 90% confidence interval for the difference in correlations was [.10, .18]. 

For self-report CCB and other-rated Withdrawal the correlation between 

Withdrawal and CCB-O was rs = .24 (90% CI [.10, .37]), providing further support for 

H7a.  Further, this correlation was stronger than that with self-report CCB-I (rs = .10, 

90% CI [-.07, .26]), providing additional support for H7b.   

For other-report CCB and self-rated Withdrawal, H7a was supported, as the 

correlation between Withdrawal and CCB-O was rs = .10, 90% CI [.02, .18]).  Further, 
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this correlation was stronger than Withdrawalôs correlation with CCB-I (rs = .08, 90% CI 

[0, .15]), providing support for H7b.   

For other-report CCB and other-rated Withdrawal, H7a was partially supported, 

as the correlation between Withdrawal and CCB-O was rs = .22 (90% CI [-.02,.44]), 

although the 90% confidence interval included zero. This correlation was not stronger 

than the correlation with other-report CCB-I (rs = .16, 90% CI [-.06,.36]), failing to 

support H7b. 

Volatility and CCB 

For self-report CCB and self-rated Volatility the correlation between Volatility 

and CCB-I was on the weak end of moderate (rs = .18, 90% CI [.14, .23]), providing 

support for H8. The correlation between other-rated Volatility and self-report CCB-I was 

(rs = .17, 90% CI [.01, .33]), further supporting H8. 

The correlation between self-rated Volatility and other-report CCB-I was weak (rs 

= .08, 90% CI [0, .15]), failing to support H8. Likewise, for other-report CCB and other-

rated Volatility, H8 was not supported, as the correlation between Volatility and CCB-I 

was also weak (rs = .10, 90% CI [-.12, .31]). 

 The correlation between self-rated Volatility and self-rated CCB-O (rs = .21, 90% 

CI [.17, .25]) was indeed similar in magnitude to its correlation with CCB-I (rs = .18, 

90% CI [.14, .23]). The 90% confidence interval for the difference in correlations was [-

.01, .07], providing an affirmative answer to RQ3. For self-report CCB and other-rated 

Volatility, its correlation with CCB-O (rs = .18, 90% CI [.04, .31]) was also similar in 

magnitude to its correlation with CCB-I (rs = .17, 90% CI [.01, .33]).  
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However, for other-report CCB and self-rated Volatility, its correlation with 

CCB-O (rs = .15, 90% CI [.07, .23]) was stronger than its correlation with CCB-I (rs = 

.08, 90% CI [0, .15]), answering RQ3 in the negative.  

In contrast, further answering RQ3 in the affirmative, other-rated Volatilityôs 

correlation with other-report CCB (rs = .15, 90% CI [-.09,.38]) and with CCB-I (rs = .10, 

90% CI [-.12,.31]) were not different from each other. 

Controlling for Withdrawal, self-rated Volatilityôs relations with self-report CCB-

I, CCB-O, and total CCB were weaker (uncorrected partial rs = .13, .13, and .12, 

respectively compared to uncorrected zero-order rs = .15, .20, and .20, respectively), as 

shown in Table 2.10. This same was true for self-rated Withdrawalôs correlations with the 

three self-report CCB composites. This pattern also emerged for other-rated Volatility 

and Withdrawal with self-report CCB composites, and to a lesser extent when the aspects 

were other-rated and CCB was other-report, and when the aspects were self-rated and 

CCB was other-report. These results suggest that using Neuroticism aspects is not 

necessarily more informative than using Neuroticism at the domain level in predicting 

CCB composites. However, at the CCB facet level, self-rated Volatility exhibited 

stronger zero-order correlations with self-report theft/sabotage, illegal behavior, and 

incivility ï although this pattern was not echoed in the other combinations of these 

aspects as self- or other-rated with CCB as self- or other-report. 

Results for Extraversion and its Aspects 

Is Enthusiasm correlated with CCB-O or CCB-I?  

Self-rated Enthusiasm exhibited negligible correlations with self-report CCB-O 

and with self-report CCB-I (Table 2.9), answering RQ4 in the negative. 
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For self-report CCB and other-rated BFAS, Enthusiasm was positively correlated 

with CCB-I (rs = .23, 90% CI [.07, .39]), but was weakly correlated with CCB-O (rs = 

.08) with 90% confidence intervals including zero, providing mixed results for RQ4. 

For other-report CCB and self-rated BFAS, Enthusiasm was weakly positively 

correlated with CCB-O (rs = .10, 90% CI [.02, .18]) and with CCB-I (rs = .08) although 

the 90% confidence interval for this estimate included zero. 

For other-report CCB and other-rated BFAS, Enthusiasm was positively 

correlated with total CCB (rs = .23, 90% CI [.03, .41]), and with CCB-O (rs = .23, 90% 

CI [-.01, .45]) although the 90% confidence interval included zero.  Other-rated 

Enthusiasm exhibited a weak positive correlation with other-report CCB-I (rs = .08, 90% 

CI [-.14, .29]). 

Is Assertiveness correlated with CCB-O or CCB-I?  

Addressing Research Question 5, self-rated Assertiveness was weakly positively 

correlated with self-report CCB-O (rs = .06, 90% CI [.02, .10]), and moderately 

positively correlated with self-report CCB-I (rs = .22, 90% CI [.17, .27]) (Table 2.9).   

For self-report CCB and other-rated personality, Assertiveness exhibited a 

negligible correlation with CCB-I (rs = .02, 90% CI [-.12, .16]) and a moderate positive 

correlation with CCB-I (rs = .32, 90% CI [.16, .47]). 

For other-report CCB and self-rated personality, Assertiveness was weakly 

positively correlated with CCB-I (rs = .17, 90% CI [.10, .24]), and with CCB-O (rs = .09, 

90% CI [.01, .17]). 
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For other-report CCB and other-rated personality, Assertiveness exhibited weak 

positive correlations with CCB-I (rs = .10, 90% CI [-.12, .31]) and with CCB-O (rs = .07, 

90% CI [-.17, .30]). 

When controlling for Enthusiasm, partial correlations between Assertiveness and 

CCB variables were weaker for both self- and other-rated Assertiveness with both self- 

and other-report CCB, with correlations between self-rated Assertiveness and self-report 

CCB-I, CCB-O, and total CCB changing sign to negative, but quite weak (Table 2.10). 

While this pattern of weaker partial correlations also held for Enthusiasm when 

controlling for Assertiveness in three of the correlation sets (i.e., self-rated Enthusiasm 

with other-report CCB and the two sets using other-rated Enthusiasm), correlations 

between self-rated Enthusiasm and self-report CCB variables were stronger and positive 

when controlling for Assertiveness. 

Results for Openness and its Aspects 

Self-rated Intellect exhibited negligible correlations with self-report CCB-I (rs = 

.01) and with self-report CCB-O (rs = -.03), with 90% confidence intervals for both 

estimates including zero (Table 2.9), failing to support H9. 

For all other sample sets for CCB-O (self-report CCB-O with other-rated Intellect, 

other-report CCB-O with self-rated Intellect, and other-report CCB-O with other-rated 

Intellect), correlations were negligible; H9 was not supported.   

Notably, self-report CCB-I and other-rated Intellect exhibited a moderate positive 

correlation (rs = .22, 90% CI [.06, .38]). 

While not hypothesized nor a research question, Experiencing exhibited weak 

positive correlations with self-report CCB-O (self-rated Experiencing rs = .12, 90% CI 
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[.07, .16]; other-rated Experiencing rs = .12, 90% CI [-.03, .25]), and with other-report 

CCB-O (self-rated Experiencing rs = .16, 90% CI [.08, .24], other-rated Experiencing rs = 

.13, 90% CI [-.11, .36]), although self- and other-rated Experiencing exhibited weak to 

negligible correlations with self- and other-report CCB-I. 

Partial correlations (Table 2.10) controlling for each aspect in correlations with 

CCB variables showed very little change from zero-order correlations.  

Does Intellect add incremental variance to Industriousness in predicting CCB?  

 Addressing Research Question 6, for self-report CCB, self-rated Intellect did add 

a very small amount of incremental variance to self-rated Industriousness in predicting 

total CCB (Table 2.10), with an adjusted R2 increment of .01 (ȹ multiple R = .01).  Table 

2.11 provides the regression models for all analyses sample pairs. 

For self-report CCB and other-rated personality, Intellect also provided an 

increment beyond Industriousness in predicting total CCB, with an adjusted R2 increment 

of .05 (ȹ multiple R = .11). 

Further, for other-report CCB and self-rated personality, Intellect provided an 

increment in predictive validity for CCB beyond that of Industriousness (ȹ adjusted R2 = 

.01; ȹ multiple R = .03). 

For other-report CCB and other-rated personality, neither Industriousness nor 

Intellect were predictive for CCB in the regression models (see Table 2.12), so 

incremental variance was not tested for. 

Overall, intellect did increment slightly above and beyond Industriousness in 

predicting CCB but not in the anticipated direction.  Reading the signs of the coefficients, 
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higher Intellect predicts an increase in CCB while higher Industriousness predicts a 

decrease in CCB.   

Results for Gender 

Gender differences in CCB 

Table 2.12 provides results for gender differences in frequency of engaging in 

CCB.  For self-report CCB, Males reported engaging in CCB-O with the same frequency 

as did females (d = -.05, 90% CI [-.15, -.04]), failing to provide support for H10a.  

However, males (M = 1.44, SD = .55) reported engaging in CCB-I more frequently than 

did females (M = 1.32, SD = .45, d = -.31, 90% CI [-.36, -.17]), supporting H10b. 

Other-reports of the frequency of males engaging in CCB-O (M = 1.29, SD = .28) 

were greater than other-reports for females (M = 1.21, SD = .24, d = -.39, 90% CI [=.57, -

.21]) providing support for H10a.  Likewise, other-reports showed males (M = 1.32, SD = 

.57) engaged in CCB-I more frequently than did females (M = 1.23, SD = .47, d = -.20, 

90% CI [-.36, -.04]), supporting H10b. 

These findings are generally in line with previous research findings for gender 

differences in frequency of engaging in counterproductive behavior, although the null 

finding for a gender difference in self-report CCB-O does not reflect findings in previous 

research. Males did self-report engaging in CCB-O facets more frequently (i.e., 

Theft/Sabotage, Negligence/Outcomes, and Illegal Behaviors), indicating the null finding 

for self-report composite CCB-O is partially due to lack of differences in self-reported 

frequency of Academic Deviance and Withdrawal behaviors. In contrast, for other-

reported CCB, males were reported to engage more frequently in Academic Deviance 
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and Withdrawal than were females (corrected d = -.30 and -.24, respectively) although 

these estimates had 90% confidence intervals including zero.  

Gender interactions with BFAS in predicting CCB 

Two methods of assessing gender interactions with self-rated personality in 

predicting self-report and other-report CCB were used to address Research Question 7.  

The first method was moderated multiple regression. The second method, as described 

and used in Study 1, was the use of dmod, or the effect size of the difference in the 

prediction models between males and females for CCB.   

Separate moderated regression models including each pair of aspects were 

examined to assess gender interactions in predicting self-report and other-report CCB. 

Small sample sizes precluded testing for interaction effects with other-rated BFAS. 

Overall, gender interaction effects were small to negligible for all self-rated aspect pairs 

for self-reported total CCB, CCB-I, and CCB-O (Table 2.13). The change in R-squared 

and multiple R when adding the interaction terms was nil to quite small, even though 

main effects were found for gender (as would be expected given the standardized mean 

differences for gender and CCB).  

Industriousness, Politeness, Volatility, and Assertiveness were examined together 

in predicting self-report CCB, and gender interaction terms were added. There was no 

increment in R-squared for any of the three CCB criteria when gender and interactions 

were added. When entering all aspects and then gender interaction terms (Table 2.13), 

increments in R-squared were nil to .01 and coefficients for interaction terms were quite 

weak.   
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Table 2.13a provides regression results for other-report CCB predicted by self-

rated BFAS with gender interactions. As with regression models for self-report CCB, in 

general, while main effects of gender were found, interactions terms were weak and 

increments in predictive validity were small when adding gender and the interaction 

terms.   

These effects are small and challenging to interpret in a practical sense.  Signs of 

coefficients are an indication of the direction of relationship in regression, although in 

moderated regression, simple slopes are commonly used to assess interaction effects.  As 

mentioned above, the moderated regression models give a good overall assessment of the 

validity for the BFAS and gender in predicting CCB, but the use of dMod will aid in 

assessing differential prediction for each BFAS aspect by gender.  With the dMod method, 

aspects were analyzed one at a time not controlling for the other aspects as is done in 

multiple regression.   

Assessing intercepts and slopes for aspects by gender.  In order to assess 

differential prediction across gender for each aspect (male and female subgroups), dMod 

was used.  The female group was used as the referent group (i.e., the standard deviations 

for females were used to standardize effect sizes).  Table 2.14 provides results for each 

BFAS aspect.  Separate regressions were run for males and for females using each self-

rated aspect with self-report CCB variables and other-report CCB variables.  Sample size 

was insufficient to test other-rated BFAS aspects.   

The dMod analyses show that the slopes for BFAS aspects across males and 

females in predicting CCB do not perfectly overlap.  There is area between them (as 

indicated by dMod_signed and dMod_unsigned).  Additionally, the negative signs for dMod_signed 
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indicates that the differences in slopes express a net underprediction for males.  There is a 

danger of capitalizing on chance with so many individual tests.  While post hoc tests are 

not possible with this analysis method, it is acknowledged that these findings are 

preliminary and need to be replicated in further studies with other samples. To 

summarize, gender effects on personality in predicting CCB are weak and the strongest 

predictive power for CCB comes from the main effects of personality and the main effect 

of gender rather than their interactions, although there is a small net underprediction for 

males with personality predicting CCB.  

Results for Cognitive Ability 

Table 2.15 provides correlation results for cognitive ability with CCB. Confidence 

intervals for the correlations are in Appendix 2-F.  The results for hypotheses and 

research questions are discussed below.  

Cognitive ability correlations with CCB 

In contrast to findings for CWB in Study 1, verbal ability was a weak positive 

correlate of self-report CCB-I (rs = .09, 90% CI [-.01, .19]), and exhibited nil or 

negligible correlations with CCB-O and total CCB.  Interestingly, math ability and total g 

were also positively correlated with self-report CCB-I (rs = .15, 90% CI [.06, .24] and rs 

= .14, 90% CI [.03, .24], respectively) and all three g composites were positively 

correlated with self-report Withdrawal behaviors, although the 90% confidence intervals 

for the estimates included zero.  As would be expected, verbal ability (rs = -.13, 90% CI 

[-.22, -.04]), math ability (rs = -.11, 90% CI [-.19, -.02]), and total g (rs = -.14, 90% CI -

.23, -.04[-.23, -.04]) were negatively correlated with self-report Academic Deviance, 

providing only partial support for H11.   
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For other-report CCB, total g, math ability, and verbal ability were positively 

correlated with total CCB (rs = .21, 90% CI [.07, .35]; rs = .17, 90% CI [.04, .29]; rs = 

.19, 90% CI [.05, .31]), CCB-O (rs = .20, 90% CI [.02, .36]; rs = .17, 90% CI [.02, .31]; rs 

= .17, 90% CI [.00, .32], respectively), and CCB-I (rs = .28, 90% CI [.13, .42]; rs = .23, 

90% CI [.09,.36]; and rs = .25, 90% CI [.10, .38], respectively), failing to provide support 

for H11.  For total g and math ability, the relationships with other-report CCB-O appear 

to be driven by the positive correlations with other-report Academic Deviance and 

Theft/Sabotage. These positive correlations between cognitive ability and other-report 

CCB are surprising findings.  Correlations between self-report and other-report CCB 

(Appendix 2-G) are weak to moderate, indicating each method of assessing CCB captures 

a good amount of unique variance. There may be any number of reasons for the positive 

correlations between cognitive ability and other-rated CCB, some more intuitively 

plausible than others. For example, other-reporters may assume that participants higher in 

cognitive ability engage in counterproductive behaviors more frequently; this might 

particularly be the case with Academic Deviance if other-reporters found it hard to 

believe that someone could achieve excellent grades ï assuming ability positively 

correlates with grades in this sample ï without some sort of cheating. Another possibility 

is other-reporters of CCB may exaggerate their reports for brighter fellow students as a 

means to óknock them down a pegô or feel better by comparison.  Kim and Glomb (2010) 

found that cognitive ability is positively related with victimization in the workplace. 

Alternatively, those higher in cognitive ability may engage in self-handicapping talk in 

the form of bragging about irresponsible behaviors to avoid appearing ónerdy.ô These 

reasons may be unlikely, but further research is needed to see whether these correlational 
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findings hold and to explore reasons for them.  It is interesting that for both self-report 

CCB and other-report CCB, cognitive ability (total g, math ability, and verbal ability) 

was positively correlated with CCB-I (incivility).   In this sample, Total g, verbal ability, 

and math ability exhibited weak but negative correlations with self-rated Volatility (rs = -

.05, -.02, and -.07, respectively) and with other-rated Volatility (rs = -.12, -.13, and -.09, 

respectively) although the 90% confidence intervals for these correlations included zero 

(Appendix 2-H). It does not appear that the positive correlations between cognitive 

ability and incivility in this sample are due to personality.  

Examining gender differences in cognitive ability (Appendix 2-I), males are 

higher in Total g and math ability and engage in CCB more frequently than do females. 

The positive correlations between cognitive ability and CCB may be in part due to the 

shared variance between gender and cognitive ability. 

Cognitive ability moderating Neuroticism ï CCB relationships  

Cognitive ability exhibited negligible moderation effects on relationships between 

self-report Neuroticism and its aspects in predicting CCB, CCB-O, or CCB-I (Table 

2.16), answering RQ8 in the negative.  Including cognitive ability with Neuroticism in 

regression models increased the amount of variance accounted for in total CCB (ȹ R2 = 

.01 and ȹ multiple R = .02) and CCB-I (ȹ R2 = .01 and ȹ multiple R = .04). Including 

cognitive ability provided an increment in predictive validity above Volatility and 

Withdrawal for total CCB (ȹ R2 = .01 and ȹ multiple R = .02) and CCB-O (ȹ R2 = .01 

and ȹ multiple R = .03). As with gender moderation analyses, small sample size for 

other-report BFAS precluded moderation analyses.   
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For other-report CCB and self-rated Neuroticism and aspects (Table 2.15), 

cognitive ability exhibited negligible interaction effects, answering RQ8 in the negative. 

Further, no increment in explained variance was found when cognitive ability was 

included as a main effect and an interaction term with self-rated Neuroticism in 

predicting the CCB variables.  However, small increments in variance explained were 

found when cognitive ability was added to models for Volatility and Withdrawal 

predicting Total CCB (ȹ R2 = .02 and ȹ multiple R = .14), CCB-O (ȹ R2 = .01 and ȹ 

multiple R = .10), and CCB-I (ȹ R2 = .02 and ȹ multiple R = .14).  

Additional analyses using the Personal Acquaintance Measure 

 The analyses using the Personal Acquaintance Measure to assess closeness of 

relationship between self-raters and other-raters are exploratory, as no hypotheses or 

research questions were formulated regarding this variable.  To assess whether degree of 

acquaintanceship impacted the relationship between self-rated personality and other-rated 

CCB, closeness of acquaintance was examined as a moderator of the relationship 

between BFAS aspects and CCB, CCB-O, and CCB-I.  Moderated regression results 

(Appendix 2-J) showed that other-report closeness of acquaintance did not moderate the 

relationship between self-rated personality aspects and other-report CCB, CCB-O, or 

CCB-I. However, closeness of acquaintance exhibited a consistent main effect for other-

report CCB-I such that those closer in acquaintance tended to report less frequent CCB-I 

for their acquaintances. 

 A second exploration was the degree to which closeness of acquaintance might 

moderate the relationship between self-rated and other-rated CCB. Using self-report CCB 

as the dependent variable, other-report CCB was entered in step 1, and other-report 
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closeness of acquaintance, and the interaction between the two were entered in step 2 in 

regression models (Appendix 2-K).  Closeness of acquaintance had small moderation 

effects on the relation between other-report CCB variables and self-report CCB variables, 

such that closer acquaintance increased the regression slope of other-report CCB 

predicting self-report CCB.  Knowing the target better led to slightly better convergence 

between the targetôs self-report CCB and the acquaintanceôs other-report CCB.  

Discussion 

  Adding to the findings in Study 1, this study provides further evidence of the 

usefulness of the Big Five Aspects in predicting counterproductive behavior in another 

context, college.  Clear differences in predictive validity for CCB were found between 

Conscientiousnessô aspects Industriousness and Orderliness as well as between 

Agreeablenessô aspects Compassion and Politeness. Further, this study was able to 

compare counterproductive behavior across two contexts, work and school.  As an 

additional contribution, this study provided a 2x2 fully crossed comparison of the 

relationships between the Big Five Aspects as self-rated and as other-rated with 

counterproductive college behavior as self-report and as other-report.  And finally, the 

study provided estimates of gender moderation for self-rated personality in predicting 

both self-report CCB and other-report CCB. 

 The strong correlation between self-report CCB and self-report CWB supports 

findings of previous research that counterproductive behavior has cross-context validity 

(e.g., Stanek & Ones, 2015).  A novel finding in this study was the correspondence 

between correlations of CCB-O with CWB-O and CCB-I with CWB-I for both self-report 

CCB and other-report CCB except in the case of other-report CCB-O.  It may be argued 
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that this signals the stability of counterproductivity as a latent construct, but it also 

signals the stability of personality across contexts (Roberts and DelVecchio, 2000).  

Comparing relationships between personality and CWB with relationships between 

personality and CCB, the patterns of negative and positive correlations remain fairly 

consistent, with Neuroticism and its aspects presenting generally positive relationships 

and Conscientiousness and its aspects presenting generally negative relationships.   

 There were striking differences between self-report CCB correlations with self-

report CWB and other-report CCB correlations with CWB; the most striking of which 

was that other-report CCB-I and self-report CWB-I were correlated, where other-report 

CCB-O and other-report CCB-O were not correlated with their corresponding work 

behaviors.   As discussed earlier, interpersonal deviance is often more apparent to others 

than is organizational deviance.  Yet, this maxim falls apart under the finding that the 

correlation between other-report CCB Withdrawal and self-report CWB Withdrawal is 

.14, which is comparable to the correlation between CCB Incivility and CWB Abuse (r 

=.12).  Although there seemed to be some inexplicable intercorrelations between other-

report CCB and self-report CWB, as well (e.g., other-report CCB Illegal Behavior 

exhibiting a correlation of r = .13 with CWB Withdrawal).  Again, it is important to note 

that the CWB-Checklist facets, Sabotage, Withdrawal, Production Deviance, Theft, and 

Abuse, were not derived through factor analysis but through expert (I-O psychologists) 

sorting the behaviors into clusters.  In fact, internal consistency reliability for some of the 

five CWB-C dimensions is strikingly low (e.g., coefficient alpha for Sabotage = .34).  

This was acknowledged by Spector et al. (2006) in their research which developed the 

CWB-Checklist dimensions.  The Workplace Deviance scales exhibit dimension 
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correspondence for other-report CCB and self-report CWB, with organizational 

workplace deviance exhibiting a positive correlation with other-report CCB-O and 

interpersonal workplace deviance exhibiting a positive correlation with other-report 

CCB-I.    

 Study results largely echoed previous findings in the literature regarding 

correlational relationships between Big Five personality and counterproductive behavior.  

However, a more nuanced look was provided by examining these relationships at the Big 

Five aspect level.  From the 2 x 2 correlational examination of self-rated and other-rated 

BFAS and self-report and other-report CCB (Table 2.6), relationships were generally 

consistent across sample set pairs.  The hypothesized negative relationship between 

Politeness and CCB (and not for Compassion and CCB) held true for all sample sets for 

at least some of the CCB facets.  In fact, Compassion was positively more often than 

negatively correlated with CCB facets.  This finding supports DeYoung et al.ôs (2007) 

finding that cooperativeness and compliance load more strongly on the aspect of 

Politeness than on Compassion.  Further, inferences from Longmire and Harrisonôs 

(2018) meta-analysis that Politeness would be more associated with perspective-taking 

and the rational calculus of what is accepted, or perhaps socially strategic, behavior while 

Compassion may be more associated with the emotional component of Agreeableness 

which may not necessarily call for norm- or rule-following behavior. 

 Another novel finding from this study is the positive relationship between 

Assertiveness and CCB, particularly CCB-I.  As discussed earlier, Assertiveness was 

found in previous research to be positively correlated with Intellect and Industriousness.  

Likewise, in this study, Assertiveness exhibited moderate-to-strong positive correlations 
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with both Intellect and Industriousness.  However, in partial correlations for pairs of 

BFAS aspects with CCB, CCB-O, and CCB-I, Assertiveness positively correlated with 

all three, while Intellect had generally negligible correlations for the CCB composites, yet 

Industriousness negatively correlated with all three.  It is as if Assertiveness has two 

agentic natures (cf. Smillie et al., 2013); one consisting of expending effort for productive 

pursuits and the other consisting of expending effort for counterproductive pursuits.  

Extraversion has exhibited a negative meta-analytic relationship with CWB (Berry et al., 

2012), and often in primary studies exhibits no relationship with CWB.  In this study, 

Extraversion and Assertiveness both had no correlation with CCB Withdrawal behavior 

and generally weak (although positive) correlations with total CCB and CCB-O.  The 

pattern of positive correlations between self-report Assertiveness and other-report CCB-I 

suggest that Assertiveness may be associated with behaviors that others find offensive or 

insensitive, although the positive correlations between other-report Assertiveness and 

self-report CCB-I this link is not just due to misguided dominance. 

 A third contribution of this study is the examination of gender as a moderator of 

personality in predicting self-report CCB and other-report CCB.  While mean score 

differences abound between males and females for self-report and other-report CCB, 

interactions were few and when found, were weak.  This is good news, as it indicates that 

in general, the Big Five aspects predict CCB similarly for males and females. However, 

for BFAS predicting CCB, there exists a net underprediction for males.  As discussed in 

Study 1, the slight underprediction for males may be in part attributable to the trait 

differences between males and females, which were generally larger than the gender 

differences in CCB. 
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Some colleges and universities do utilize personality assessment in their graduate 

admissions screening, if not in their undergraduate admissions.  Because many 

personality assessments are either based on or contain some facets of the Big Five traits, 

it is important to consider the constituent items of scales.  Results from the BFAS in this 

study show heterogeneity among items within each trait ï at least sufficient to bifurcate 

each of the Big Five.  Depending on which aspect is more or less represented within a 

Big Five trait test, criteria may be well or poorly predicted. 

 Lastly, it is surprising that cognitive ability was correlated positively with CCB-I 

(Incivility) .  This finding echoes one other study (Roberts, Harms, Caspi, & Moffitt, 

2007) which found a weak positive relationship between cognitive ability measured in 

adolescence and CWB in adulthood.  However, that cognitive ability should be positively 

related with CCB-I rather than CCB-O is somewhat perplexing.  As mentioned earlier, 

aspect Intellect has shown positive relationships with cognitive ability (DeYoung et al., 

2014) and in the current study other-rated Intellect was positively correlated with self-

report CCB-I.  At least one meta-analytic study found that trait Intellect does not predict 

CWB (e.g., Woo et al., 2014).  However, there may be contextual differences between 

work environments and a college environment which leads to those higher in trait 

Intellect (and higher in intelligence) appearing to their acquaintances as less civil.  This is 

an area that needs further study. 

 A limitation of this study was the unfortunate small sample size for other-rated 

BFAS which precluded some analyses.  However, the correlational analyses presented 

here provide a fully crossed (self- and other-report) examination of relationships between 

personality and CCB. 
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Study 3 ïPersonality and Politician Misconduct 

Politician misconduct as an issue has been in the national dialogue for decades, 

often discussed in media (e.g., Bowman, Connolly, Pathe, & Garcia, 2018; Gallup, 2015; 

Schwartz, 2015). Misconduct of politicians has been a concern within government since 

the founding of the United States (United States House of Representatives Committee on 

Ethics, 2020). While personality as an explanation for (e.g., Winter, 2013) and predictor 

of (e.g., Rubenzer, Faschingbauer, & Ones, 2004) politician performance has been 

studied at the executive level, and more recently studied in legislative bodies (e.g., 

Ramey, Klinger, & Hollibaugh, 2014; Silvester, Wyatt, & Randall, 2014), and such 

phenomena as tyrannical behavior of political leaders and maladaptive personality as an 

antecedent has been examined at the executive level (e.g., Glad, 2002), there is little 

research on the individual difference antecedents of misconduct in legislative bodies. 

While it may be true that power corrupts, it seems to corrupt some more than others 

which indicates that meaningful individual differences exist among legislators. This study 

examines normal range personality as a predictor and correlate of U.S. legislator 

misconduct.  

Judge, Bono, Ilies, and Gerhardt (2002) note that the problem in early research 

(before the early 1990ôs) on trait relationships with leadership was that ñwe have lacked a 

taxonomic structure for classifying and organizing traits.ò  We now have the widely 

accepted and used Big Five traits, and in this study, we have the Big Five Aspects 

assessing both the Big Five and each dimensionôs primary aspects (DeYoung et al., 

2007).  However, political leaders ï or, as they are called in the political psychology 

literature, political elites (e.g., Winter, 2013) ï have often been studied using trait 
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measures unique to political and social psychology and political science (e.g., Dille & 

Young, 2000) such as operational code (i.e., beliefs which guide decision rules; Schafer 

& Walker, 2006) or implicit motives (i.e., unconscious goals which drive behavior; 

Winter, 1998).  Reconciling these three research disciplines with regard to political leader 

personality is beyond the scope of this dissertation.  The current study examines political 

leader personality through an industrial-organizational psychology lens and focuses on 

addressing three questions: (1) whether archival records of U.S. legislator CWB can be 

predicted with other-rated legislator personality using the Big Five Aspect Scales 

(DeYoung et al., 2007), (2) whether other-rated political leader personality differs by 

political orientation, and (3) whether and how any personality trait differences between 

parties affects leader trait correlations with CWB.  To this end, I review relevant 

literature from political psychology as it pertains to political leader personality and trait 

differences across political orientations and use theoretical grounds to develop 

hypotheses, but it is for future research to empirically test equivalence or convergent 

validity between the respective trait constructs from the two fields. 

Regarding potential party differences in trait profiles for politicians, there is a 

large body of research on orientations and personality differences between conservatives 

and liberals in the general population (e.g., Gerber, Huber, Doherty, & Dowling, 2011; 

Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009). Among voters and in the general population, 

conservatives are, on average, more satisfied with life (Burton, Plaks, & Peterson, 2015), 

lower in Neuroticism (Sibley, Osborne, & Duckitt, 2012), higher in Conscientiousness 

(driven perhaps by Orderliness; Hirsh, DeYoung, Xu, & Peterson, 2010), and higher on 

Politeness (Hirsh et al., 2010).  Liberals, on the other hand, are generally higher on 
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Compassion, higher on Openness (Hirsh et al., 2010).  Both social and economic 

liberalism are associated with Openness to experience while Conscientiousness is 

associated with both social and economic conservatism (Gerber et al., 2010).  

The research on personality traits associated with political participation has found 

mixed results for most traits, but Extraversion (e.g., attend campaign rallies, speak at 

meetings, sign petitions, use yard signs or buttons, express political opinions, pay 

attention to politics) and Openness (e.g., speak at meetings on political issues, express 

political opinions, pay attention to politics) show the most consistent relations (e.g., 

Gerber et al., 2010; Mondak & Halperin, 2008; Mondak, Hibbing, Canache, Seligson, & 

Anderson, 2010).  

The pattern of personality differences by political views and preferences found in 

the general public are assumed to exist in political leaders as well (Constantini & Craik, 

1980) because political leaders often belong to a party before they ascend to leadership in 

it, and then spend their careers supporting goals which align with their partyôs beliefs and 

desires.  In line with findings regarding Extraversionôs and Opennessô relation with 

political participation in the general public, personality research in the organizational 

sphere has found a profile for leader traits in general, without regard to political 

persuasion, which mirrors the findings for those two traits. In organizational research, 

leadership emergence is correlated with Extraversion, Openness, and Conscientiousness, 

while leadership effectiveness is correlated with Extraversion, Openness, and emotional 

stability (the inverse of Neuroticism) (Judge, Bono, Ilies, & Gerhard, 2002).  Further, 

running for office is a type of political participation but it is also a strong signal of leader 
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emergence; so we must consider the personality profile of leaders both as a group and as 

party members.  

Of the studies which obtained self-reported personality from politicians, a similar 

elevation in Extraversion is seen. Previous research did not distinguish leaders with 

different party affiliations. A 1950 study (McConaughy, 1950) found that South Carolina 

state representatives rated themselves higher in Extraversion than did a control sample of 

the general population. Similarly, Hennessy (1959) found Arizona legislators and 

political activists rated themselves higher in power drive, a trait associated with the desire 

for influence over others, than did non-political individuals. More recently, Constantini 

and Craik (1980), administering a self-report personality measure, found that political 

elites (California presidential delegates) were more assertive, outgoing, ambitious, and 

achievement-oriented than the general public, which echoes previous research on 

leadership in the organizational domain.  In a study of 94 State legislators from Arizona, 

Connecticut, and Maine (Dietrich, Lasley, Mondak, Remmel, & Turner, 2012), 

legislators completed self-report Big Five personality measures. The study found less 

variance among legislator personality ratings then is found in the general public, although 

mean levels of ratings were not compared to the general public.  

Turning to political ideology, Openness and Agreeableness were associated with 

leaning liberal while Conscientiousness and emotional stability were associated with 

leaning conservative, and Extraversion had no relation with political ideology. This 

echoes what has been found in the general public. Silvester, Wyatt, & Randall, 2014 

obtained self-report personality ratings from 231 local politicians in the U.K. 

Extraversion had the highest mean. This was not due to decreased variance in 
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Extraversion scores among their sample. Previous research suggests that personality 

differences among parties or political ideologies for legislators will be similar to those 

found in the general public, while legislator level of Extraversion may be higher than that 

of the general public. 

While politicians may differ in personality traits along party lines, whether they 

do so to the extent found in the general public, or whether they, as a group, share 

leadership traits (e.g., Ilies, Gerhardt, & Le, 2004) which may make them more similar to 

each other than to the general public has not been sufficiently demonstrated. Political 

orientation as well as individual traits associated with general leadership (at least for 

emergence, if not effectiveness) and choosing a political career may contribute to trait 

profiles for political leaders (e.g., Park, Wiernik, Oh, Ones, & Lee, 2020).   

In the organizational psychology literature, examining personality traits of leaders 

and managers at various levels in the workplace, Ones and Dilchert (2009) found that the 

higher the leadership position, the higher the mean level of each of the Big Five 

compared with lower leadership levels. Among high-level leaders, there is also less 

variation in personality traits than among the general population (Ones & Dilchert, 2009), 

an effect which may confound results for personality differences among political leaders 

along party lines, and potentially attenuate personality ï misconduct correlations.  

Personality using other-raters 

Due to the obvious challenges in obtaining self-ratings of politician personality at 

the national level, researchers have commonly studied the personality of national political 

elites at a distance, such as with text analysis (e.g., Hollibaugh, Klinger, & Ramey, 2014; 

Winter, 1992), or the expertise of biographers and historians (e.g., Rubenzer, 
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Faschingbauer, & Ones, 2000). The current study uses a novel approach for assessing 

political leader personality. Multiple raters watched anonymized videos of politicians and 

provided ratings on the politicianôs personality. The precise procedures are described in 

the Methods section.  

There has been some research using other-ratings of political figuresô personality. 

In a set of studies in Italy, Caprara, Barbaranelli, and Zimbardo (2002) found that other-

ratings of politiciansô personalities using a Big Five measure consolidated into two 

factors: Energy and Agreeableness, as the researchers labeled them. Raters were asked to 

rate politicianôs personalities based on the information the raters already had about the 

politicians. The two-factor structure could be a product of a focus on anecdotes or 

incidents reflecting those two attributes in media. Another finding of the same research 

was that politiciansô personalities were rated similarly to the personality of the rater when 

the rater was of the same political party. From an other-rater perspective, this may be a 

reflection of true variance, an effect of group identification (ñthose in my group are 

similar to meò), or an effect of politiciansô canny image-control as they ingratiate 

themselves to their supporters. 

Personality using text analysis 

As a minor focus, this study also examines politician personality using text 

analysis. As mentioned, personality of political elites has long been studied using content 

analysis of the texts of speeches (Dille & Young, 2000; Grimmer & Stewart, 2013; 

Schafer, 2000; Winter, 2013). A growing stream of research involves analyzing text to 

assess personality in the general population (e.g., Fast & Funder, 2008; Hirsh & Peterson, 

2009; Holtgraves, 2010; Marshall, Lefringhausen, & Ferenczi, 2015; Park, Schwartz, 
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Eichstaedt, Kern, Kosinski, Stillwell, & et al., 2015; Pennebaker, Mehl, & Niederhoffer, 

2003; Winter, Neubaum, Eimler, Gordon, Theil, Herrmann, & et al., 2015), some of 

which explores political ideology or preferences (e.g., Sterling, Jost, & Bonneau, 2020). 

The text analysis part of this research explored text analysis of speech transcribed from 

prepared and unprepared remarks.  It should be noted that the texts were transcriptions 

from the videos used for other-ratings. These texts had been edited to remove references 

to hot-button issues or inflammatory topics, as well as references to names and places.  

These edits of the text input could influence the accuracy of the personality scores 

derived from NLP text analysis. 

Hypotheses for BFAS predicting Political Misconduct 

  I collected archival records from news sources and House and Senate records for 

incidents of counterproductive work behavior, using a measure of leader misconduct 

based on Foldesô (2006) framework used as a coding guide. The Foldes model of leader 

misconduct is provided in Appendix 3-A. Using archival records of CWB can be 

problematic for the following reasons:  (1) records indicate known behavior but by its 

nature many types of CWB are meant to be undiscovered; (2) records may indicate 

outcomes from behavior and not the behavior itself (e.g., accidents); and (3) records may 

be contaminated by other incidents as in the case of shrinkage which can represent 

employee theft but can also include customer theft or unintentional damage to goods.  In 

this case, archival records are in the public domain and the subjects are public figures.  

Some politiciansô behaviors may not find their way into the media but given the wide 

range of news and information sources available with an equally wide range of political 

motivations and biases, it is assumed that all politicians in the sample may have an equal 
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likelihood of similar types of behavior becoming public knowledge. Of course, one 

constraint is time. Behaviors may go on undetected for some time, yet the data collection 

took place within one time window. If surreptitious misconduct behaviors become known 

later, the measure of misconduct is incomplete. This would be the case with any archival 

or record-dependent measure of CWB.   

At present, there is no validated research measure for politician CWB.  As 

mentioned, the framework for measuring senior leader misconduct (Foldes, 2006) 

provided the closest fit.  Other measures of leader misconduct focus to a great extent on 

leader-follower relationships (e.g., Tepper, 2000), however, the purpose of this study is to 

assess a broad range of counterproductive behaviors in which politicians may engage.  To 

provide an abridged list, political leaders may abuse their power, misappropriate funds, 

engage in nepotism, conspire to commit voter fraud, take bribes, or misrepresent 

information to the public.  Many of these behavior opportunities may be shared with 

CEOs or top organizational executives, yet current measures of leader misconduct do not 

sufficiently capture these (e.g., Einarsen, Aasland, & Skogstad, 2007). 

As with Bennett and Robinsonôs (2000) Workplace Deviance scales and Spector 

et al.ôs (2006) Counterproductive Workplace Behavior Checklist, this studyôs measure 

includes an organizationally targeted dimension and an interpersonally targeted 

dimension (Foldes, 2006).  In addition to CWB-I and CWB-O counterparts, the measure 

includes a Self-Gratifying counterproductive behavior dimension (e.g., alcohol abuse, 

sexual harassment).  Two additional metrics of CWB relevant to politicians which donôt 

have ready correspondence with other leadership roles are (1) missing congressional roll-
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call votes and (2) avoidance behaviors such as skipping out on town halls or 

running/hiding from reporters.   

Conscientiousness and its Aspects Predicting Political Misconduct 

In a close recent analogy to the current study vis-à-vis a political leader sample, 

Ones (2004) found that Conscientiousness as well as two of its facets ï competence and 

achievement striving ï were positively related with ethics on the job for U.S. presidents.  

Both of these facets load more heavily on the Industriousness aspect of 

Conscientiousness. Conscientiousness is related to a strong work ethic, obeying rules, and 

self-control (e.g., DeLisi & Vaughn, 2014; Roberts, Chernyshenko, Stark, & Goldberg, 

2005).  As with counterproductive behavior in a traditional work setting or in an 

academic setting, Conscientiousness and its aspect Industriousness are expected to be 

negatively correlated with Politician Misconduct, and specifically with Organizational 

Misconduct.  Further, considering Conscientiousnessô relation with a strong work ethic 

and previous findings for Conscientiousnessô negative relationship with missing roll-call 

votes (Hollibaugh, Klinger, & Ramey, 2014), this trait should be negatively related with 

missing votes.  For this study, Avoidance behavior and the specific misconduct facets 

from the leader misconduct scales adapted for this study were calculated as a binary 

outcome (1 = engaged in the behavior; 0 = did not engage in the behavior). Overall 

Politician Misconduct, Interpersonal Misconduct, Organizational Misconduct, and Self-

gratifying Misconduct are sums of their individual dichotomous facets. Average missed 

congressional votes is calculated as a continuous variable.  

All study hypotheses and research questions are provided in Table 3.1. The 

following hypotheses for Conscientiousness and its aspects are proposed. 
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H1a and b:  Conscientiousness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) 

Overall Political Misconduct and with (b) Organizational Misconduct among legislators. 

H2a and b: Industriousness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) Overall 

Political Misconduct and with (b) Organizational Misconduct among legislators. 

H3:  Conscientiousness will exhibit a moderate negative correlation with missed 

congressional votes among legislators. 

Agreeableness and its Aspects Predicting Political Misconduct 

For U.S. Presidents, neither Agreeableness nor its facets were related with ethics 

on the job (Ones, 2004).  In considering hypotheses for Agreeableness with Politician 

Misconduct, it is instructive to keep in mind findings related to political orientation 

differences in Agreeableness aspects in the general population:  Liberalism is positively 

related to Compassion, while Conservatism is positively related to Politeness (Hirsh et 

al., 2000).  

   However, it is likely that among politicians, these differences are attenuated due 

to leadership trait similarity and range restriction (Ones & Dilchert, 2009).  I make 

similar hypotheses for Agreeableness and for Politeness as I made in Study 1. 

H4a and b:  Agreeableness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) Overall 

Political Misconduct and with (b) Interpersonal Misconduct among legislators.  

H5a and b:  Politeness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) Overall 

Political Misconduct and with (b) Interpersonal Misconduct among legislators. 

Neuroticism and its Aspects Predicting Political Misconduct 

For U.S. Presidents, neither Neuroticism nor any of its facets were correlated with 

ethical behavior (Ones, 2004).  However, as discussed in Studies 1 and 2, Neuroticism 
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has shown a consistent moderate positive relationship with CWB (e.g., Berry, Ones, & 

Sackett, 2007) and the same relationship is expected within this sample of legislators.  

Additionally, Neuroticismôs aspects, Withdrawal and Volatility, are expected to exhibit 

similar relationships with counterproductive behavior to those expected in Studies 1 and 

2 with respect to Organizational Misconduct (analogous to CWB-O) and Interpersonal 

Misconduct (analogous to CWB-I).   

The additional behavioral criteria of Self-Gratifying Misconduct and Avoidance 

Behavior require consideration here.  The same rationale for aspect Withdrawalôs 

hypothesized association with CWB-O and with Organizational Misconduct applies to a 

relationship between aspect Withdrawal and Avoidance Behavior.  The Withdrawal 

aspect encompasses trait anxiety and depression (DeYoung et al., 2007) which 

theoretically link to avoidance behaviors.  It is likely that trait Withdrawal will manifest 

in avoidance behaviors as measured in this study ï namely skipping out on town hall 

meetings or evading reporters ï to the degree that these behaviors stem from individual 

tendencies or motivations rather than situational pressures. Volatilityôs negative 

relationship with impulse control and aggression (DeYoung et al., 2007) suggests a 

potential relationship between this aspect and Self-Gratifying Misbehaviors such as 

alcohol use or sexual harassment behavior. 

The hypotheses regarding Neuroticism and its aspects are: 

H6:  Neuroticism will exhibit a weak positive relationship with Political Misconduct 

among legislators.     

H7:  Volatility will exhibit a weak positive relationship with Interpersonal Misconduct 

among legislators. 
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H8:  Volatility will exhibit a weak positive relationship with Self-Gratifying Misconduct 

among legislators. 

H9:  Withdrawal will exhibit a weak positive relationship with Organizational 

Misconduct among legislators. 

H10:  Higher Withdrawal will be associated with higher likelihood of engaging in 

Avoidance Behavior among legislators. 

Extraversion and Openness to Experience Predicting Political Misconduct 

No hypotheses will be made regarding Extraversion and Openness or their aspects 

in predicting politician misconduct. However, exploratory analyses will examine 

relationships for these two traits and their respective aspects with political misconduct, 

avoidance behavior, and percent of missed votes. 

Research Questions for Group Differences 

Gender Differences in BFAS Ratings and Political Misconduct 

While large sample studies have shown gender differences in Big Five-like 

personality among the general public (Costa, Terracciano, & McCrae, 2008; Schmitt, D. 

P., Realo, A., Voracek, M., & Allik, J., 2008; Weisberg, DeYoung, & Hirsh, 2011), 

among executive leaders these differences all but disappear (Wille, Wiernik, Vergauwe, 

Vrijdags, & Trbovic, 2018), with altruism being the only trait exhibiting a gender 

difference (women higher). Male and female executives are more alike than are 

executives and non-executives. A similar effect may exist for political leaders compared 

to the general population.  However, research evidence suggests that, actual trait 

differences notwithstanding, female politicians are perceived differently by the public 

(e.g., Fridkin & Kenney, 2009; Okimoto & Breskoll, 2010), have different experiences as 
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candidates (e.g., Dunaway, Lawrence, Rose, & Weber, 2013; Kitchen & Swers, 2016), 

and have different experiences in congress (Rickard, 2016; Simon & Palmer, 2010) than 

their male counterparts. Further, perception and experiential differences in politics across 

genders is different across parties (e.g., Kitchen & Swers, 2016; Pearson & McGhee, 

2013). 

Because of the strong role demands in political leadership, I explore gender 

differences in politician misconduct and in BFAS ratings as research questions. 

RQ1:  Do male and female politicians differ in their personality aspect trait levels? 

RQ2: Do male and female politicians differ in their levels of political misconduct? 

Party Differences in BFAS Ratings and Political Misconduct 

As previously discussed, this study will examine as a research question whether 

personality differences across party are also exhibited among political leaders.   

As discussed previously, research examining state legislators and politicians at the 

local level has found similar party differences in politician personality as are found in the 

general public. Research has found Agreeableness in the general population to be 

positively related to identifying with liberal parties and supporting liberal candidates 

(e.g., Barbaranelli et al., 2007; Caprara et al., 1999) as well as liberalism in state 

legislators (Mondak 2010; Mondak & Halperin 2008). Further, emotional stability has 

been found to be positively related with conservatism in the populace (e.g., Gerber, 2010) 

as well as in legislators (Mondak, 2010). Openness has exhibited a positive relationship 

with both social and economic liberalism in the populace (e.g., Gerber et al., 2010; 

Gerber et al., 2011). Even though Extraversion is high for both conservative and liberal 
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politicians (e.g., Mondak & Halperin, 2008), in two studies it exhibited weak positive 

relations with social conservatism (Carney et al., 2008; Gerber et al., 2010).  

In order to further explore personality ï ideology relationships using other-rated 

politician personality, I pose the following Research Questions: 

RQ3: Do Big Five personality aspect trait levels differ across party? 

RQ4:  Do levels of political misconduct differ across party? 

 A final important consideration regarding party is the issue of dichotomization for 

this variable. Dichotomizing political stances has long been a common practice among 

political researchers, likely due to the popular dichotomization of political stances in the 

practice of politics. However, dichotomization may obscure important and meaningful 

nuances for research. Two early studies still cited in current literature, Eysenk (1954) and 

Rokeach (1956), found personality similarities between left and right extremists, in that 

both extremes were more aggressive, dogmatic, and had more rigid thinking styles than 

did moderates. These findings suggest that the simple conservative-liberal distinction 

does not capture the full picture regarding political orientation and its relation to 

personality. More recent research using the Big Five taxonomy has refined this general 

pattern regarding the difference between direction of party affiliation and strength of 

party affiliation. While direction of political affiliation (in the U.S.) consistently resolves 

into higher Openness being related with more liberal ideology and higher 

Conscientiousness ï and less consistently, Extraversion and emotional stability ï being 

related with more conservative ideology (e.g., Mondak & Halperin, 2008), strength of 

party identification ï or degree of partisan extremism ï has different motivational 

underpinnings (Gerber, Huber, Doherty, & Dowling, 2012). Direction of party 
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identification is built on alignment between an individualôs beliefs and goals and 

espoused party beliefs and goals (e.g., Levendusky, 2009), while degree of partisan 

identification appears to spring from separate motivations (Gerber et al., 2012; Jost, 

Federico, & Napier, 2009).  Gerber et al. (2012, p. 661) argue that party identification not 

only allows ñone to choose a group that represents oneôs policy preferencesé[but] 

provides individuals two other important benefits: (1) a sense of belonging and (2) a 

structure for interpreting the world.ò Jost and colleaguesô (2009; Jost, 2017) view 

political ideologies as ñmotivated social cognition.ò That is to say, a political ideological 

stance is not simply a personal preference, like blue shirts or cream in onesô coffee. It is a 

means of interaction between oneself and oneôs social world, providing not just a sense of 

belonging and social affirmation, but a sense of meaning, purpose and order. Jost (2017) 

argues that a drive for a sense of order ï or need for closure or need for structure ï aligns 

with conservative ideology more so than with liberal ideology. Indeed, some research has 

shown that higher threat-sensitivity is linked with conservatism (e.g., Oxley et al., 2008). 

Directly addressing the question of personality as a predictor of strength of party 

affiliation, Gerber et al. (2012) found that Extraversion and Agreeableness were 

positively associated with stronger party identification while Openness was negatively 

associated with stronger party identification. Agreeableness may be positively related 

with strength of party affiliation because this trait reflects affiliative tendencies such as 

warmth and connection to others. It is telling that Conscientiousness did not exhibit a 

statistically significant relation with strength of party affiliation. The connection between 

need for structure and aversion to threat and partisan (both left and right) extremism has 
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been proposed in past reviews (e.g., Greenberg & Jonas, 2003), although no solid support 

has been found for it (e.g., Jost, 2007).  

Feldman and Johnson (2014) argue for at least considering conservatism and 

liberalism along the two axes of social and economic policy.  Indeed, there are many 

more dimensions along which moral or political views can be located (if one is to align 

moral orientation with political orientation as do Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009.).  One 

more example of parsing political ideology is the distinction between moral idealism and 

moral relativism.  Kish-Gephart, Harrison, and Trevino (2010) found that moral 

relativists make more unethical decisions than do moral idealists.  However, there is no 

doubt that division along the liberal-conservative continuum is useful, even if it is 

acknowledged to be simplistic (Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009).   

Certainly, to equate conservatism with Republicans and liberalism with 

Democrats is a simplification. In recognition of this and to mitigate such over-

simplification, I also examine personality differences and differences in levels of political 

misconduct by legislator ideology in the form of partisan extremism as well as party 

loyalty.  

To further explore the degree to which party-related variables influence 

relationships between personality and politician misconduct as well as to explore NLP 

text-inferred personality, I propose the following research questions in regard to these 

variables: 

RQ5: Do BFAS trait levels correlate with politician party loyalty? 

RQ6:  Do trait levels correlate with political partisan extremism? 

RQ7:  Do levels of political misconduct correlate with political partisan extremism?  
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RQ8: What are the correlational relationships between other-rated BFAS and text-

analysis-based BFAS ratings for politicians? 

RQ9: Are there gender differences in text-analysis-based politician personality ratings? 

RQ10: Are there party differences in text-analysis-based politician personality ratings?  

Research Questions for legislative leadership performance 

As an additional examination of criterion-related validity for BFAS ratings of politicians, 

I also examine whether politician personality correlates with legislative leadership, or the 

degree to which legislators are able to persuade their colleagues to co-sign their 

legislation.  

Personality predicts job performance across occupations (e.g., Barrick & Mount, 

1991). While the tasks of voting on legislation and negotiating with others is central to 

the job of legislator, writing law and, most crucially, persuading others to sign on to oneôs 

initiatives is a further core component of a legislatorôs job ï one which would require 

leadership skills. I propose three research questions regarding legislative leadership 

performance. 

RQ11: Do personality ratings correlate with legislative leadership? 

RQ12: Does legislative leadership differ across politician party? 

RQ13: Does legislative leadership differ across politician gender?  

Method 

Participants 

Legislators  

This study was initiated in 2016. The names of 80 male (40 Republican, 40 

Democrat) and 80 female (35 Republican, 45 Democrat) U.S. legislators were drawn as a 
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stratified random sample from among all U.S. legislators in office between 2010 and 

2016.  I stratified the draw for an equal number of Democrats and Republicans and 

attempted to obtain an equal number of males and females within each party.  However, I 

was unable to attain an equal number of Republican and Democrat female representatives 

due to the low number of female Republican legislators.  I drew from both House and 

Senate (149 Congress members and 11 Senators). 

Procedures 

Two videos of each politician were created: one of a floor speech in congress and 

one of an interview. These videos were edited to remove all identifying references as well 

as discussion of any óhot-buttonô topics. This was done so other-ratings of politician 

personality would not be influenced by the ratersô opinions of polarizing or inflammatory 

topics or their reaction to the politicianôs position on such topics.  Each rater watched a 

video of one randomly assigned U.S. legislator after simply being told they were going to 

assess the personality of public figure. Six different raters were assigned to watch one of 

the two videos for each politician, for a target total of 12 raters per politician. After 

watching the video, raters completed a survey on the politicianôs personality along with 

several debriefing questions to use as controls (e.g., ñDo you know the name of the 

person in the video?ò, ñDo you know which political party this person belongs to?ò, 

ñHow strongly do you feel about the topic discussed in the video?ò, ñHow much do you 

agree or disagree with the views expressed in the video?ò)  The vast majority of raters did 

not know the name or party affiliation of the individual they observed. This is not 

unusual, as most citizens can recognize only a handful of U.S. congress members. Even 

so, raters who are unfamiliar with the target may be able to provide valid personality 
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ratings, as research has shown that even stranger-ratings of personality have a small 

amount of convergent validity with self-ratings, and the more raters, the higher the 

reliability (Connelly & Ones, 2012). Differences and similarities between self- and other-

rated personality has a large literature and other-ratings of personality have demonstrated 

validity in predicting a host of criteria (e.g., Connelly & Ones, 2010; Connelly, McAbee, 

Oh, Jung, & Jung, 2021). 

Raters 

There was a target total of 960 raters, with each rater watching one video from 

one legislator ï either a legislatorôs interview or a legislatorôs floor speech.  The goal was 

to provide three independent raters for each legislatorôs interview video and three 

independent raters for each legislatorôs floor speech, for a total of six independent raters 

per politician. Raters were either undergraduate students at a large Midwestern University 

who participate for extra credit, or Amazon mTurk workers who completed the study for 

$1.50.  Raters consented to participate in a study examining ñpersonality of public 

figures.ò  Raters were not told beforehand that the subject of the video was a politician.  

For each politician in the sample, two 5-minute videos were made: one video of the 

politician giving a floor speech in Congress and one of the politician giving an interview.  

All identifying information had been edited out of the videos.  Videos did not include the 

individualôs name or party, names of their state, other legislators or politicians, or any 

other identifying information.  All references to óhot-buttonô issues (e.g., immigration, 

abortion, ACA, gay rights) were edited out of every video.  

Some raters who signed up either did not take the survey or did not complete it.  

Back-up raters were assigned to a video in that case.  However, some raters who initially 
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did not start the survey when expected, later completed the survey.  This led to some 

legislators receiving more than three ratings per video.  Additionally, some raters did not 

complete the survey and no replacement rater could be obtained.  Raters who missed 

either one of the two attention checks were dropped from analyses as careless responders.  

Therefore, some legislators have fewer than six total ratings while some have more than 

six. Six legislators received no valid ratings for their videos (or raters were excluded due 

to careless responding), and these legislators were only included in analyses not 

involving other-rated personality.  This gave a final legislator sample with other-ratings 

of personality of N = 153.   

While there was a rater sample size of N = 983 for 153 legislators, hierarchical 

modeling or multi-level modeling was not planned for, as the focus of this study is 

predicting misconduct from personality at the level of the politician and, given the 

limitations of obtaining other-ratings, a decision was made to focus on obtaining ratings 

for as many politicians as possible rather than to focus on obtaining as many ratings as 

possible for a smaller number of politicians. The stimulus materials for this study will be 

made available to the scientific community for future studies upon the publication of the 

results of this research in peer reviewed journals. Raters were asked questions about their 

political preferences, voting behaviors, and their attitudes toward the politician they rated 

as well as toward politicians in general. Key rater questions were examined as influencers 

on rwg(j) within politician.  

As well as calculating other-rated aspect scores from interview videos and speech 

videos separately, the two sets of ratings were combined for each legislator giving overall 

other-ratings. However, analyses were conducted separately on interview-based ratings 
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and speech-ratings because each source may display differential validity for the criteria. 

An a priori decision rule was to exclude from analyses any legislators with fewer than 

three total valid ratings.  All 153 legislators had at least four valid ratings combined 

across both videos.  

Other ratings of politician personality were examined for rater agreement within 

politician for each BFAS aspect (rwg(j); James et al., 1984). Rwg(j) of personality at the 

aspect level (5-items for each of the ten aspects) was calculated for the group of raters for 

each politician. The rwg(j) estimate compares the variance in judgesô ratings to the 

variance of some distribution ï most commonly the null distribution. The index gives a 

value between 0 and 1.0 for rater agreement, with higher values indicating more interrater 

agreement.  

rwg(j) is calculated as: 
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where J is the number of items in the scale, ὛӶ2Xj  is the mean of the observed variance in 

ratersô ratings on each item, and ů2
e is the variance of the uniform (rectangular) 

distribution. The R programming language was used to calculate rwg(j) (Bliese, 2000) for 

all politiciansô aspect ratings.  Rwg(j) of personality at the aspect level (5-items for each of 

the ten aspects) was calculated for the group of raters for each politician.  

Politiciansô aspect ratings with no rater agreement (rwg(j) = 0) were flagged, and 

initial descriptive analyses were run with and without the ratings for those particular 
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aspects.  This threshold was decided on considering the nature of the other-ratings.2 

Stranger ratings of personality after a 5-minute exposure to a target should be expected to 

agree to some extent if true personality variance is being captured. However, even given 

the same sample of behavior, other-raters might perceive different levels of certain traits 

in a target.  This is borne out by meta-analytic examinations of other-ratings including 

ratings from family members of a target (Connelly & Ones, 2010). While each family 

member may observe a target under different circumstances and may have a unique 

relationship with a target (e.g., mother versus brother) explaining some decrement to 

rwg(j), repeated samples (i.e., interpersonal interactions) over a couple of decades or more 

would likely decrease the error in the ratings. Yet, family member raters of a target still 

exhibit far less than perfect rwg(j). Therefore, the current interrater agreement threshold 

(rwg(j) = 0) was chosen to meet the research situation rather than relying on a single 

universal threshold (LeBreton & Senter, 2008). Figure 3.1 provides box plots showing 

distributions of rwg(j) for each aspect from interview-based and speech-based ratings. 

To test for rater bias effects, I assessed several rater variables after the rater 

watched the video.  Rater gender; rater age; whether the rater knew who the person in the 

video was and their level of familiarity with that person; whether the rater knew the 

political orientation of the subject (if the rater did not know the political orientation of the 

 
2 While the literature does suggest thresholds for rwg(j) delineating weak, moderate, or strong 

agreement (e.g., LeBreton & Senter, 2008) due to the brief exposure raters had to targets and ratersô 
unfamiliarity with targets, an expectation of moderate agreement or stronger is unrealistic. LeBreton and 
Senter (2008) state that interrater reliability (ICC) for multiple raters theoretically takes into account rwg(j) as 
well. In Appendix 3-B, rwg(j) values are compared across politician party, gender, and type of video source for 
ratings, as well as a table giving rwg(j) values for all politicians by each aspect for both video sources.   

To determine whether politician characteristics such as party, age, gender, or time in office were 
related to low rater agreement, regressions for each personality aspect were conducted with the rwg(j) value 
as the dependent variable and politician characteristics as the predictors (Appendix 3-C). For interview-
based ratings, gender, party, and age predicted rwg(j) for only a few BFAS aspects. For speech-based 
ratings, no politician characteristics predicted rwg(j) for any BFAS aspect. 
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subject, the rater was asked if they could guess based on what they observe in the video 

and most raters were unable to guess); rater political orientation; rater political 

sophistication; level of rater agreement with the content discussed in the video; strength 

of rater feelings about the content discussed in the video; and bases for the raterôs 

personality assessment of the individual in the video (appearance, mannerisms, topic 

content and opinions).  

Measures 

Personality 

Politician personality was measured in two ways:  a Big Five measure which 

raters used to rate politicians, and automatic text-inferred Big Five personality ratings of 

the transcripts from the politiciansô videos. 

Big Five Aspect Scales. A 50-item version of the Big Five Aspects Scale for 

other-raters (BFAS; DeYoung et al., 2007; personal communication with Colin DeYoung 

on 7/14/2016) was used to rate politiciansô personality after raters watched a 5-minute 

video of the politician.  The Big Five aspects divide each of the Big Five traits into two 

correlated but distinct aspects (DeYoung et al., 2007).  Extraversion consists of an 

Enthusiasm aspect and an Assertiveness aspect; Openness consists of Intellect and 

Experiencing; Neuroticism consists of Volatility and Withdrawal; Agreeableness consists 

of Compassion and Politeness; Conscientiousness consists of Industriousness and Order. 

All items are provided in Appendix 3-D, listed by Big Five domain and aspect.  

Personality items were rated on a six-point scale; 1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly 

agree because of the lack of clarity in interpreting a middle-point response (personal 

correspondence from Colin DeYoung on 7/14/2016; Kulas & Stachowski, 2009).  



137 

 

 

Text-inferred Big Five personality ratings. Given that each politician in the 

current sample had two video samples of speech, I transcribed the videos into text 

documents and submitted the text to IBM Personality Insights 

(https://cloud.ibm.com/docs/personality-insights?topic=personality-insights-science 

between July 2016 and December 2018), which uses an open vocabulary approach 

(Pennington et al., 2014) with a machine-learning algorithm to infer personality traits 

from text. The personality model used by IBM Personality Insights is described in 

Appendix 3-E. 

In developing their Personality Insights instrument, IBM administered two Big 

Five-based personality instruments along with collected Twitter feeds from around 1500 

to 2000 participants per language across five languages (including English). They found 

that NLP text-inferred Big Five ratings had an unweighted average correlation for Big 

Five dimensions between self-report and the IBM text-inferred personality ratings of r = 

.31.  The average correlation between Big Five facets and IBM NLP text-inferred ratings 

(for English) was r = .22. These correlations are illustrative of the narrow slice of 

personality signaled solely by words. Further, personality consists of beliefs, preferences, 

and tendencies which may or may not be displayed through words or behavior in any 

given instance (e.g., Fleeson & Gallagher).  

The interest in NLP text-inferred personality for purposes of this study was to 

assess convergent validity of the two methods of personality measurement in the same 

sample and more importantly compare criterion-related validities of the two approaches. 

Given IBMôs findings that NLP text-inferred personality does not exhibit a strong 

average correlation with self-report personality, strong convergence with other-rated 
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personality is not expected. Part of the reason for weak to moderate convergence is text 

analysis may capture features denoting personality traits that raters do not notice or give 

weight to, while raters have available to them information which text analysis cannot 

capture (i.e., politician body language, facial expressions, tone of voice, and appearance). 

Researchers in the field of interpersonal communication have suggested that about 70% 

of meaningful information in social interactions is carried via visual stimuli, as opposed 

to verbal (e.g., Burgoon, 1994). It should be clarified that some visual stimuli are not 

thought to denote personality or to be vehicles for communication. Skin color, for 

example, is largely beyond the individualôs control and is therefore not a useful signal for 

intentional communication ï although certainly the observer may make conjectures based 

on non-intentional cues. Burgoon and colleagues have identified seven contextual stimuli 

surrounding the actual words spoken as carriers of communicative information: kinesics 

(e.g., body language or facial expressions; vocalics (e.g., volume, inflection); 

manipulable physical features (e.g., clothing ï a famous example from politics is the red 

tie with a white shirt and navy suit); haptics (e.g., use of touch); proxemics (e.g., 

closeness or distance); chronemics (e.g., punctuality, amount of time spent); and artifacts 

such as chosen environmental features, or a visual aid such as a poster board. All of these 

types of nonverbal signals are lost in text analysis. 

IBM Personality Insights was used for assessing text inferred personality from 

July to December 2016 (service versions 2.9.9 to 3.1.0), April to May 2017 (service 

version 3.1.7), October to December 2018 (service version 3.4.5). Detailed information 

on interface and software version changes between July 2016 and December 2018 is 

archived here: https://cloud.ibm.com/docs/personality-insights?topic=personality-
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insights-release-notes#July2016a.  The IBM Personality Insights demonstration website 

was used to input transcripts of the politiciansô video recordings and receive inferred 

personality ratings from the texts. A transcript from the speech video and from the 

interview video were input separately for each politician to obtain speech and interview 

ratings separately, then the two transcripts were combined to obtain inferred overall 

personality ratings for each politician. The personality model used by IBM is a Big Five 

model, with six facet-level scores within each Big Five domain. Within the 

Conscientiousness domain are facets Achievement-striving, Cautiousness, Dutifulness, 

Orderliness, Self-Discipline, and Self-Efficacy. Within the Agreeableness domain are 

facets Altruism, Cooperation, Modesty, Morality, Sympathy, and Trust. The Neuroticism 

domain is labeled Emotional Range and consists of facets Anger, Anxiety, Depression, 

Immoderation, Self-consciousness, and Vulnerability. Extraversion consists of facets 

Activity level, Assertiveness, Cheerfulness, Excitement-seeking, Friendliness, and 

Gregariousness. The Openness domain consists of facets Adventurousness, Artistic 

Interests, Emotionality, Imagination, Intellect, and Liberalism. Appendix 3-E provides a 

table defining the IBM Personality Insights facets.  

Political Misconduct 

My research assistants and I searched online databases, news outlets, historical 

accounts, and legislator and government websites for incidents of behavior which would 

fall within an established counterproductive behavior framework.  

Leader misconduct 

I used the previously developed model for ethical misconduct of senior leaders 

(Foldes, 2006) to organize documented politician misconduct indicators.  This model 
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consists of three broad behavior dimensions comprising lower order behavior categories: 

Organizational misconduct (lying and breaking agreements, misuse of power, 

misrepresentation/manipulation of information), Interpersonal misconduct (misuse 

organizational resources, discrimination, interpersonal incivility and aggression, and 

nepotism), and Self-Gratifying misconduct (sexual harassment, alcohol use, condoning 

wrongdoing of others).  Research staff used these measures in a dichotomous manner: 1 

if a politician engaged in a behavior, and 0 if they did not.  Overall Political Misconduct 

scores were summed scores for all scales.  We included two additional CWB variables; 

avoidance behavior and missed roll-call votes.  A CWB variable of avoidance behavior 

was added because there was no analogous behavior within the Foldes measure for such 

things as skipping out on town hall meetings or running from reporters ï 

counterproductive behaviors which have been observed for politicians, but which would 

not have been salient for the managerial leaders targeted when Foldes developed her 

scale. Avoidance behavior was measured dichotomously in the same fashion as the other 

CWB behaviors.  Likewise, there was no sufficient analogy in the Foldes model for 

missed congressional votes.  This was calculated as percentage absent for all votes for the 

congressional session.  Only sessions in which the legislator served in its entirety were 

used in calculating percent of missed votes.  This was averaged across all full sessions 

between 2013 and 2016 in which the legislator served to create the average missed votes 

variable. 

All Political Misconduct was captured from January 2010 to January 2019 or 

during the time the legislator was in office. The mean tenure for this sample was 11.8 

years (SD = 6.9). 
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Legislator measures 

Additional data gathered for each politician were gender and political party 

affiliation, as previous research discussed above found personality differences between 

political parties, as well as between sexes (e.g., Costa, Terracciano, & McCrae, 2001; 

Schmitt, Realo, Voracek, & Allik, 2008; Weisberg, DeYoung, & Hirsh, 2011). Further, 

meta-analytic research has shown males are more likely to engage in CWB than are 

females (Ng, Lam, & Feldman, 2016). Tenure was also gathered as a control variable, as 

previous meta-analytic research shows that job tenure is positively correlated with non-

self-report CWB (Ng & Feldman, 2013).  Data on party loyalty, legislator ideology, and 

legislative leadership behavior were gathered to address some of the previously stated 

Research Questions.  

Legislator ideology 

 Ideology and legislative leadership variables were gathered from GovTrack.us.  

GovTrack is a non-partisan congressional tracking website which started in 2004 ñas a 

project to use technology to make the U.S. Congress more open and accessibleò and 

claim to be ñthe leading non-governmental source of legislative information and 

statisticsò (www.govtrack.us). The site tracks and records legislation metrics and 

information (bills, resolutions, committees, and votes) as well as bill authoring, 

sponsoring, and voting by all members of the House and Senate for each congress. The 

charter for GovTrack is provided in Appendix 3-F. 

Ideology scores from GovTrack.us are used as an index of liberal or conservative 

partisan extremism for each legislator. This is a single numerical index of the extremity 

of conservatism-liberalism calculated for those legislators who introduced at least ten 
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bills in the current and two previous congressional sessions. This index represents cross-

party bill sponsorship and co-sponsorship. The assumption is that those with more cross-

party support for their bills hold less extreme partisan views while those with less cross-

party support for their bills hold more extreme partisan views. Ideology scores were 

calculated for each legislator from 2013 to 2017 (during the 113th and 114th Congresses), 

using GovTrackôs (www.govtrack.us) ideology scores which are calculated using 

singular value decomposition from principal components analysis to ópositionô each 

legislator along a dimension which represents the percent of cross-party co-sponsorship 

on bills for each legislator (GovTrack.us, 2013). The scale is anchored with most partisan 

toward Democrats as 0 and most partisan toward Republicans as 1. This was re-scaled to 

Z scores within each congressional session using all House members and, separately, all 

Senators so that 0 is the middle point on the scale and higher Democratic partisanship is 

indicated with negative values while higher Conservative partisanship is indicated with 

positive values. To assess partisan extremism regardless of party, absolute values were 

used. Although the current sample of legislators serving in Congress overlaps most 

heavily between 2013 and 2017, GovTrack does not compute ideology scores (nor 

leadership scores) for legislators who have not introduced at least 10 bills or who have a 

low leadership score during the congressional period. Further, legislators who were not in 

office during either the 113th or the 114th Congresses did not have a score. This meant 

that in the sample, 28 legislators in the 113th Congress and 29 legislators in the 114th 

Congress did not have ideology scores.  

Legislative leadership behavior 
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Leadership scores from GovTrack.us are used as an index of leadership task 

performance, as they also indicate legislator influence. The legislative leadership score is 

calculated from the number of bills a legislator sponsors and the number of ï and 

influence of - cosponsors the legislatorôs bills get. A full description of the processs for 

calculating the leadership score and the ideology score can be found at 

https://www.govtrack.us/about/analysis and is provided in Appendix F. This index can be 

considered a legislative task performance index, but because it requires persuading or 

otherwise getting oneôs colleagues to sign onto oneôs proposals, it is used an index of 

legislative leadership.  

Party loyalty 

Party loyalty was measured using voting ratings from two independent 

organizations that monitor Senate and congressional votes for all legislators across each 

congressional session:  the American Conservative Union (ACU) and the Americans for 

Democratic Action (ADA).  

ACU ratings. The ACU is a non-profit foundation that hosts the Conservative 

Political Action Conference (CPAC) each year, and has formed the initiative, the Center 

for Legislative Accountability (CLA), with the stated goal of ñholding lawmakers 

accountableò (www.ratings.conservative.org/about). The CLA identifies votes it deems 

pertinent to conservative values in each congressional session and rates legislatorsô 

voting behavior as it aligns with the interests of conservatism as judged by the ACU 

(www.ratings.conservative.org/about). A rating of 0 indicates a legislator did not vote in 

favor of any legislation which aligned with ACUôs policy positions, while a score of 100 
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indicates that a legislator voted in favor of ACU-favored legislation one hundred percent 

of the time.  

ADA ratings. The ADA is an ñindependent liberal lobbying organizationò 

(www.adaction.org/about) formed in 1947 to advocate for progressive policy in 

lawmaking.  The ADA rates legislators similarly, but with higher ratings on the Liberal 

Quotient (www.adaction.org) indicating legislators voting more often in favor of ADA-

favored legislation. These ratings are based on 20 votes during a congressional session 

the ADA has identified as tapping key liberal interests.   

ACU and ADA ratings from 2013 to 2016 were collected for Senators and for 

Congress members. The ratings from the ACU and the ADA are percentages of targeted 

votes held, so these values were retained and averaged across years for each politician to 

give an average ACU score and an average ADA score.  

Data Analyses and Results  

 

Politician Demographics 

Table 3.2 provides the politician demographics including party, gender, age, years 

in office (at the time of the study), education and previous career.  Politician party and 

gender are broken down by type of video rated; videos of interviews or videos of floor 

speeches. There are 159 politicians in the sample, with 154 politicians receiving other-

rated personality ratings either on their interview or their speech or on both. Politician 

demographics such as age, education attainment, and previous career are provided in 

Appendix 3-G.  

Rater Agreement 

Rater Agreement and Politician Characteristics 
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From the 983 separate personality raters (501 for interviews and 482 for speeches) 

for 154 politicians (an average of 6.4 raters per politician, SD = 1.5), the average rwg(j) 

across personality aspects and politicians for speech-based ratings was .75 (SD = .30), 

and .77 (SD = .28) for interview-based ratings.3 Figure 3.1 shows the distribution of rwg(j) 

for each aspect for speech-based ratings and for interview-based ratings. Subsequently, as 

explained in the Method section, personality ratings of aspects within politicians with 

rwg(j) = 0 were dropped from the dataset.  Ratings for the Big Five were dropped if one or 

both of its aspects had no rater agreement. For interview ratings, this resulted in the 

removal of 10 politicians from Conscientiousness (6 politicians from Industriousness and 

6 politicians from Orderliness with an overlap of 2, meaning 2 of these were the same 

politicians from both aspects); 36 politicians from Agreeableness (21 politicians from 

Compassion and 20 from Politeness with an overlap of 5);  18 politicians from 

Neuroticism (11 from Volatility and 11 from Withdrawal with an overlap of 4; 21 

politicians from Extraversion (11 from Assertiveness and 13 from Enthusiasm with an 

overlap of 3; and 22 politicians from Openness (15 from Intellect and 13 from 

Experiencing with an overlap of 6. For speech ratings, 11 politicians were removed from 

 
3 Another line of inquiry into the low rwg(j) ratings was to examine whether certain personality traits 

were more difficult for raters to assess.  Appendix B provides a table of rwg(j) for each politician for each 
aspect, as well as counts and percentages of rwg(j) = 0 by personality aspect.  Generally, within politicians, 
most aspects had sufficient rwg(j) while some had lower rwg(j). However, across politicians, no aspects 
systematically exhibited low rwg(j).  When examining rater characteristics as predictors of personality ratings of 
politicians, comparisons were made between raters of politicians with low rwg(j) and raters for politicians with 
acceptable rwg(j).  The questions asked of raters and response summaries is provided in Appendix 3-H. 
Because raters were within politician and within video type (i.e., one rater rated only one type of video for 
one politician), poor rater agreement as a rater issue is not easily assessed. If one politician had poor rwg(j) 

across all personality aspects within one video type, this could indicate a problem with rating the politician 
within that particular video, but it would not be evidence of poor rater quality.  Likewise, if there is poor rwg(j) 
for just a few aspects for a politician, it does not suggest an issue with rater quality; rather, it suggests an 
issue with rating the particular aspects given the particular video content.   
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Conscientiousness (11 for Industriousness and 5 for Orderliness with 5 overlapping); 31 

were removed from Agreeableness (21 from Compassion and 12 from Politeness with 2 

overlapping); 34 were removed from Neuroticism (24 from Volatility and 20 from 

Withdrawal with 10 overlapping); 30 were removed from Extraversion (19 from 

Assertiveness and 17 from Enthusiasm with 6 overlapping); and 29 were removed from 

Openness (16 from Intellect and 20 from Experiencing with 7 overlapping).  

Interrater Reliability  

After excluding politiciansô ratings (aspect scores) which had no rater agreement 

based on the rwg(j), intraclass correlations were calculated for each aspect for each video 

source (i.e., ICC (1, k) for interview video ratings and for speech ratings were calculated 

separately). Whereas rwg(j) is an index of the variation in ratings within a group or target 

(in this case, politician) without regard to the variance in ratings across groups or targets 

(in this case, other politicians), ICC (1, k) estimates the amount of variability due to 

group membership (in this case, raters within politicians) against the amount of 

variability in ratings across politicians. This study takes the suggestion of LeBreton and 

Senter (2008) that both indexes be examined in order to better understand the sources of 

ratings variance. ICC (1, k), a one-way random effects absolute agreement intraclass 

correlation, was used as the reliability estimate (LeBrenton & Senter, 2008; McGraw & 

Wong, 1996; Shrout & Fleiss, 1979). As described in McGraw and Wong (1996), ICC (1, 

k) is estimated as 
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where MSR is the mean square ratings by target, MSW is the mean square within target, 

and K is the number of raters per target. Because the number of raters differed across 

politicians, the average number of raters was used for each trait (Bliese, 1998; Bliese & 

Halverston, 1998). This estimate is appropriate for cases in which raters are nested within 

targets on a common measure(s) ï that is, a different set of raters rates each target ï as is 

the case in this study. ICC (1, k), for each aspect by each video source for those aspect 

scores with rwg(j) > 0 within politicians, is provided in Appendix 3-I. The table also gives 

ICC (1, k) calculated for all aspects using all available ratings. There are only small 

differences between the two sets of ICC (1, k) estimates. In both sets of estimates, 

Conscientiousness and its aspects, Industriousness and Orderliness had concerningly low 

ICC (1, k); .38, .42, and .23 respectively for interview ratings and .30, .33, and .36 

respectively for speech ratings excluding those with no rater agreement. Including all 

ratings, Conscientiousness, Industriousness, and Orderliness had ICC (1, K) of .66, .35, 

and .26 respectively for interview ratings, and .62, .10, and .30 respectively for speech 

ratings. 

The low interrater reliability in this study for Conscientiousness and its aspects 

may indicate the challenge of rating this trait from brief observation of targets. However, 

if this were the case, one would expect rwg(j) to also be low for this trait. That was not the 

case. Taken together, the high rwg(j) and the low ICC (1, k) point to an issue of the ratings 

not distinguishing one politician from another (i.e., nearly as much within-politician 

variance as between-politician variance). Inspecting standard deviations for the BFAS 

(Table 3.3) shows that Conscientiousness and its aspects had relatively low variance 

across politiciansô ratings, compared with other traits. However, the differences were not 
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large and the relationship between standard deviations of mean trait scores and ICC (1, k) 

is not a monotonic function (the correlation between speech-based trait SD and ICC (1, k) 

is r = .74, between interview-based trait SD and ICC (1, k) is r = .76), even though they 

are strongly correlated. Notwithstanding the low interrater reliability for 

Conscientiousness traits, it is worth noting that simulations have shown that even in 

conditions of very low ICC values, group effects can be detected (Bliese, 1998). In this 

study, we include those traits with low interrater reliability values in analyses, and 

interpret findings based on unreliability corrected relations to enhance comparability 

across personality traits.  

Big Five Aspect Scales 

Personality variables were examined for potentially influential cases examining 

boxplots. Cases beyond 1.5 times the interquartile range were examined case by case to 

determine if there was justification for excluding any case or cases (Cook, 1979). No 

cause was found to exclude such cases, so analyses were conducted with and without 

outliers. Analyses reported in the text of this dissertation include the potentially 

influential cases, and focal analyses with those cases excluded are reported in Appendix 

3-J.  All magnitudes were similar and directions of relationships the same between other-

rated personality and criteria when including and when excluding the identified outliers.  

Descriptive statistics for interview-based and speech-based other-ratings of BFAS 

scales along with ICC (1, k) interrater reliabilities and standardized mean differences are 

provided in Table 3.3. A comparison of politician BFAS ratings with three general 

population samples (DeYoung personal correspondence; DeYoung, Carey, Krueger, & 

Ross, 2016) is provided in Appendix 3-K. As mentioned in the introduction, standard 
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deviations for other-rated politician personality are indeed much smaller than for self-

reported personality in the general public. Past research suggests that this reduction in 

range variability is not due to any difference between self- and other-reported personality 

(e.g., Kluemper et al., 2015), but rather it is due to the restricted variability in personality 

in those with this particular job (e.g., Ones & Dilchert, 2009; Park et al., 2020). Given 

that this study aims to examine personality of politicians as predicting politician 

misconduct, it is unnecessary to correct for range restriction in personality in the 

correlational or predictive analyses if these are correct assessments of the range for 

personality traits within the job of politician. This study is not attempting to generalize its 

findings to any other population than politicians. Another comparison can be drawn 

between the current results for politician personality and previous research examining 

organizational executive personality (Ones & Dilchert, 2009). While executives exhibited 

the same Big Five profile with higher means and smaller standard deviations on all Big 

Five traits than did lower-level supervisors, other-ratings for politicians exhibited smaller 

standard deviations for traits but had higher Conscientiousness and Extraversion but 

lower Neuroticism, Agreeableness and Openness than self-ratings in the general public. 

Standardized mean differences in politician personality ratings (Table 3.3) show 

that Neuroticism, Volatility and Withdrawal were higher for speeches than for interviews 

(d = -.49, -.49, and -.32, respectively).  Conversely, Enthusiasm was higher for interviews 

than for speeches (d = .40). 

Convergent correlations between other-rated personality from interviews and 

from speeches is provided in Appendix 3-L. While interview ratings were positively 

correlated with speech ratings, correlations were weak to moderate ranging from r = .08 
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to r = .32, indicating raters watching interviews were coming to slightly different 

conclusions about the traits being exhibited for a politician than were those raters 

watching speeches. This is not surprising, given previous research showing that trait 

expression is dependent upon the situation (Tett & Guterman, 2000). 

Appendix 3-M provides comparative intercorrelation matrices for other-rated 

politician personality in this study and meta-analytic estimates of Big Five 

intercorrelations for other-rated personality (Park et al., 2020).  

NLP Text-inferred Personality 

Appendix 3-N provides means and standard deviations for NLP text-inferred 

personality traits.  The These trait scores are percentiles and therefore not comparable to 

BFAS ratings. Further, because the IBM model uses different factorization (into facets 

rather than aspects) than does the BFAS, comparisons between the two measures 

regarding predictive validity are limited to the five domains, Conscientiousness, 

Agreeableness, Neuroticism, Extraversion, and Openness. The average politician in this 

sample, using text from speeches, was on the 85th percentile for Conscientiousness, the 

30th percentile for Agreeableness, the 88th percentile for Neuroticism, the 59th percentile 

for Extraversion, and the 95th percentile for Openness. Using text from interviews, the 

average politician was on the 79th percentile for Conscientiousness, the 32nd percentile for 

Agreeableness, the 778th percentile for Neuroticism, the 41st percentile for Extraversion, 

and the 95th percentile for Openness. Appendix 3-O gives descriptive statistics for the 

number of words per politician used in the text analyses. 

Additional job -related variables 
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Table 3.4 provides descriptive statistics for legislative leadership scores, partisan 

extremism scores, and party loyalty ratings. Legislative leadership scores are on a metric 

from 0 to 1, and scores for legislators are tightly clustered around the middle point of .5, 

although scores run nearly the full range (from .04 to 1). Partisan extremism scores were 

transformed to Z scores and reported here as the absolute value (distance from the middle 

in standard deviation units). For Democrats, the absolute value average partisan 

extremism score was .97 (SD = .45), while for Republicans the absolute value average 

score was .78 (SD = .34). The overall absolute value mean for was .88 (SD = .41) and, as 

with legislative leadership scores, the score range is broad. For both of these variables, 

there was sufficient variance for analyses. Party loyalty ratings were examined within 

party only, with ratings from the ADA provided for Democrats and ratings from the ACU 

provided for Republicans.  Within party, while the mean ratings were in the 70s (79.6 for 

Democrats and 76.3 for Republicans), there was large variability in ratings for this 

sample. Democrat ratings from the ADA ranged from 20 to 100 and Republican ratings 

from the ACU ranged from 10.5 to 100. 

Political Leader Misconduct 

Table 3.5 provides descriptive statistics for politician misconduct scales, as 

sample totals and broken out by party.  Not only was it necessary to ensure sufficient 

base rates in the whole sample, but because analyses take party into account, it was 

necessary to assess whether instances of a behavior were only within one party or 

occurred in both parties. Counterproductive work behavior including leader misconduct 

is notoriously challenging to study because of its low base rate in reporting. While some 

of the misconduct dimensions had large enough base rates to provide sufficient variance 
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for analyses, some behaviors had very few occurrences. For example, there were 53 

instances of interpersonal misconduct, with 20 of those being misuse of organizational 

resources but only one instance of nepotism; and although there were 21 instances of self-

gratifying misconduct, only two of those were alcohol use and only two were sexual 

harassment. Mittlböck and Schemper (2002) point out that when the base-rate for an 

event is close to 0 (or, conversely, close to 1) predictive models make little sense as the 

event is nearly certain to not happen (or to happen). In the records searched for politician 

misconduct for this sample, only one behavior instance classified as nepotism was found. 

Sexual harassment (2 instances), alcohol use (3 instances), and discrimination (3 

instances) were also very low base-rate behaviors. Nepotism results will not be discussed, 

as the single instance is not sufficient to make inferences about findings related to this 

behavior. Analyses involving the other three behaviors as criteria should be interpreted 

with caution. Because sexual harassment and alcohol use are facets of the self-gratifying 

misconduct dimension, this dimension relies heavily on its single remaining facet of 

condoning wrongdoing of others in correlational and predictive models. Overall, 33.3% 

of the sample engaged in interpersonal misconduct, 35.2% engaged in organizational 

misconduct, and 13.2% engaged in self-gratifying misconduct. 

Hypothesis Tests and Research Questions Results 

 

Table 3.6 lists all hypotheses and research questions proposed and addressed in 

this study and the results for each.  

Gender  

Addressing Research Question 1, many large gender differences were found for 

other-rated personality of politicians (Table 3.7). All standardized mean differences 
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reported in this section have been corrected for unreliability in personality ratings. For 

interview ratings, females were rated higher in Conscientiousness (d = .58), 

Agreeableness (d = .46) and both its aspects (d = .46 for Compassion, and .41 for 

Politeness), which is in line with previous research (e.g., Costa, Terracciano, & McCrae, 

2001; Gonzalez-Mulé, DeGeest, Kiersch, & Mount, 2013). Additionally, research using 

the BFAS scales found that females reported higher agreeableness, politeness, and 

compassion (Weisberg, DeYoung, & Hirsh, 2011). 

Females were also higher in Extraversion (d = .47) and its aspect Assertiveness (d 

= .47), and Openness (d = .85) and both its aspects (d = .68 for Intellect and .97 for 

Experiencing), as rated from interviews. While females have been found to be higher in 

openness, particularly those facets openness associated with feelings and fantasy (e.g., 

Costa et al., 2001), female politicians being higher in aspect Intellect in this sample may 

be the distorting effects of the job. Either females must be higher in these traits to obtain 

their positions or perceptions of females in these roles are distorted by dent of historically 

gendered associations with these roles. 

For speech ratings, females were rated higher in Conscientiousness (d = .1.03) 

and both its aspects (d = .79 for Industriousness and .94 for Orderliness), Agreeableness 

(d = .40) and both its aspects (d = .47 for Compassion and .39 for Politeness), the aspect 

Assertiveness (d = .66), and Openness (d = .71) and both its aspects (d = .47 for Intellect 

and 1.03 for Experiencing). Pointedly, there were virtually no gender differences in 

Neuroticism or its aspects. Barring the null finding for Neuroticism in this study, these 

differences echo findings in another study that examined gender differences in the BFAS, 

Weisberg, DeYoung and Hirsch (2011), in that for raw scores on those Big Five traits and 
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aspects that differed, females generally were rated higher than males ï with the exception 

of Assertiveness and Intellect. Notable differences between the current findings and 

Weisberg and colleaguesô findings are the current finding for females being moderately 

higher in Conscientiousness and Industriousness (although this 90% confidence interval 

includes zero) whereas Weisberg et al. found negligible differences in Conscientiousness 

or Industriousness. While females in the general population tend to score somewhat 

higher in conscientiousness than do males (e.g., Costa et al., 2001; Schmitt, 

Realo,Voracek, & Allik, 2008), in this study the differences are a third to a half of a 

standard deviation. . It may be that, just as range restriction results from selection effects 

into certain careers, selection effects into politics for females requires a higher threshold 

for certain traits than for their male counterparts. Indeed, recent research suggests that 

female politicians must thread the needle in public perceptions, and it may be that those 

perceptions can be distorted or that the women who are successful in politics ï who attain 

positions as U.S. legislators ï have adopted or are naturally higher on those traits 

historically ascribed to men (e.g., Schneider & Bos, 2014). 

The magnitudes of the current studyôs differences are also generally larger than 

Weisberg et al. found, except for Agreeableness and its aspects, which are of similar 

magnitude as Weisberg and colleaguesô findings. Schmitt and colleaguesô (2008) multi-

national study found results for the United States sample in the same direction as this 

study (but smaller in magnitude) for Agreeableness, Extraversion, and Conscientiousness, 

but found females were lower on Openness and higher on Neuroticism than were males. 

Further contrary to the current findings, Costa and colleaguesô (2001) multi-cultural 

review also found gender differences for Neuroticism facets. The lack of gender 
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differences for Neuroticism and its aspects in this study may be due to the occupation of 

politician.  This could play out as a selection effect, or it may be an effect of 

characteristic adaptation (DeYoung, 2015) on the part of females in the role of politician 

where emotionality is seen generally as a liability. While females are higher in 

Extraversion in other research, it is generally driven by the Enthusiasm aspect or facets 

which would fall under that aspectôs umbrella (For example, positive emotions versus 

excitement seeking in Costa et al., 2001; and more directly, Enthusiasm versus 

Assertiveness in Weisberg et al., 2011). The higher mean on Assertiveness for females in 

this study is likewise potentially either the result of a selection effect or a characteristic 

adaptation on the part of females in this profession.   

Results for Research Question 2 regarding gender differences in incidence of 

misconduct are presented in Table 3.8. Male and female politicians engaged in similar 

amounts of interpersonal, organizational, self-gratifying, and overall misconduct (with d 

= -.05, .07, -.15, and -.05, respectively), although the 90% confidence intervals for these 

estimates included zero. Likewise for the misconduct facets with odds ratios very close to 

1, except for misrepresentation and manipulation of information in which males were 

about two thirds as likely to engage (odds ratio = .62) and condoning the wrongdoing of 

others in which males were about one and a half times more likely to engage (odds ratio 

= 1.46), although the 90% confidence interval for both of these estimates included zero.  

Female politicians missed a greater percentage of roll call votes over the 113th and 114th 

Congresses than did males (d = .38) (Table 3.9). Males were less likely to engage in 

avoidance behavior than their female counterparts (odds ratio = .64), although the 90% 

confidence interval for this estimate includes zero.  
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Although not posed as a research question, females were higher in partisan 

extremism than their male counterparts (d = .40, 90% CI [.12, .69]). This indicates 

females were less likely to reach across the aisle and work with colleagues from the other 

party on legislation.  

Party  

Research Question 3 pertained to party differences in BFAS aspects. Table 3.10 provides 

means and standard deviations as well as standardized mean differences (Cohenôs d) 

between Democrats and Republicans on BFAS composites and aspects. Large differences 

in personality across party were found for ratings from interviews; Democrats were rated 

higher in Agreeableness (d = .34) and both its aspects (d = .39 for Compassion and .44 

for Politeness), the aspect Enthusiasm (d = .30), and Openness (d = .41) as well as its 

aspect Experiencing (d = .61) and its Intellect aspect (d = .35) although the 90% 

confidence interval for this estimate included zero. Republicans were rated higher in the 

Orderliness aspect of Conscientiousness (d = -.54) although the 90% confidence interval 

included zero.  Interestingly, for interview ratings, Republicans were higher on the 

Volatility aspect of Neuroticism (d = -.23) while Democrats were higher on the 

Withdrawal aspect (d = .24), although the 90% confidence interval for these estimates 

included zero. These findings are somewhat similar to party differences found in the 

general population with respect to Agreeableness and Conscientiousness (e.g., Gerber et 

al. 2012).  Although Neuroticism has been found to be lower in conservatives in the 

general population (e.g., Sibley et al, 2012).  For speech ratings, party differences in 

personality were weaker, although in the same direction except, notably, for Orderliness 

(d = .44), with a 90% confidence interval included zero. Other changes in sign were 
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Volatility (d = .04), Extraversion (d = -.12) and Assertiveness (d = -.05 for speeches), 

although these estimates were small and had 90% confidence intervals which included 

zero. The much weaker party differences in personality for speeches as compared to for 

interviews may be due to the constrained situation of giving a floor speech limiting 

expression of some traits or making them harder to assess for the observer. While on the 

floor of the House or Senate, a certain bearing may be adopted regardless of party.  

Addressing Research Question 4, Table 3.11 provides proportions and odds ratios 

for incidence of misconduct among Democrats and Republicans. Republicans engaged in 

more overall misconduct than did Democrats (d = -.39).  Republicans had more incidents 

of interpersonal (d = -.26), organizational (d = -.26), and self-gratifying misconduct (d = -

.21) as well, although the 90% confidence intervals for these included zero. Turning to 

the misconduct facets, Republicans had greater odds of engaging in all misconduct 

behaviors except for those that had an incident count of zero in either party and odds 

were not calculated for. The largest odds ratios were for lying and breaking agreements 

(3.15), misuse of resources (1.69), and misrepresentation/manipulation of information 

(2.50). On the other hand, Democrats missed a greater percentage of roll call votes over 

the 113th and 114th Congresses than did Republicans (see again Table 3.9).  

Examining party loyalty (Research Question 5), Table 3.12 gives correlation 

coefficients between BFAS composites and aspects and party loyalty for Democrats and 

for Republicans separately. For Democrats, party loyalty had weak correlations with 

interview-based personality, with Conscientiousness (r = -.12, 90% CI[-.31, .08], 

Agreeableness (r = .13, 90% CI[-.09, .33]), and its aspect Politeness (r = .13, 90% CI[-

.08, .32], and Neuroticismôs Withdrawal aspect (r = .16, 90% CI[-.04, .34) being the 
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largest estimates.  The traits, Agreeableness, Politeness, and Withdrawal were also higher 

in Democrats than in Republicans for interview-based personality. For interview-based 

personality for Republicans, several correlations between personality and party loyalty 

were moderate in magnitude.  Republican party loyalty was positively correlated with 

Neuroticism (r = .23, 90% CI[.01, .42], and its aspect Withdrawal (r = .34, 90% CI[.15, 

.52]). Rather than being a function of traits of a ótypicalô Republican, these correlations 

may indicate a tendency for those Republicans higher in Withdrawal to rely more on the 

party for a sense of security or identity. For Republicans, there were several interview-

based traits which had moderate negative correlations with party loyalty: Politeness (r = -

.28, 90% CI[-.46, -.07]), Extraversion (r = -.29, 90% CI[-.48, -.08]) and both its aspects 

(r = -.21, 90% CI[-.41, .00] for Assertiveness and r = -.22, 90% CI[-.41, -.02] for 

Enthusiasm), as well as Openness (r = -.23, 90% CI[-.43, -.01]) and its aspect 

Experiencing (r = -.26, 90% CI[-.44, -.06]). Extraversionôs and Opennessô negative 

relation with party loyalty may be due to these traits forming the metatrait plasticity in 

the two-factor model of personality (e.g., DeYoung, Peterson, & Higgins, 2002), which 

in DeYoung and colleaguesô study, was shown to negatively predict conformity. 

However, it is interesting that this is the case for Republicans but not for Democrats in 

interview-rated personality. DeYoung and colleagues also found the metatrait stability 

(formed from Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and emotional stability - the reverse of 

Neuroticism) positively predicted conformity.  However, that is not mirrored for 

interview-rated personality in this politician sample if we consider party loyalty a type of 

conformity.   
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As with interview-rated personality, speech-rated personality for Democrats again 

showed weak relations with party loyalty. However, Democrats showed a moderate 

positive correlation between Withdrawal and party loyalty (r = .28, 90% CI [.08, .46]. 

Neuroticism (r  = .19) and Volatility (r = .09) also exhibited positive correlations with 

party loyalty.  Coefficients for Conscientiousness (r = -.12) and its aspects were weak and 

negative (r = -.05 for Industriousness and r = -.13 for Orderliness) while coefficients for 

Agreeableness and its aspects were weak and positive (r = .11 for Agreeableness, r = .16 

for Compassion, r = .17 for Politeness) although these all had 90% confidence intervals 

which included zero. Extraversion and its aspects had weak negative correlations (see 

table 3.13) and Openness and its aspects had weak positive correlations with party 

loyalty. These findings donôt align well with DeYoungôs and colleagues findings for 

stability and plasticityôs relationship with conformity.  For Republicans, there were 

moderate negative correlations with party loyalty for Conscientiousness (r = -.23, 90% CI 

[-.42, -.02] and its aspect Industriousness (r = -.25, 90% CI [-.43, -.04].  Republican 

speech-rated Agreeableness and its aspects were weakly negatively related with party 

loyalty (Table 3.12) while the remaining Big Five and their aspects were a mixed bag of 

positive and negative weak correlations, all with 90% confidence intervals including 

zero. More may be at play in the calculus of party loyalty than trait tendencies. One such 

influence may be history effects. These ratings were taken from a period with a 

Democratic president in office and a congress with a Republican majority in the House 

and a Democratic majority, then a Republican majority, in the Senate. The state of play 

for voting behavior may be influenced by these dynamics.  

Partisan Extremism 
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Research Question 6 asked whether trait levels correlate with partisan extremism. 

Conscientiousness (rc = -.33, 90% CI [-.55,-.10]) and its aspects Orderliness (rc = -.33, 

90% CI[-.56, -.09]) and Industriousness (rc = -.20, 90% CI [-.42, .02]) were moderately 

negatively correlated with partisan extremism for interview ratings (Table 3.13a), while 

Neuroticism (rc = .17, 90% CI[.01, .32]) and its aspect Withdrawal (rc = .23, 90% CI [.08, 

.38]) were weakly to moderately positively correlated with ideology score. For speech 

ratings, Conscientiousness (rc = -.18, 90% CI [-.42,.06]) and its aspect Industriousness (rc 

= -.19, 90% CI [-.42, .04]) exhibited weak negative correlations with partisan extremism. 

As with interview-based personality other-ratings, Neuroticism (rc = .20, 90% CI [.04, 

.35]) and its aspect Withdrawal (rc = .28, 90% CI [.11, .43]) were positively correlated 

with partisan extremism (Table 3.13a). Withdrawalôs positive correlations with partisan 

extremism may be due to a higher level of isolation and dissatisfaction leading to a 

tendency to dig in and cling to more hardline positions of oneôs party. This is interesting 

because Agreeableness was not a negative correlate of partisan extremism, so there 

appears to be a motivational distinction between the isolation and worry in Withdrawal 

and the distrust in Agreeableness for this behavior. In one of the few studies to examine 

personality and politician performance (excluding CWB), Silvester et al. (2014) found a 

negative correlation between politician self-rated Neuroticism and 360 ratings of 

analytical skills and resilience. Perhaps the positive relationship between Withdrawal and 

partisan extremism reflects an inhibition of analytical skills due to increased anxiety and 

fear, leading to an increased reliance on more extreme black-and-white views. 

Conversely, Conscientiousnessô and Orderlinessô negative correlations with partisan 

extremism (for interview ratings) may align with Silvester et al.ôs (2014) finding for 
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Conscientiousnessô positive correlation with analytical skills and with resilience, 

reflecting a tendency to take more measured approaches to drafting and negotiating 

legislation, thereby gaining and giving more bipartisan support.  

As shown in Table 3.15, partisan extremism had negligible correlations with 

facets or composites of politician misconduct (Research Question 7) but did exhibit a 

moderate positive correlation with missed floor votes (r = .29, 90% CI [-.07, .22]) and 

with Self-gratifying misconduct (r = .14, 90% CI [.01, .27]) by dint of its correlation with 

Alcohol use (r = .24, 90% CI [.11, .36]).  As discussed previously, the base rate of 

alcohol use was very low and caution should be used when interpreting this correlation.  

Even though partisan extremism correlated positively with Neuroticism and Withdrawal, 

the correlation with missed votes is not likely to be an effect of Neuroticism or 

Withdrawal, as neither of these are more than negligibly related with missed floor votes. 

Legislative Leadership Performance 

For Research Questions 8 regarding other-rated personality correlations with 

legislative leadership, Tables 3.13a and b and 3.14a and b provide correlations for 

interview ratings and speech ratings, respectively. For speech ratings, legislative 

leadership was negatively correlated with Agreeableness (rc = -.16, 90% CI [-.31, -.01]) 

and both its aspects (rc = -.22, 90% CI [-.37,-.06] for Compassion and  rc = -.20, 90% CI 

[-.35, -.04] with Politeness).  This finding for Agreeableness is contrary to meta-

analytical organizational research that has shown a positive population correlation 

between Agreeableness and leadership effectiveness, albeit a very weak relation between 

Agreeableness and leader emergence (Judge et al., 2002). Although, for government and 

military samples, Judge and colleagues found a very weak negative relation between 
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Agreeableness and leadership. In line with Judge and colleaguesô meta-analysis on 

personality and leadership, speech-based Extraversion aspects in this politician sample 

were correlated with legislative leadership. While Assertiveness was positive related (r = 

.18, 90% CI [.01, .34]), Enthusiasm was negatively related (rc = -.24, 90% CI [-.42, -

.05]). This clear distinction between the two aspects of Extraversion for legislative 

leadership might indicate that politicians persuade their colleagues to go along with 

proposed legislation not by glad-handing and wooing, but by dominating. In a very real 

sense, legislators are leaders and getting leaders to follow a leader may require different 

tactics than would getting a group of non-leaders to follow a leader.  

For interview ratings, legislative leadership exhibited quite different correlations 

with other-rated personality, showing moderate negative correlations with 

Conscientiousness (rc = -.28, 90% CI[-.50, -.05) and both its aspects (rc = -.25, 90% CI[-

.46, -.03] for Industriousness and r = -.20, 90% CI[-.44, 0.4] for Orderliness). 

Neuroticism (rc = .18, 90% CI[.02, .33]) and its aspect Withdrawal (rc = .22, 90% CI[.07, 

.37]) had weak to moderate positive correlations with legislative leadership.  Perhaps 

most surprisingly, Extraversion (rc = -.22, 90% CI[-.38, -.05]) and its aspect 

Assertiveness (rc = -.34, 90% CI[-.51, -.15]) were moderately negatively correlated with 

legislative leadership.  

Legislative leadership in this study may be roughly theoretically analogous to 

Silvester et al.ôs (2014) politicking and relating with others performance rating 

dimensions. Their finding that agreeableness negatively correlated with politicking 

echoes this studyôs finding that compassion and politeness (for speech ratings) negatively 

correlates with legislative leadership. However, Silvester and colleagues found no 
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relationships between extraversion and openness and their performance dimensions. 

Legislative leadership may be thought of as a more tangible measure of performance as it 

reflects actual legislation signed and the number of cosignatories whereas Silvester and 

colleaguesô performance ratings were holistic ratings by others not necessarily reflecting 

quantifiable results. That is not to say legislative leadership is a better measure of 

performance, as any outcome measure of performance includes influences beyond the 

control of the individual while holistic scores may be able to take into account situational 

conditions to a greater degree.   

Openness (rc = -.20, 90% CI-.38, -.02] and its aspect Intellect (rc = -.24, 90% CI[-

.38, -.09]) also exhibited negative correlations with legislative leadership for ratings from 

speeches. While there was no mean difference in Intellect between Republicans and 

Democrats in this sample, historically speaking the anti-intellectual climate of Congress 

has been noticeably simmering since at least the presidency of George W. Bush. It may 

be that those higher in Intellect find it challenging to persuade others and garner support 

for their legislation due to concerns about being associated with the educated elite. 

Research Questions 9 and 10 are addressed in Table 3.16. There was a small 

difference between male and female politicians in legislative leadership (d = .17, 90% 

CI[-.15, .49]) with females having a higher mean score. For party, Republicans had a 

mean leadership score of about half a standard deviation higher than did Democrats (d = -

.53, 90% CI[-.87, -.21]). (Research Question 10). 

NLP Text-inferred Personality 

Table 3.17 provides correlations (convergence) between text analysis personality 

and other-rated politician BFAS, in answer to Research Question 11. The average 
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correlation between other-ratings of the Big Five and NLP text-inferred Big Five 

personality for interviews was rc = .11. The average correlation between the two 

assessment methods for speeches was rc = .08. It should be noted, as discussed in the 

introduction, that these two methods of assessment draw on different information. That 

they do not correlate highly does not mean that one or the other or both are all error or do 

not contain true score variance. 

Regarding gender differences in NLP text-inferred personality (Research 

Question 12), Table 3.18 gives means and standard deviations along with standardized 

mean differences (Cohenôs d) between male and female politicians for NLP text-inferred 

personality. Females were generally higher in Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, 

Extraversion, and Openness facets as inferred from interview texts but for personality 

inferred from speech texts, gender differences were more of a mixed bag. 

For Conscientiousness and its facets from interview transcripts, female politicians 

were higher in achievement-striving (d = .45, 90% CI[.18,.73]) and self-discipline (d = 

.43, 90% CI[-.57,-.03]) while males were higher in Orderliness (d = -.30, 90% CI[.16,.71]). 

From speech transcripts there were minimal gender differences in Conscientiousness or 

its facets.  

Large differences were found for Agreeableness and its facets from interviews; 

females were higher in Agreeableness (d = .73), altruism (d = .59), and morality (d = 

.55), with smaller differences ï females higher ï for cooperation, sympathy, and modesty 

(d = .21, .23, and .25, respectively although these three estimates had 90% confidence 

intervals that included zero). Gender differences in Agreeableness facets for speeches 
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were smaller: females were lower in altruism (d = -.23, 90% CI[-.50,.04], lower in 

sympathy (d = -.26, 90% CI[-.53,.01]), and lower in trust (d = -.33, 90% CI[-.6,-.06]).   

For Neuroticism and its facets inferred from interview texts, males were higher in 

Neuroticism (i.e., emotional range) (d = -.25, 90% CI[-.52,.02]), self-consciousness (d = -

.23, 90% CI[-.5,.04]) and depression (d =-.28, 90% CI[-.55,-.01]). For NLP text-inferred 

Neuroticism from speeches, males were higher in immoderation (d = -.29, 90% CI[-.56,-

.02]) and females were higher in the remaining facets; notably, vulnerability (d = .28, 

90% CI[.01,.55]) and anxiety (d = 30, 90% CI[.03,.57]), as well as depression and anxiety 

(d = .27 and .27, although the 90% confidence intervals included zero).  

Females were higher in most of the Extraversion facets as inferred from interview 

texts; activity level (d = .33, 90% CI[.06,.60]) and cheerfulness (d = .48, 90% CI[.21,.76]), 

as well as Extraversion and friendliness (d = 27 and 25, respectively although these 90% 

confidence intervals included zero). For Extraversion inferred from speech texts, males 

were higher in friendliness (d = -.39, 90% CI[-.67,-.12]) as well as excitement-seeking and 

gregariousness (d = -.24 and -.27, respectively, with confidence intervals including zero).  

Females were generally higher in Openness and its facets from interview texts, 

with adventurousness (d = .28, 90% CI[.01,.55]), artistic interests (d = .30, 90% 

CI[.03,.57]), and emotionality (d = .58, 90% CI[.31,.86]). Men were higher in Intellect 

from interview texts (d = -.33, 90% CI[-.60,-.06]). Conversely, for Openness inferred from 

speech texts, men were higher in Intellect (d = -.41, 90% CI[-.69,-.14]) as well as in 

adventurousness, artistic interests (d = -.24 and -.23, respectively, with confidence intervals 

including zero).  
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There were fewer NLP text-inferred personality differences across party 

(Research Question 13), as shown in Table 3.19. In text from interviews, Republicans 

were higher in Conscientiousness (d = -.43, 90% CI[-.70,-.16]), as well as facets 

cautiousness (d = -.27, 90% CI[-.54,-.01]),  dutifulness (d = -.34, 90% CI[-.61,-.07]), 

Orderliness (d = -.28, 90% CI[-.55,-.02]), and self-discipline (d = -.33, 90% CI[-.60,-.07]),  

while in speeches Democrats were higher in achievement-striving (d = .33, 90% 

CI[.07,.60]) and dutifulness (d = .36, 90% CI[.09,.63]).  

There were minimal differences in Agreeableness or its facets for interview texts 

(Republicans were higher in cooperation and modesty, d = -.20 for each, with 90% 

confidence intervals including zero), but for NLP text-inferred Agreeableness from 

speeches, Democrats were higher in cooperation (d = .42, 90% CI[.15,.69]) and morality 

(d = .28, 90% CI[.02,.55]) as well as in Agreeableness and modesty (d = .22 and .26, 

respectively, with 90% confidence intervals including zero).  

Democrats were higher in Neuroticismôs (emotional range) facet of self-

Conscientiousness for interviews (d = .30, 90% CI[.04,.57]), as well as in anxiety (d = .24) 

and anger (d = .21) although the 90% confidence intervals for these two estimates included zero. 

There were only weak and negligible party differences for Neuroticism or its facets in 

personality inferred from speech texts.  

For Extraversion inferred from interview texts, there were only negligible party 

differences. For NLP text-inferred Extraversion from interviews, Democrats were higher 

in cheerfulness (d = -.18), with the 90% confidence interval including zero. 

For Openness, Democrats were higher in imagination (d = .28, 90% CI[.02,.55]) 

and liberalism (d = .38, 90% CI[.11,.65]) from interviews, although Republicans were 
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higher in Openness (d = -.32, 90% CI[-.59,-.06]) for NLP text-inferred personality from 

speeches. Republicans were also higher in Intellect and liberalism (d = -.23 each, 

although these estimates had 90% confidence intervals including zero). 

Given the contradictory findings across interviews and speeches for both gender 

differences and party differences, it is hard to interpret these NLP text-inferred 

personality findings with any certainty. It may be that there is quite a bit of error in NLP 

text-inferred personality due to the amount of text input that was used. On the other hand, 

it is possible that the differences in speaking patterns and language use interviews versus 

speaking in Congress are sufficient to result in quite different findings across these 

contexts. 

Correlations between Other-rated Personality and Politician Misconduct  

Hypotheses were proposed regarding Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, 

Neuroticism, and each of their respective aspectsô relations with politician misconduct. 

As referred to previously, Table 3.13a and 3.13b give the unreliability-corrected 

correlations between interview-based BFAS ratings and politician misconduct, and 

Tables 3.14a and 3.14b provide those for speech-based BFAS ratings. Uncorrected 

correlations are provided in Appendix 3-P. The following paragraphs provide 

correlational analysis results. Regression analyses were also conducted to examine trait 

relationships with misconduct when controlling for other variables. Regression results are 

described after the correlation results. Personality rated from speeches produced many 

notable relations with misconduct, but personality from interviews produced fewer. This 

is most evident at the misconduct composite level.  
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Conscientiousness and its aspects. Hypotheses 1a and b stated that 

Conscientiousness would exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) overall 

political misconduct and with (b) organizational misconduct among legislators. Neither 

of these hypotheses were supported for interview ratings or for speech ratings.  

Hypothesis 2a and 2b stated that Industriousness would exhibit a moderate negative 

relationship with overall political misconduct and organizational misconduct 

respectively. For interview-inferred Conscientiousness (Table 3.13a), the unreliability-

corrected correlation was rc = -.17 for interpersonal misconduct, rc = -.15 for 

organizational misconduct, and rc = -.19 for total misconduct. The relation with self-

gratifying misconduct was r = .00.  The 90% confidence intervals associated with the 

correlations included zero. For speech-inferred Industriousness, corresponding relations 

were rc = .26 for interpersonal misconduct, for organizational misconduct rc = .03, for 

total misconduct r = .24, and rc = .21 for self-gratifying misconduct. Thus, the 

magnitudes and directions of relations were not always as anticipated, but their 90% 

confidence intervals suggest these findings are not statistically precise. As such, 

Hypotheses 2a and 2b were partially supported.  The positive correlations between 

speech-rated Industriousness and misconduct are quite unexpected. If taken at their face 

value, highly industrious politicians may adopt an óallôs fair in love and warô philosophy 

and be so bent on accomplishing their goals that they tend to bend the rules or take 

advantage of ambiguous situations to get results, leading to misuses of power or 

resources, misrepresentation of facts, or more questionable behavior.  It may be that those 

politicians who tend to engage in misconduct are also those who manage their reputations 

in speeches to give the appearance of being harder-working and more productive.   
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Neither interview-based nor speech-based Conscientiousness correlated well with 

missed congressional votes among legislators, rc = -.06 and r = -.09, respectively. 

However, the interview-inferred Orderliness facet of Conscientiousness correlated at rc = 

-.26 with the same criterion. Although Hypothesis 3 was not supported, the findings 

suggest that missing votes may be a function of organization and managing a schedule. 

Using a composite of speech and interview personality, neither Conscientiousness 

nor its aspects had more than negligible correlations with any of the misconduct variables 

(Table 3.20).  

NLP text-inferred Conscientiousness from interviews was not notably correlated 

with misconduct (Tables 3.21a and b), but NLP text-inferred Conscientiousness from 

speeches (Table 3.22a and b) was negatively correlated with condoning the wrongdoing 

of others (r = -.18) and self-gratifying misconduct (-.17). 

Agreeableness and its aspects. Hypotheses 4a and 4b stated Agreeableness 

would exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) overall political misconduct and 

with (b) interpersonal misconduct among legislators. As shown in Table 3.13b, although 

Agreeableness from interview ratings was negatively correlated with lying and breaking 

agreements (rc = -.21) which is a facet of interpersonal misconduct, correlations between 

Agreeableness and interpersonal misconduct and with overall misconduct (Table 3.13a) 

for interview ratings (rc = .01 and -.05, respectively) and speech ratings (Table 3.14a; rc = 

.05 and .02, respectively) were negligible. These findings did not support hypothesis 4a 

but provided partial support for hypothesis 4b. Interestingly, Agreeableness was 

positively correlated with missed votes (rc = .21), possibly indicating missing votes as a 

way to avoid controversial votes for politicians higher in Agreeableness. Alternatively, 
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missed votes could indicate that more agreeable politicians place less importance on 

voting and more importance on tasks and duties which may keep them away from 

Congress, such as meeting with constituents or working in their hometown among friends 

and family.  

Politeness from interviews (Table 3.13a) or from speeches (Table 3.14a) was not 

notably correlated with overall political misconduct (rc = .01 and -.02, respectively); 

Hypothesis 5a was not supported. Although Speech-inferred Politeness was not 

correlated with interpersonal misconduct, Politeness rated from interviews was negatively 

correlated with lying and breaking agreements (rc = -.18), but its correlation with 

interpersonal misconduct (rc = -.02) was negligible (Table 3.13a and b), providing only 

partial support for Hypothesis 5b.  While not hypothesized, Compassion as rated from 

interviews was also negatively related with lying and breaking agreements (rc = -.18). 

When combining interview and speech rated personality into composites (Table 

3.20), Agreeableness had no notable correlations with misconduct composites, although it 

exhibited a moderate negative correlation with lying and breaking agreements (r = -.30). 

NLP text-inferred Agreeableness from interviews (Table 3.21a) was negatively 

correlated with interpersonal misconduct (r = -.20), organizational misconduct (r = -.14), 

and total misconduct (r = -.19).  Interview NLP text-inferred Agreeableness was also 

natively correlated with misuse of resources (r = -.15), interpersonal incivility and 

aggression (r = -.13) and misuse of power (r = -.13) although the 90% confidence 

intervals for the latter two estimates included zero (Table 3.21b). Speech NLP text-

inferred Agreeableness (Table 3.22a and b) was negatively correlated with discrimination 
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(r = -.14), but positively correlated with misuse of power (r =.26) and organizational 

misconduct (r =.15).  

Neuroticism and its aspects. As shown in tables 3.13a and 3.14a, Neuroticism 

from interviews and from speeches exhibited weak positive relations with organizational 

misconduct (r = .11 and .14, respectively) as hypothesized, although the 90% confidence 

intervals included zero. Therefore, Hypothesis 6 was partially supported. Speech-rated 

Neuroticism exhibited a negative correlation with self-gratifying misconduct (r = -.25). 

Neuroticism and Volatility as rated from both interviews and speeches were negatively 

correlated with misuse of resources (rc = -.24 and -.25, respectively for interview ratings; 

r = -.23 and -.23, respectively for speech ratings). Aspect Withdrawal was likewise 

negatively correlated with misuse of resources (rc = -.20), but only for interview ratings 

(Table 3.13b). Neuroticism has consistently shown positive relationships with 

counterproductive behaviors in past research (e.g., Berry et al., 2007). Leaving the low-

base rate sexual harassment aside, these results are also puzzling. To make sense of this 

finding, one may consider the environment of politics. Perhaps insecurity or worry 

inhibits bad behavior in an environment where oneôs deeds readily become media fodder. 

For Volatilityôs negative relationship with misuse of resources, again the environment in 

which politicians work may be so constructed that an angry and bellicose demeanor 

paves paths in ways that Politeness and charm do not. Conversely it may be that such 

displays or hostility are the prevue of those who have clout already, or who work within a 

coalition that imbues them with power, obviating the need to engage in misconduct.   

Contrary to Hypothesis 7, Neuroticismôs aspect Volatility was, surprisingly, 

negatively correlated with interpersonal misconduct for both interview ratings and speech 
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ratings (rc = -.11 and -.07, respectively) (rc = -.10 and -.07, respectively), although again 

the 90% confidence intervals included zero. This was also the case for both interview-

rated and speech-rated Volatility and self-gratifying misconduct (rc = -.14 and -.15, 

respectively), failing to support Hypothesis 8. 

While the hypothesized relationship between Withdrawal and organizational 

misconduct was weak and positive for interview-based ratings (rc = .12) and for speech-

based ratings (rc = .05), the 90% confidence intervals included zero, providing partial 

support for Hypothesis 9. Withdrawal from both interview ratings and speech ratings had 

negligible correlations with avoidance behavior (rc = -.08 and .04, respectively), failing to 

support Hypothesis 10.  

For speech ratings, Withdrawal was negatively related with self-gratifying 

misconduct (rc = -.29) and its facet, condoning wrongdoing of others (rc = -.23). Speech-

rated Withdrawal was negatively related with interpersonal misconduct (rc = -.21) and 

overall misconduct (rc = -.19).  However, for interview-rated Withdrawal, these 

correlations were negligible. 

A composite of speech and interview ratings for Neuroticism and its aspects 

(Table 3.20), Volatility and Withdrawal, exhibited weak correlations with organizational 

misconduct (r = .16, .15, and .12, respectively), although the 90% confidence intervals 

for all three estimates included zero (Table 3.20). Similar correlations between 

Neuroticism, Volatility, and Withdrawal and misuse of resources were found as were 

found for interview-ratings (r =  -.24, -.25, and -.20, respectively). 

NLP text-inferred Neuroticism from interviews (Table 3.21a) exhibited weak 

positive correlations with overall misconduct (r = .17) and organizational misconduct (r = 
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.17), as well as with misrepresentation and manipulation of information (r = .16) which is 

a facet of interpersonal misconduct.  

Openness and its aspects. Openness and its aspects had negligible correlations 

with misconduct at the composite level for both speech-inferred and interview-inferred 

other-rated personality. Meta-analytic examinations of the predictive validity of the Big 

Five domain of Openness and its facets has given equivocal results (Woo, Chernyshenko, 

Stark, & Conz, 2014) due to the heterogenous nature of Opennessô facets (or aspects), 

although this traitôs meta-analytic relations with CWB were very weak. For other-ratings 

from speeches, Openness and its facet Experiencing exhibited a positive correlation with 

self-gratifying behavior (rc = .23 and .22, respectively) and Experiencing had positive 

point biserial relationships with sexual harassment (rc = .23) and with condoning the 

wrongdoing of others (rc = .16). Given that past research has not identified Openness or 

its constituent traits as generalizable predictors of job behavior, this finding is interesting. 

It may be that examinations of Openness in relation to job criteria could benefit from 

using an aspect-level measure rather than examining it at the individual facet or domain 

level.  

Extraversion and its aspects. For personality other-ratings from speeches, 

Extraversion (rc = .21) and its aspect Enthusiasm (rc = .20, although the 90% confidence 

interval included zero) were positively correlated with Self-gratifying Misconduct and 

exhibited weak but positive correlations with this misconduct compositeôs facets, sexual 

harassment, alcohol use, and condoning the wrongdoing of others. Enthusiasm reflects 

friendliness, warmth, and positive emotions (DeYoung et al., 2007) so it is surprising to 
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find this aspect positively correlated with misconduct.  This finding, along with the 

finding for Opennessô Experiencing aspect in the political sphere need more study.  

Regression Results   

As a corollary to correlational examinations, hierarchical multiple regressions 

were conducted to examine which predictors, when assessed together, better predicted 

misconduct. Regression results are provided in Table 3.23a to 3.23d for predicting the 

composite misconduct criteria, Interpersonal Misconduct, Organizational Misconduct, 

Self-gratifying Misconduct, and Total Misconduct. Due to the large number of aspects in 

the BFAS model and a relatively small sample size, in choosing the predictors for the 

regression models, zero-order correlations were examined to select the most promising 

predictors.  Because the zero-order correlations between personality and misconduct were 

generally small, traits which correlated at least |.10| with a given misconduct criteria were 

included in regression models. Regression models were also examined for the Big Five 

from observer ratings and from NLP text-inferred personality. Regression models tested 

which were not predictive are provided in Appendix 3-Q. 

Gender, party, and tenure were entered as control variables in the regressions. In 

general, the amount of variance in misconduct predicted by other-rated politician 

personality in this sample was small.  

Interpersonal misconduct. In predicting interpersonal misconduct, gender, party, 

and tenure did not provide any predictive power in the models. Other-rated 

Industriousness, Withdrawal, and Assertiveness from speeches accounted for just 1% of 

the variance in interpersonal misconduct (adj. multiple R = .10). A model using the Big 

Five traits from other-rated speeches as well as the control variables accounted for 10% 
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of the variance in interpersonal misconduct (adj. multiple R = .32). When combining 

other-rated personality ratings from speeches and interviews, Industriousness, Volatility, 

Withdrawal, and Intellect accounted for 6% of the variance in interpersonal misconduct 

when controlling for gender, party, and tenure (adj. multiple R = .24). NLP text-inferred 

Big Five traits from interviews when controlling for gender, party, and tenure, accounted 

for 3% of the variance. 

Organizational misconduct. While no set of aspects from either interviews or 

speeches were identified as potentially predictive for organizational misconduct, two of 

the Big Five trait sets were predictive. NLP text-inferred Big Five traits from interviews 

accounted for 2% (adj. multiple R = .14) of the variance in organizational misconduct 

when controlling for gender, party, and tenure. For organizational misconduct, the control 

variables alone accounted for 1% of the variance (adj. multiple R = .10). A second 

regression using NLP text-inferred Big Five traits from speeches produced a final model 

including the control variables that accounted for 2.4% of the variance in organizational 

misconduct (adj. multiple R = .15). 

Self-gratifying misconduct. NLP text-inferred Big Five traits from speeches 

accounted for 1% of the variance (adj. multiple R = .10) in self-gratifying misconduct 

when controlling for gender, party and tenure. No other set of predictors produced a 

properly fitted model for this criterion. 

Total misconduct. Industriousness, Withdrawal, and Assertiveness had sufficient 

zero-order correlations to test in regression for total misconduct. Along with the control 

variables, these aspects predicted 2% of the variance (adj. multiple R = .14) in total 

misconduct. Text inferred Big Five personality from interviews and from speeches, when 
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including control variables in the model, accounted for 5% (adj. multiple R = .22) and 3% 

(adj. multiple R = .17), respectively, of the variance in total misconduct.  

Discussion 

This study examined relationships between other-rated politician personality and 

politician misconduct. To do so, several hurdles needed to be surmounted:  the use of 

stranger-ratings for politician personality, the adaptation of a measure of organizational 

leader misconduct to measure politician misconduct and gathering records of politician 

misconduct. While each hurdle came with its own set of considerations and tangential 

analyses, the main question ï whether other-ratings of politician personality can predict 

politician misconduct ï found some interesting answers. 

 Interview-based and speech-based ratings were examined separately because each 

source of ratings provided different information for raters (e.g., Connelly & Ones, 2010). 

When combined into a composite, the combined ratings did not better predict politician 

misconduct. Standardized mean differences between ratings from interviews and ratings 

from speeches may reflect the nature of the content of each source. Neuroticismôs and its 

aspectsô higher mean ratings for speeches may reflect the way politicians communicate 

while giving floor speeches; sometimes arguing, demanding, or complaining. Likewise, 

Enthusiasmôs higher mean rating for interviews may reflect the nature of interviews; 

politicians are likely to adopt an upbeat tone and attempt to be positive and engaging.  

 One noteworthy result was the general lack of relationship between 

Conscientiousness and its aspects and politician misconduct while it has long been 

recognized as a stalwart predictor for CWB (e.g., Barrick & Mount, 1991; Berry, Ones, & 

Sackett, 2007). Conscientiousness, Industriousness, and Orderliness had very low 
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interrater reliability. These traits exhibited nearly as much variance within politicians as 

was present between politicians. As discussed in the introduction and as found in Big 

Five personality research for executives (e.g., Ones & Dilchert, 2009), standard 

deviations for politician personality were smaller than for samples in the general public. 

This, combined with the expected larger variance within politicians for personality rated 

by strangers, presented a challenging signal-to-noise ratio. Even so, stranger ratings of 

politician personality were generally cohesive (reasonable rwg(j)) and politician BFAS 

correlational patterns were as would be expected for Big Five measures and the BFAS 

scales. Even though range restriction was evident in politician personality ratings, the 

range restriction in the sample was not likely an artifact of sample selection but rather a 

condition found in the population of leaders and politicians due to selection into those 

careers and positions (e.g., Park et al., 2020). This study does not aim to generalize its 

results beyond politicians. 

 In this study, other-rated politician personality was shown to have predictive 

power for politician misconduct although correlations were generally weak to moderate 

and sometimes in an unexpected direction. These results depart somewhat from findings 

for personality and CWB in the organizational literature, and further research is needed to 

understand the drivers of these personality-misconduct relationships. 

 A surprising finding was that other-rated personality from speeches generally 

exhibited stronger correlations with misconduct than did personality from interviews. An 

intuitive assumption was that an interview setting would allow politicians to be more 

óthemselvesô and provide a venue for more trait expression than would be provide in the 

constrained environment of Congress.  However, given the results found here, it seems 
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the traits expressed while giving a speech are more predictive for misconduct than those 

expressed while giving an interview.  It may be that an interview situation is to a degree 

risky for politicians. There are opportunities to misspeak or be misunderstood or commit 

any number of faux pas, so behavior must be carefully managed. Conversely, in Congress 

politicians know what they are about and simply do their job without as much thought to 

how they may be coming across to the public, therefore expressing a more authentic 

version of themselves. 

Study limitations 

 A limitation of this study is the reliance on news reports of politician misconduct. 

This reliance was the only viable option, as the House and Senate records for disciplinary 

actions or investigations record remarkably few incidents over the years and many of 

those records report ambiguous resolution or outcomes. Although a concerted effort was 

put forth to gather incidence of misconduct from a wide variety of reputable sources and 

to avoid relying on a single source for an account, news reports may be biased, and many 

news organizations nowadays copy stories from each other leading to an echo chamber 

effect. Further, reliance on news reports or records of any kind renders the measure of 

misconduct deficient in that it counts on behaviors being known and reported that are 

commonly purposefully secretive.  

 The use of a model of misconduct for organizational leaders, while expedient in 

this case, may have limited utility for measuring politician misconduct going forward.  A 

sounder approach would be to conduct a job analysis for legislator, perhaps using the 

critical incident method. Silvester et al. (2013) conducted a competency analysis for local 
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politicians in the United Kingdom. Something similar could be done here using political 

staffers or scholars as subject matter experts.  

Another limitation of this study was the use of stranger raters. While it does 

indeed appear that some true variance in personality was captured with stranger ratings, 

there is no escaping the likely amount of error contained in the ratings compared with 

those that friends or coworkers might have been able to provide.  

For text analyses, approximately 5 minutes of text was used for each type of 

rating; interview and speech. This translated to an average of 656 words from speech 

transcripts and 779 words from interview transcripts per politician. IBM Personality 

Insights is more accurate as the volume of text provided increases. The limited amount of 

text likely curtailed text analysis accuracy.    

Study strengths 

 This study employed two measures of politician personality, other-ratings and 

NLP text-inferred personality, allowing tests for trait measure convergence. Further, for 

each politician two instances of behavior were prepared to allow for differences in 

behavior in two settings: giving an interview and giving a speech. Unique raters were 

used so that each politician, in each setting, would be rated by a set of independent raters. 

The use of multiple raters increased reliability of the personality other ratings. 

Study contributions 

 This study is pioneering in the sense that studies of individual difference 

predictors of politician misconduct have not been published in the past. This is an area in 

need of more research. Certainly, there is a need for a better accounting of politician 

misconduct, although the political climate surrounding such incidents imbue the facts 
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with emotional and political charge. They say history is written by the victors, and in 

U.S. politics the victors can change every two years or so. Objective, science-minded 

researchers have a place in politics and in the recording and examining of politician 

behaviors to a greater degree than they have taken in the past.  

 This study is a proof of concept that other-ratings of politicians have generally 

acceptable reliability and carry some amount of validity for predicting behaviors. Future 

research will hopefully carry on in this vein and endeavor to gather a greater number of 

personality ratings on a larger cross-section of national-level politicians from many 

countries.   

 While recent research has begun to measure legislator job performance (e.g., 

Silvester et al, 2013), a taxonomy for political leader behavior at the legislative level is 

sorely lacking. This study applies a model of organizational leader misconduct to the 

political sphere and presents the first steps in empirically examining the prediction of 

politician misconduct. 
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General Discussion 

 This dissertation explored two under-examined areas regarding relationships 

between personality and counterproductive work behavior (CWB):  1) relations between 

counterproductive behavior and personality at the meso-level using the Big Five Aspects 

(DeYoung, Quilty, & Peterson, 2007) rather than at the level of the Big Five or their 

individual facets, and 2) the relations between personality and counterproductive 

behavior in a sample of United States legislators.  Three studies were presented. The first 

study examined the Big Five Aspect Scales as predictors of CWB. The second study 

investigated correlations between CWB and a broad measure of counterproductive 

college behavior (CCB) as well as relations between CCB and the Big Five Aspect 

Scales. The third study explored the relations of other ratings of Big Five personality 

aspects as well as automated text inferred Big Five personality variables and their facets 

with politician misbehavior for a sample of US legislators. 

The first two studies have provided additional clarity in personality ï 

counterproductive behavior relationships by demonstrating the superior predictive power 

of Conscientiousnessô aspect Industriousness over its aspect Orderliness, and of 

Agreeablenessô aspect Politeness over its aspect Compassion for both counterproductive 

work behavior and counterproductive college behavior.  Further, Politeness exhibited 

correlations with CWB which were similar in magnitude to those of Industriousness and 

exhibited stronger negative correlations with CCB-I than did Industriousness.  The 

findings for Politeness in Study 1 and Study 2 serve to emphasize its utility as a predictor 

of counterproductive behavior across contexts, and organizations would do well to add 

this meso-level trait in personality measures used for selection or development. Overall, 
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Study 1 and 2 support both theory and empirical findings regarding the consistency of 

personality as a predictor of counterproductive behavior across contexts (e.g, Harding, 

Carpenter, Finelli, & Passow, 2004; Marcus et al., 2002; Roberts, Harms, Caspi, & 

Moffitt, 2007; Stanek et al., 2017).  Counterproductive behaviors exhibited 

correspondence across context as well, with CCB-O generally more strongly related with 

CWB-O and CCB-I more strongly related with CWB-I. 

 Across the contexts of work and school, gender did exhibit weak moderating 

effects on the relationship between personality and counterproductive behavior. 

Consistent across Study 1 and Study 2 was the net underprediction of counterproductive 

behavior by personality in the male subsample.  It should also be noted that, on average, 

males engaged more frequently in counterproductive behaviors at work and at school. 

While there were also gender differences in personality in both Study 1 and 2, those 

differences were not consistent in direction for the strongest predictors of 

counterproductive behavior; industriousness and politeness.  The findings from these two 

studies add to the small group of primary studies examining gender moderation for 

personality predicting counterproductive behavior (e.g., Gonzalez-Mulé, DeGeest, 

Kiersch, & Mount, 2013; Spector & Zhou, 2013) and provide a comparative look at these 

relations across two contexts, work and school.  

 The fully crossed 2x2 examination of self-rated and other-rated personality 

correlations with self-report and other-report counterproductive college behavior showed 

the consistency of positive and negative trait correlates for CCB across raters and 

reporters. Although the sample size for other-rated personality was small, patterns still 

emerged across the Big Five Aspect scales, showing Conscientiousness aspects and 
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Agreeableness aspects negatively related with CCB and Neuroticism aspects positively 

related with CCB.  A further contribution of Study 2 is the examination of facets of CCB. 

While not a focus of the study, it is clear from trait-CCB correlations across raters that a 

host of counterproductive behaviors beyond academic dishonesty can be well predicted 

by personality, particularly at the level of personality aspects.  

 Cognitive ability exhibited unexpected relations with counterproductive behavior 

in both Study 1 and Study 2.  While verbal ability was the stronger negative correlate for 

CWB in Study 1, cognitive ability exhibited a positive correlation with CCB-I in Study 2. 

More research is needed to replicate ï and explicate ï these findings; to explore whether 

this contradiction is a function of context, sampling error, or some other unidentified 

variables. 

 Lastly, Study 3 provided a novel exploration of personality as a predictor of 

politician misconduct, using the Big Five Aspect Scales and adapting a new model of 

leader misconduct. This study also showed that valid trait other-ratings can be obtained 

from minimal exposure to a target, but that observation context (in this case, whether 

during an interview or a speech) can affect trait ratings.  In contrast to Study 1 and Study 

2 results, male and female politicians engaged in similar amounts of misconduct. 

However, in line with the two previous studies, females were higher in several 

personality aspects. Overall, other rated personality was not a strong predictor of 

politician misconduct. This may have been in part due to the editing of the videos to 

remove sensitive topics or identifiers.  Neutralizing the videos in this way may have 

limited some personality variance which would have otherwise been apparent. This may 

also have been due to the nature of the misconduct measure ï its reliance on news 
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accounts and recorded reports of politician misconduct. While the model of leader 

misconduct adapted for the study was found to reflect many potential legislator 

behaviors, future research should endeavor to create a measure of politician misconduct 

based on analysis of the legislator job. Yet given the study constraints, valuable and 

interesting relations between personality and politician behavior were found. Both 

context (i.e., interview, floor speech) and personality assessment approach (othersô 

ratings of personality, automatic text inferred personality scores) showed low convergent 

validity, and displayed differential relations with external variables (e.g., gender, age, 

political affiliation), and politician misbehavior. 

 Future research can build upon the findings in these studies to further 

understanding of when and to what degree context does matter for personality ï 

counterproductive behavior relationships, and to expand the understanding of the national 

legislative branch of government as a place of work with all the concomitant potential for 

applying industrial-organizational psychology principles. 

Little research has examined relations between meso-level personality traits and 

counterproductive behavior. This dissertation provided a novel examination of these 

constructs in a set of studies in three separate settings (i.e., university, organizational 

workplaces, and U.S. Congress), using four different types of personality ratings (i.e., 

self-ratings, peer-ratings, observer-ratings, and NLP based text-inferred ratings) for 

predicting a wide range of counterproductive behaviors using three different sets of 

counterproductivity measures (i.e., counterproductive work behavior, counterproductive 

college behavior, and politician misconduct). Overall, a unique contribution of this 

dissertation was its synthesis of variables and ideas from divergent literatures in industrial 
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and organizational psychology and political psychology and reporting of previously 

unexamined relations that provide insights into personality correlates of 

counterproductive behaviors, and personality assessment in general. 
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Figure 1 

Study, Sample, and Variable Map 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. BFAS = Big Five Aspect Scales; CWB = counterproductive work behavior; CCB = counterproductive college behavior. 
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Table 1.1 

Hypotheses and research questions 

Number Research Questions 

RQ1 Is Enthusiasm correlated with CWB-O or with CWB-I? 

RQ2 
Is Assertiveness correlated with CWB-O or with CWB-I?  

RQ3 Is Intellect related with CWB? 

RQ4 
Does Intellect add incremental variance above and beyond Industriousness 

in predicting CWB? 

RQ5 
For which aspects and for which dimensions of CWB does gender moderate 

the personality-CWB relationship? 

RQ6 Is cognitive ability related with CWB-I or CWB-O? 

RQ7 
Does cognitive ability provide incremental validity for CWB beyond that of 

Neuroticismôs aspects? 

RQ8 
Does cognitive ability provide incremental validity for CWB beyond that of 

the Industriousness aspect? 

RQ9 
Does cognitive ability provide incremental validity for CWB beyond that of 

the Intellect aspect? 

Number Hypotheses 

H1a, b 

Conscientiousness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) 

CWB and (b) have a stronger negative relationship with CWB-O than with 

CWB-I. 

H2a, b 

Industriousness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) CWB 

and (b) have a stronger negative relationship with CWB-O than with CWB-

I.    

H3a, b 

Agreeableness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) CWB 

and (b) have a stronger negative relationship with CWB-I than with CWB-

O. 
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H4a, b 
Politeness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) CWB and 

(b) have a stronger negative relationship with CWB-I than with CWB-O.   

H5 
Neuroticism will exhibit a weak positive relationship with overall CWB. 

H6a, b 
Volatility will exhibit a moderate positive relationship with (a) CWB-I, and 

(b) have a stronger positive relationship with CWB-I than with CWB-O. 

H7a, b 
Withdrawal will exhibit a weak positive relationship with (a) CWB-O, and 

(b) have a stronger positive relationship with CWB-O than with CWB-I. 

H8a, b 
Males will report engaging in more (a) CWB-O and (b) CWB-I than will 

females. 
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Table 1.2 

Employed students by gender and race 

Total Sample FT PT All Working 

All  76 967 1,043 
 

Gender FT PT All Working 

female  55 736 791 

male  17 208 225 

choose not to respond  2 4 6 

other, not stated  
 

4 4 

nonbinary  1 
 

1 

trans  
 

2 2 

agender  1 3 4 

no response (NA) 
 

10 10 

TOTAL 76 967 1,043 
 

Race FT PT All Working 

white  54 717 771 

Asian  9 108 117 

Hispanic/Latino  3 20 23 

Black/African American  7 40 47 

American Indian/Native Alaskan  
 

2 2 

Hawaiian/Pacific Islander  
  

0 

other, not stated  
 

2 2 

two or more races  3 57 60 

choose not to respond  
 

9 9 

NA 
 

14 14 

TOTAL 76 967 1,043 
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Table 1.3 

Personality descriptive statistics for working students 

 Self-ratings Other-ratings 

 Ŭ/ 

Mosier 
N M SD 

Ŭ/ 

Mosier 
N M SD 

Conscientiousness .87 1,039 3.46 .50 .86 104 3.70 .59 
   Industriousness .82 1,039 3.28 .60 .80 104 3.91 .69 
   Orderliness .81 1,039 3.64 .59 .81 104 3.50 .65 
Agreeableness .87 1,039 3.91 .44 .88 104 4.21 .51 
   Compassion .87 1,039 3.96 .49 .88 104 4.30 .60 
   Politeness .74 1,039 3.86 .51 .74 104 4.12 .59 
Neuroticism .92 1,039 2.89 .66 .91 104 2.51 .72 
   Volatility  .90 1,039 2.73 .76 .88 104 2.36 .83 
   Withdrawal .85 1,039 3.04 .71 .84 104 2.66 .77 
Extraversion .90 1,039 3.51 .54 .89 104 3.86 .59 
   Assertiveness .86 1,039 3.38 .66 .85 104 3.59 .76 
   Enthusiasm .85 1,039 3.64 .63 .84 104 4.12 .62 
Openness .85 1,039 3.7 .45 .85 104 3.79 .55 
   Intellect .80 1,039 3.69 .51 .80 104 3.98 .66 
   Experiencing .80 1,039 3.71 .60 .79 104 3.60 .72 

Note. Personality was measured using the 100-item Big Five Aspect Scales, scored on a 1 to 5 scale, with 1 

being ñstrongly disagreeò and 5 being ñstrongly agree.ò Cronbach alpha reliabilities are shown for 

personality aspects and Mosier reliabilities are shown for Big Five domains. 
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Table 1.4 

Counterproductive work behavior variables descriptive statistics 

 Ŭ / 

Mosier 

#items 

(subscale) 

#items 

(O/I) 

#items 

total 

N M SD 

Composite CWB 

CWB total .91   51 1,042 1.41 .44 

CWB-O total .86  27  1,042 1.35 .44 

CWB-I total .87  24  1,041 1.48 .49 

Workplace Deviance 

Workplace deviance total .83   19 1,042 1.49 .49 

Workplace deviance ï O .77  12  1,042 1.68 .61 

Workplace deviance ï I .75  7  1,042 1.31 .49 

CWB-Checklist 

CWBC total .70   32 1,042 1.17 .19 

CWBC-O .75  15  1,042 1.19 .21 

CWBC-I .77  17  1,042 1.11 .17 

Sabotage .34 3   1,042 1.03 .14 

Withdrawal .63 4   1,042 1.47 .47 

Prod. Dev. .41 3   1,042 1.17 .33 

Theft .52 5   1,042 1.08 .18 

Abuse .77 17   1,042 1.11 .17 
Note. CWB = counterproductive work behavior. For this table, measures are left in their original response 

metric (7-point frequency scale for Workplace Deviance and 5-point frequency scale for CWBC). The -O 

designation after CWB and CWBC indicates organizational counterproductive work behavior, and the -I 

indicates interpersonal counterproductive work behavior. Prod. Dev. = production deviance. For this table, 

CWB total, CWB-O total and CWB-I total are composites of both the Workplace Deviance scales (Bennett 

& Robinson, 2000) and the Counterproductive Work Behavior Checklist (Spector et al., 2006), after 

rescaling the CWBC responses to the Workplace Deviance response scale. However, for analyses, all 

scores were standardized, and CWB total, CWB-O total, and CWB-I total composites were created using 

standardized variable. 
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Table 1.5  

Cognitive ability descriptive statistics for working students. 

Note.  Total g, Math g, and Verbal g are composited from standardized ETS and ACT variables.  ETS = 

Educational Testing Service cognitive ability test kit; ACT = American College Testing standardized test. 

Alpha reliabilities for ACT English and ACT Math scores are from published norms. Reliability for ACT 

Total Combined is reliability between ACT Total from registrar records and ACT Total from self-report. U 

ratios are sample SD/population SD and use standard deviations from published ACT normative data based 

on 6,044,816 examinees who graduated high school between 2015 - 2017.  

  

 Ŭ/Mosier N # items M SD U ratio 

Total g .92 581  .02 .68  

Math g .89 581  .04 .83  

Verbal g .88 581  .00 .79  

ETS Total .77 1,029 33 4.51 3.27  

ETS Math .69 1,029 15 4.03 4.13  

ETS Verbal .64 1,029 18 4.82 4.07  

ACT Total Combined  .96 907  27.31 3.46 .62 

ACT Math .91 581  26.80 3.84 .71 

ACT English .92 581  27.42 4.50 .66 
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Table 1.6 

Hypotheses and research questions with results 

Number Research Questions 

RQ1 Is Enthusiasm correlated with CWB-O or with CWB-I? 

RQ2 Is Assertiveness correlated with CWB-O or with CWB-I?  

RQ3 Is Intellect related with CWB? 

RQ4 
Does Intellect add incremental variance above and beyond Industriousness 

in predicting CWB? 

RQ5 
For which aspects and for which dimensions of CWB does gender moderate 

the personality-CWB relationship? 

RQ6 Is cognitive ability related with CWB-I or CWB-O? 

RQ7 
Does cognitive ability provide incremental validity for CWB beyond that of 

Neuroticismôs aspects? 

RQ8 
Does cognitive ability provide incremental validity for CWB beyond that of 

the Industriousness aspect? 

RQ9 
Does cognitive ability provide incremental validity for CWB beyond that of 

the Intellect aspect? 

Number 
Hypotheses Self-rater 

Result 

Other-rater 

Result 

H1a, b 

Conscientiousness will exhibit a 

moderate negative relationship with (a) 

CWB and (b) have a stronger negative 

relationship with CWB-O than with 

CWB-I. 

a) supported 

b) supported 

a) supported 

b) supported 

H2a, b 

Industriousness will exhibit a moderate 

negative relationship with (a) CWB and 

(b) have a stronger negative relationship 

with CWB-O than with CWB-I.    

a) supported 

b) supported 

a) partial 

support 

b) not 

supported 
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H3a, b 

Agreeableness will exhibit a moderate 

negative relationship with (a) CWB and 

(b) have a stronger negative relationship 

with CWB-I than with CWB-O. 

a) supported 

b) not 

supported 

a) not 

supported 

b) not 

supported 

H4a, b 

Politeness will exhibit a moderate 

negative relationship with (a) CWB and 

(b) have a stronger negative relationship 

with CWB-I than with CWB-O.   

a) supported 

b) not 

supported 

a) not 

supported 

b) not 

supported 

H5 

Neuroticism will exhibit a weak positive 

relationship with overall CWB. 

supported 

partial 

supported 

H6a, b 

Volatility will exhibit a moderate 

positive relationship with (a) CWB-I, 

and (b) have a stronger positive 

relationship with CWB-I than with 

CWB-O. 

a) supported 

b) not 

supported 

a) supported 

b) not 

supported 

H7a, b 

Withdrawal will exhibit a weak positive 

relationship with (a) CWB-O, and (b) 

have a stronger positive relationship 

with CWB-O than with CWB-I. 

a) supported 

b) supported 

a) supported 

b) supported 

H8a, b 

Males will report engaging in more (a) 

CWB-O and (b) CWB-I than will 

females. 

a) supported 

b) supported 
NA 
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Table 1.7 

BFAS and CWB intercorrelations for working students. 

 Self-Report BFAS x CWB  Other-report BFAS x CWB 

Variable CWB CWB-O CWB-I Variable CWB CWB-O CWB-I 

Conscientiousness -.25 -.31 -.16 Conscientiousness -.09 -.21 .15 

   Industriousness -.28 -.32 -.19    Industriousness -.05 -.21 .17 

   Orderliness -.14 -.19 -.08    Orderliness -.08 -.14 .12 

Agreeableness -.26 -.24 -.26 Agreeableness .00 .02 .01 

   Compassion -.13 -.11 -.14    Compassion .14 .15 .14 

   Politeness -.31 -.28 -.30    Politeness -.09 -.08 -.05 

Neuroticism .21 .21 .18 Neuroticism .14 .19 .02 

   Volatility  .22 .18 .21    Volatility  .11 .12 .06 

   Withdrawal .15 .16 .11    Withdrawal .11 .18 -.05 

Extraversion -.01 -.03 .00 Extraversion .17 .03 .30 

   Assertiveness .08 .04 .11    Assertiveness .16 -.01 .28 

   Enthusiasm -.10 -.10 -.10    Enthusiasm .09 .06 .20 

Openness -.03 -.02 -.04 Openness .13 .10 .14 

   Intellect -.05 -.06 -.03    Intellect .06 .02 .12 

   Experiencing -.01 .02 -.04    Experiencing .14 .13 .12 
Note. Spearman correlations are reported.  Correlations were corrected for unreliability in the criterion (CWB). Bolded values indicate correlations with 

90% confidence intervals which exclude zero. Self-report BFAS x CWB N = 1024; other-report BFAS x CWB N = 104. BFAS = Big Five Aspect 

Scales; CWB = counterproductive work behavior; CWB-O = organizational counterproductive behavior; CWB-I  = interpersonal counterproductive 

behavior. Confidence intervals for the Spearman correlations for all study variables are in Appendix 1-G (uncorrected and fully corrected). For Pearson 

intercorrelations with and without outliers, see Appendix 1-A. 
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Table 1.7a 

Partial correlations between self-rated BFAS and CWB 

 INT CWB ORG CWB TOTAL CWB 

 rs partial rs rs partial rs rs partial rs 

Industriousness 
-.19 -.17 -.30 -.25 -.27 -.24 

-.23,-.14 -.22, -.12 -.35,-.25 -.30,-.20 -.32,-.22 -.29,-.19 

Orderliness 
-.07 .01 -.18 -.02 -.13 -.03 

-.12,-.02 -.04,.06 -.23,-.13 -.07,.03 -.18,-.08 -.08,.03 

       

Compassion 
-.13 .09 -.10 .06 -.12 .05 

-.18,-.08 .04,.14 -.15,-.05 .01,.11 -.17,-.07 .00,.10 

Politeness 
-.28 -.30 -.27 -.28 -.28 -.30 

-.32,-.23 -.34,-.25 -.31,-.22 -.33,-.24 -.32,-.23 -.35,-.26 

       

Volatility 
.20 .13 .18 .18 .21 .16 

.15,.25 .08,.18 .13,.23 .13,.22 .16,.26 .11,.21 

Withdrawal 
.10 .07 .16 0 .14 .02 

.05,.15 .02,.12 .11,.21 -.05,.05 .09,.19 -.03,.07 

       

Assertiveness 
.10 .11 .04 .12 .08 .13 

.05,.15 .06,.16 -.01,.09 .07,.17 .03,.13 .08,.18 

Enthusiasm 
-.09 -.14 -.08 -.11 -.09 -.14 

-.14,-.04 -.19,-.09 -.14,-.03 -.16,-.06 -.14,-.04 -.19,-.09 

       

Intellect 
-.03 -.02 -.06 -.07 -.05 -.09 

-.08,.02 -.07,.04 -.11,-.01 -.12,-.02 -.1,0 -.14,-.04 

Experiencing  
-.04 .04 .02 .01 0 -.05 

-.09,.02 -.01,.09 -.03,.07 -.04,.06 -.05,.05 -.10,.00 

Note. Observed Spearmanôs r (rs) is reported for the zero-order correlations and for partial (partial rs) 

correlations.  Partial correlations with criteria were run with aspect pairs, controlling for the other aspect in 

the pair. BFAS = Big Five Aspect Scales; INT CWB = interpersonal counterproductive behavior; ORG 

CWB = organizational counterproductive behavior; Total CWB = combined interpersonal and 

organizational counterproductive work behavior; INT. Confidence intervals shown below correlation 

coefficients are 90% intervals. 
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Table 1.8 

Multiple regression models for incremental validity of Intellect above Industriousness in predicting CWB 

  Interpersonal CWB Organizational CWB Total CWB 

Model ɓ SE R ȹ R 
Adj 

R2 

ȹ 

R2 
ɓ SE R ȹ R 

Adj 

R2 

ȹ 

R2 
ɓ SE R ȹ R 

Adj

.R2 

ȹ 

R2 

1 Industriousness -.07 .01 .17  .03  -.12 .01 .30  .09  -.10 .01 .26  .07  

2 
Industriousness -.08 .01 .17 .00 .03 .00 -.13 .01 .30 .00 .09 .00 -.10 .01 .26 .00 .07 .00 

Intellect .01 .01     .01 .01     .01 .01     

Note. Self-rated industriousness and intellect aspects from the Big Five Aspect Scales are used in the models. CWB = counterproductive work behavior. 

Predictors were standardized. ɓ = standardized coefficient; SE = standard error of the standardized coefficient; R = multiple R; ȹ R = change in multiple 

R from model 1 to model 2; Adj R2 = adjusted R-squared; ȹ R2 = change in adjusted R-squared from model 1 to model 2. 

 

Table 1.8a 

Partial correlations for Intellect and Industriousness with CWB 

 INT CWB ORG CWB TOTAL CWB 

 rs partial rs rs partial rs rs partial rs 

Industriousness 
-.19 -.19 -.30 -.30 -.27 -.27 

-.23,-.14 -.24,-.14 -.35,-.25 -.34,-.25 -.32,-.22 -.32,-.22 

Intellect 
-.03 .04 -.06 .04 -.05 -.09 

-.08,.02 -.01,.09 -.11,-.01 -.01,.09 -.1,0 -.14,-.04 

Note. Self-rated industriousness and intellect aspects from the Big Five Aspect Scales are used in the models. INT CWB = interpersonal 

counterproductive work behavior; ORG CWB = organizational counterproductive work behavior; TOTAL CWB = combined interpersonal and 

organizational counterproductive work behavior. Observed Spearmanôs r (rs) is reported for the zero-order correlations and for partial (partial rs) 

correlations. 90% confidence intervals are given below correlation coefficients.  



230 

 

 

Table 1.9  

Gender differences in counterproductive work behavior 

 Fem. 

N 

Fem. 

M 

Fem. 

SD 

Male 

N 

Male 

M 

Male 

SD 

SD 

ratio 
d 90% CI 

Correct. 

d 

Correct. 

90% CI 

Total CWB 789 -0.06 0.35 224 0.02 0.39 .90 -.22 -.35,-.10 -.23 -.36,-.10 

CWB-O 790 -0.05 0.4 224 0.02 0.42 .95 -.17 -.30,-.05 -.18 -.32,-.05 

CWB-I 789 -0.07 0.41 224 0.03 0.49 .84 -.23 -.36,-.10 -.25 -.38,-.11 

Workplace Dev.-O 791 -0.03 0.49 224 0.03 0.51 .96 -.12 -.25,00 -.14 -.28,.01 

Workplace Dev.-I 790 -0.09 0.52 224 0.09 0.68 .76 -.32 -.45,-.19 -.37 -.52,-.22 

CWB Checklist-O 790 -0.06 0.38 225 0.01 0.41 .93 -.18 -.31,-.06 -.21 -.35,-.06 

CWB Checklist-I 790 -0.06 0.38 225 -0.03 0.38 1.00 -.08 -.21,.04 -.09 -.23,.05 

   Sabotage 790 -0.11 0.32 225 -0.01 0.57 .56 -.26 -.39,-.14 -.45 -.68,-.23 

   Withdrawal 790 -0.02 0.66 225 0.08 0.75 .88 -.15 -.28,-.03 -.19 -.35,-.03 

   Prod. Deviance 790 -0.07 0.56 225 0.05 0.82 .68 -.19 -.32,-.07 -.30 -.50,-.10 

   Theft 790 -0.07 0.47 225 -0.05 0.4 1.18 -.04 -.17,.08 -.06 -.23,.12 

   Abuse 790 -0.06 0.38 225 -0.03 0.38 1.00 -.08 -.21,.04 -.09 -.23,.05 
Note. Fem. = Females; Male = Males. Gender d is Fem ï Male standardized mean difference (Cohenôs d). 90% CI = 90% confidence interval. Bolded 

values have 90% confidence intervals which exclude zero. SD ratio is Fem SD/Male SD. Correct. d is corrected for unreliability in the criterion. Total 

CWB = combined organizational and interpersonal counterproductive work behavior for both the Workplace Deviance scales and the CWB Checklist. 

CWB-O = combined Workplace Deviance ï O and CWB Checklist ï O. CWB-I = combined Workplace Deviance ï I and CWB Checklist ï I. Sabotage, 

Withdrawal, Prod. Deviance, Theft, and Abuse are facets within the CWB Checklist. Prod. Deviance = production deviance. For analyses, all scores 

were standardized, and CWB total, CWB-O total, and CWB-I total composites were created using standardized variable. 
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Table 1.10 

Gender differences in self-rated Big Five Aspect Scales 

 

  Females Males     

 N M SD N M SD d 90% CI correct. d 90% CI 

Conscientiousness 780 3.48 .50 223 3.41 .49 .14 .02,.27 .15 .02,.28 

   Industriousness 780 3.28 .60 223 3.33 .60 -.08 -.20,.04 -.09 -.23,.05 

   Orderliness 780 3.68 .59 223 3.49 .56 .33 .20,.46 .37 .23,.51 

Agreeableness 780 3.97 .41 223 3.70 .44 .65 .52,.78 .70 .56,.84 

   Compassion 780 4.01 .46 223 3.77 .52 .51 .38,.64 .55 .41,.69 

   Politeness 780 3.92 .49 223 3.64 .51 .57 .44,.70 .67 .52,.82 

Neuroticism 780 2.97 .64 223 2.57 .62 .63 .50,.76 .66 .52,.80 

   Volatility  780 2.81 .75 223 2.46 .72 .47 .34,.60 .50 .36,.63 

   Withdrawal 780 3.13 .69 223 2.69 .67 .64 .51,.77 .70 .56,.84 

Extraversion 780 3.5 .55 223 3.56 .52 -.11 -.24,.01 -.12 -.25,.02 

   Assertiveness 780 3.35 .67 223 3.50 .61 -.23 -.36,-.11 -.25 -.38,-.11 

   Enthusiasm 780 3.66 .64 223 3.62 .60 .06 -.06,.18 .07 -.07,.20 

Openness 780 3.69 .46 223 3.69 .40 .00 -.12,.12 .00 -.14,.14 

   Intellect 780 3.64 .53 223 3.83 .44 -.37 -.50,-.24 -.42 -.56,-.27 

   Experiencing 780 3.75 .60 223 3.55 .54 .34 .21,.47 .38 .24,.52 
Note. Traits are from the 100-item self-rated Big Five Aspect Scales. 90% CI = 90% confidence interval. Bolded values have 90% confidence intervals 

excluding zero. d = Female minus Male standardized mean difference (Cohenôs d). Correct. d = corrected for unreliability in the personality measure. 
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Table 1.11  

Gender moderation on self-rated BFAS for self-report CWB 

  Interpersonal CWB Organizational CWB Total CWB 

Model ɓ SE R ȹ R 
Adj 

R2 

ȹ 

R2 
ɓ SE R ȹ R 

Adj 

R2 

ȹ 

R2 
ɓ SE R ȹ R 

Adj

.R2 

ȹ 

R2 

1 Industriousness -.08 .01 .17  .03  -.11 .01 .32  .10  -.10 .01 .26  .07  

 Orderliness .01 .01     -.02 .01     -.01 .01     

2 Industriousness -.09 .03 .17 .00 .03 .00 -.13 .03 .33 .01 .11 .01 -.11 .03 .28 .02 .08 .01 

 Orderliness .07 .04     .05 .03     .06 .03     

 Gender .05 .02     .05 .02     .05 .02     

 Indust. X Gender .01 .02     .01 .02     .01 .02     

 Order. X Gender -.05 .02     -.06 .02     -.05 .02     

                    

1 Compassion -.00 .02 .26  .07  .00 .01 .26  .07  .00 .01 .30  .09  

 Politeness -.11 .02     -.11 .01     -.11 .01     

2 Compassion .08 .04 .26 .00 .07 .00 .06 .03 .28 .02 .08 .01 .07 .03 .32 .02 .10 .01 

 Politeness -.15 .04     -.11 .03     -.13 .03     

 Gender .03 .02     .04 .02     .03 .02     

 Comp. X Gender -.06 .03     -.04 .02     -.05 .02     

 Polite. X Gender .03 .02     -.00 .02     .02 .02     

                    

1 Volatility  .08 .02 .17  .03  .05 .02 .20  .04  .06 .01 .20  .04  

 Withdrawal -.01 .02     .04 .02     .01 .01     

2 Volatility  .03 .04 .20 .03 .04 .01 -.01 .03 .22 .02 .05 .01 .01 .03 .25 .05 .06 .02 

 Withdrawal .05 .03     .11 .03     .08 .03     

 Gender .09 .02     .10 .02     .09 .02     

 Volat. X Gender .04 .03     .05 .02     .04 .02     

 Withdr. X Gender -.04 .02     -.05 .02     -.05 .02     

                    

1 Assertiveness .06 .01 .14  .02  .03 .01 .10  .01  .04 .01 .14  .02  
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 Enthusiasm -.06 .01     -.06 .01     -.06 .01     

2 Assertiveness .09 .03 .14 .00 .02 .00 .04 .03 .14 .04 .02 .01 .06 .03 .17 .03 .03 .01 

 Enthusiasm -.03 .03     -.05 .03     -.04 .03     

 Gender .04 .02     .04 .02     .04 .02     

 Assert. X Gender -.03 .02     -.01 .02     -.02 .02     

 Enthus. X Gender -.02 .02     -.01 .02     -.01 .02     

                    

1 Intellect -.01 .01 .00  .00  -.03 .01 .00  .00  -.02 .01 .00  .00  

 Experiencing -.03 .01     .01 .01     -.01 .01     

2 Intellect -.04 .03 .10 .10 .01 .01 -.07 .03 .10 .10 .01 .01 -.06 .03 .10 .10 .01 .01 

 Experiencing .01 .03     .04 .03     .02 .03     

 Gender .06 .02     .06 .02     .06 .02     

 Intellect X Gender .02 .02     .03 .02     .03 .02     

 Exper. X Gender -.03 .02     -.02 .02     -.03 .02     

                    

1 Industriousness -.06 .01 .30  .09  -.11 .01 .38  .15  -.08 .01 .37  .14  

 Politeness -.09 .01     -.09 .01     -.09 .01     

 Volatility  .03 .01     -.00 .01     .01 .01     

 Assertiveness .02 .01     .01 .01     .02 .01     

2 Industriousness -.05 .03 .30 .00 .09 .00 -.11 .03 .38 .00 .15 .00 -.08 .03 .38 .01 .15 .01 

 Politeness -.07 .03     -.04  .03     -.05 .02     

 Volatility  .03 .04     .02 .03     .02 .03     

 Assertiveness .05 .03     .02 .03     .04 .03     

 Gender .04 .02     .03 .02     .05 .02     

 Indust. X Gender -.00 .02     -.01  .02     -.01 .02     

 Polite. X Gender -.01 .02     -.04 .01     -.03 .01     

 Volat. X Gender .00 .03     -.01 .02     -.00 .02     

 Assert. X Gender -.03 .02     -.01 .02     -.02 .02     

                    

1 Industriousness -.07 .02 .30  .09  -.10 .02 .38  .15  -.09 .01 .37  .14  

 Orderliness .01 .02     -.02 .01     -.00 .01     

 Compassion .00 .02     .00 .02     .00 .02     

 Politeness -.08 .02     -.09 .02     -.09 .01     
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 Volatility  .02 .02     -.02 .02     -.00 .02     

 Withdrawal .02 .02     .04 .02     .03 .02     

 Assertiveness .04 .02     .02 .02     .03 .02     

 Enthusiasm -.01 .02     -.01 .02     -.01 .01     

 Intellect .01 .02     .01 .01     .01 .01     

 Experiencing -.03 .02     -.01 .01     -.02 .01     

2 Industriousness -.04 .04 .30 .00 .09 .00 -.08 .04 .40 .02 .16 .01 -.06 .04 .38 .01 .15 .01 

 Orderliness .04 .04     .01 .04     .03 .03     

 Compassion .08 .05     .09 .04     .09 .04     

 Politeness -.13 .04     -.08 .04     -.11 .04     

 Volatility  -.00 .04     -.01 .04     -.01 .04     

 Withdrawal .03 .05     .03 .04     .03 .04     

 Assertiveness .06 .04     .05 .03     .05 .03     

 Enthusiasm -.02 .04     -.06 .04     -.04 .03     

 Intellect -.04 .04     -.02 .04     -.03 .03     

 Experiencing -.03 .04     -.05 .04     -.04 .03     

 Gender .04 .03     .03 .02     .04 .02     

 Indust. X Gender -.02 .03     -.01 .03     -.01 .03     

 Order. X Gender -.02 .03     -.03 .03     -.03 .02     

 Comp. X Gender -.06 .03     -.06 .03     -.06 .03     

 Polite. X Gender .04 .03     .00 .03     .02 .03     

 Volat. X Gender .02 .03     .00 .03     .01 .03     

 Withdr. X Gender -.01 .03     .00 .03     -.00 .03     

 Assert. X Gender -.02 .03     -.02 .02     -.02 .02     

 Enthus. X Gender .00 .03     .04 .03     .02 .03     

 Intellect X Gender .03 .03     .02 .03     .02 .03     

 Exper. X Gender -.00 .03     .03 .03     .01 .02     

Note. Robust regression with MM estimation was used. BFAS = Big Five Aspect Scales; Total CWB = combined organizational and interpersonal 

counterproductive work behavior. Personality predictors were standardized. For gender, females = 0 and males = 1.  CWB, CWB-O and CWB-I were 

standardized in order to create the composites from the two different CWB measures (i.e., the Counterproductive Work Behaviors Checklist (Spector et 

al., 2006) and the Workplace Deviance Scales (Bennett & Robinson, 2000)).  Other-rated BFAS for working students had insufficient male subsample 

(N = 25) to test. Indust. = Industriousness; Order. = Orderliness; Comp. = Compassion; Polite. = Politeness; Volat. = Volatility; Withdr. = Withdrawal; 

Assert. = Assertiveness; Enthus. = Enthusiasm; Exper. = Experiencing. ɓ = standardized coefficient; SE = standard error of the standardized coefficient; 
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R = multiple R; ȹ R = change in multiple R from model 1 to model 2; Adj R2 = adjusted R-squared; ȹ R2 = change in adjusted R-squared from model 1 

to model 2. 
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Table 1.12   

Effect sizes for gender moderation of BFAS in predicting CWB 

Total CWB 
Fem. 

Intcpt. 

Fem. 

Slope 

Male 

Intcpt. 

Male 

Slope 

dMod_Signed 

(SE) 

dMod_Unsigned 

(SE) 
dMin 

Score with 

Min. d 
dMax 

Score with 

Max. d 

   Industriousness -.28 -.13 .46 -.16 -.26 (.09) .26 (.08) -.13 5.0 -.38 1.8 

   Orderliness -.02 -.04 .19 -.07 -.20 (.08) .20 (.08) -.09 4.9 -.31 2.1 

   Compassion -.03 -.04 .27 -.09 -.18(.09) .18(.08) -.05 4.7 -.47 1.6 

   Politeness -1.01 -.28 .81 -.22 -.06(.08) .09(.06) .00 3.3 -.28 4.9 

   Volatility  .48 .11 -.36 .11 -.35(.10) .35(.10) -.35 1.0 -.35 4.4 

   Withdrawal .41 .07 -.34 .09 -.35(.09) .35(.09) -.26 1.1 -.45 4.4 

   Assertiveness .70 .16 -.20 .04 -.22(.09) .24(.08) -.01 4.1 -.97 1.3 

   Enthusiasm -.05 -.05 .16 -.06 -.23(.09) .23(.08) -.21 4.8 -.28 1.5 

   Intellect -.10 -.07 .16 -.06 -.27(.08) .27(.08) -.24 2.7 -.30 5.0 

   Experiencing .29 .04 -.01 -.02 -.23(.10) .23(.10) -.02 4.9 -.48 2.0 

CWB-O 
Fem. 

Intcpt. 

Fem. 

Slope 

Male 

Intcpt. 

Male 

Slope 

dMod_Signed 

(SE) 

dMod_Unsigned 

(SE) 
dMin 

Score with 

Min. d 
dMax 

Score with 

Max. d 

   Industriousness .44 -.18 .26 -.21 -.21(.08) .21(.08) -.09 5.0 -.31 1.8 

   Orderliness .20 -.08 .12 -.11 -.13(.09) .13(.08) -.03 4.9 -.23 2.1 

   Compassion .17 -.07 .10 -.09 -.13(.08) .13(.07) -.09 4.7 -.22 1.6 

   Politeness .95 -.26 .69 -.22 -.03(.08) .05(.06) .00 3.4 -.17 4.9 

   Volatility  -.49 .12 -.37 .11 -.28(.09) .28(.09) -.21 4.4 -.33 1.0 

   Withdrawal -.49 .10 -.39 .11 -.31(.09) .31(.09) -.27 1.1 -.35 4.4 

   Assertiveness -.51 .11 -.40 .01 -.17(.09) .19(.08) .00 4.2 -.71 1.3 

   Enthusiasm .32 -.12 .20 -.08 -.18(.09) .18(.08) -.01 2.2 -.31 4.8 

   Intellect .24 -.10 .14 -.07 -.22(.09) .22(.09) -.14 2.7 -.30 5.0 

   Experiencing -.20 .02 -.18 .00 -.18(.1) .18(.09) -.13 4.9 -.25 2.0 

CWB-I 
Fem. 

Intcpt. 

Fem. 

Slope 

Male 

Intcpt. 

Male 

Slope 

dMod_Signed 

(SE) 

dMod_Unsigned 

(SE) 
dMin 

Score with 

Min. d 
dMax 

Score with 

Max. d 

   Industriousness .11 -.09 .31 -.12 -.25(.09) .25(.08) -.14 5.0 -.36 1.8 

   Orderliness -.16 .00 .03 -.03 -.22(.10) .22(.10) -.13 4.9 -.32 2.1 

   Compassion -.11 -.01 .26 -.09 -.19(.10) .19(.10) -.01 4.7 -.60 1.6 

   Politeness 1.07 -.31 .82 -.23 -.08(.10) .1(.06) .00 3.2 -.32 4.9 

   Volatility  -.48 .09 -.38 .10 -.33(.10) .33(.09) -.28 1.0 -.40 4.4 

   Withdrawal -.33 .04 -.29 .07 -.31(.09) .31(.08) -.18 1.1 -.46 4.4 

   Assertiveness -.89 .21 -.29 .06 -.21(.09) .24(.08) .00 4.1 -1.00 1.3 
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   Enthusiasm -.22 .01 .09 -.05 -.23(.09) .23(.09) -.06 4.8 -.54 1.5 

   Intellect -.04 -.04 .11 -.05 -.26(.10) .26(.10) -.23 5.0 -.29 2.7 

   Experiencing -.39 .07 .04 -.03 -.22(.10) .22(.09) .00 4.5 -.59 2.0 

Note. Effect sizes were calculated using Fem. (0) ï Male (1); negative effect sizes (dMod_Signed) indicate under-prediction for Males.  Regressions for 

simple slopes and intercepts excluded outliers.  BFAS = Big Five Aspect Scales. BFAS aspects scores were unstandardized.  CWB-O = organizational 

counterproductive work behavior; CWB-I = interpersonal counterproductive work behavior; Total CWB = combined organizational and interpersonal 

counterproductive work behavior. CWB, CWB-O and CWB-I were standardized in order to create the composites from the two different CWB 

measures.  Intcpt = Intercept.  Fem. Intcpt. = the regression intercept for females; Fem. Slope = the regression slope for females; Male Intcpt. = the 

regression intercept for males; Male Slope = the regression slope for males; dMod_Signed  = the weighted average difference between the regression lines 

for females (the referent group) and for males (the focal group) within the predictor score range; dMod_Unsigned = the overall magnitude of the difference in 

regression lines between the female group and the male group without regard to direction of either slope; dMin = the smallest absolute-value difference 

between the female and male slopes; Score with Min. d = the score on Y at which there is the smallest absolute-value difference between the female and 

male slopes; dMax = the largest absolute-value difference between the female and male slopes; Score with Max. d = the score on Y at which there is the 

largest absolute-value difference between the female and male slopes. 
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Table 1.13 

Cognitive ability and CWB intercorrelations  

 Total 

g 

Total 

Math 

Total 

Verb. 

Total 

Comb. 

ACT 

ACT 

Math 

ACT 

Eng. 

ETS 

Total 

ETS 

Quant. 

ETS 

Verb. 

Total CWB -.07 .00 -.11 -.05 -.01 -.10 -.08 -.01 -.11 

CWB-O -.02 .00 -.03 -.05 -.03 -.05 -.03 -.02 -.05 

CWB-I -.10 -.02 -.15 -.05 -.03 -.10 -.09 -.02 -.13 

Total Workplace Dev. -.05 .03 -.12 -.02 .02 -.08 -.07 .00 -.12 

Workplace Deviance ï O -.02 .02 -.07 -.04 .00 -.05 -.04 .00 -.07 

Workplace Deviance ï I -.09 -.02 -.16 -.02 .00 -.11 -.09 -.03 -.12 

Total CWB Checklist -.10 -.05 -.09 -.10 -.08 -.11 -.08 -.02 -.09 

CWB Checklist ï O -.02 -.03 .02 -.06 -.05 -.04 -.02 -.02 .00 

CWB Checklist ï I -.15 -.08 -.15 -.09 -.10 -.12 -.11 -.03 -.14 

    Sabotage -.11 -.07 -.05 -.14 -.07 -.05 -.11 -.07 -.08 

    Withdrawal -.06 -.11 .00 -.10 -.14 -.04 .00 -.02 .02 

    Prod. Deviance .08 .04 .09 .05 .07 .05 -.08 -.09 -.02 

    Theft .07 -.02 .11 .09 .06 .04 .04 .00 .04 

    Abuse -.15 -.08 -.15 -.09 -.10 -.12 -.11 -.03 -.14 
Note. Spearman correlations are reported, corrected for unreliability in the criterion, and for range restriction in the cognitive ability variables. The -O 

designation after CWB, Workplace Deviance and CWB Checklist indicates organizational counterproductive work behavior, and the -I designation 

indicates interpersonal counterproductive work behavior. Total CWB = combined organizational and interpersonal counterproductive work behavior for 

both the Workplace Deviance scales and the CWB Checklist. CWB-O = combined Workplace Deviance ï O and CWB Checklist ï O. CWB-I = 

combined Workplace Deviance ï I and CWB Checklist ï I. Sabotage, Withdrawal, Prod. Deviance, Theft, and Abuse are facets within the CWB 

Checklist. Prod. Deviance = production deviance. Bolded values have 90% confidence intervals which excluded zero. Confidence intervals for the 

correlations are in Appendix 1-H. ACT = American College Testing; ETS = Educational Testing Service test kit. Total g = composite cognitive ability; 

Total Math = composite math ability; Total Verb. = composite verbal ability. Total g is a composite of Total Comb. ACT and ETS Total. Total Math is a 

composite of ACT Math and ETS Quant. Total Comb. ACT = ACT composite score from registrar and from self-report. Total Verb. is a composite of 

ACT Eng. and ETS Verb. ACT Math = score on the math subscale of the ACT test; ACT Eng. = score on the English subscale of the ACT test; ETS 

Quant. = score on the in-survey ETS math test; ETS Verb. = score on the in-survey vocabulary test. Total g N = 581; total math N = 581; total verbal N 
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= 581; total ETS N = 1,029; ETS quantitative N = 1,029; ETS verbal N = 1,029; total combined ACT N = 907; ACT math N = 581; ACT English N = 

581. 
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Table 1.14  

Incremental validity of cognitive ability beyond self-rated BFAS for self-report CWB 

  Interpersonal CWB Organizational CWB Total CWB 

Model ɓ SE R ȹ R 
Adj 

R2 

ȹ 

R2 
ɓ SE R ȹ R 

Adj 

R2 

ȹ 

R2 
ɓ SE R ȹ R 

Adj

.R2 

ȹ 

R2 

1 Industriousness -.08 .01 .17  .03  -.11 .01 .32  .10  -.10 .01 .26  .07  

 Orderliness .01 .01     -.02 .01     -.01 .01     

2 Cognitive ability -.03 .03 .14 -.03 .02 -.01 .03 .03 .32 .00 .10 .00 .00 .02 .26 .00 .07 .00 

 Industriousness -.07 .02     -.11 .02     -.09 .02     

 Orderliness .00 .02     -.03 .02     -.02 .02     

                    

1 Compassion .00 .02 .26  .07  .00 .01 .26  .07  .00 .01 .30  .09  

 Politeness -.11 .02     -.11 .01     -.11 .01     

2 Cognitive ability -.05 .03 .24 -.02 .06 -.01 .03 .03 .30 .04 .09 .02 -.02 .02 .32 .02 .10 .01 

 Compassion .04 .02     -.11 .02     .02 .02     

 Politeness -.13 .02     -.03 .02     -.13 .02     

                    

1 Volatility  .08 .02 .17  .03  .05 .02 .20  .04  .06 .01 .20  .04  

 Withdrawal -.01 .02     .04 .02     .01 .01     

2 Cognitive ability -.03 .03 .17 .00 .03 .00 .04 .03 .20 .00 .04 .00 .01 .02 .20 .00 .04 .00 

 Volatility  .07 .03     .05 .02     .06 .02     

 Withdrawal .01 .03     .04 .02     .03 .02     

                    

1 Assertiveness .06 .01 .14  .02  .03 .01 .10  .01  .04 .01 .14  .02  

 Enthusiasm -.06 .01     -.06 .01     -.06 .01     

2 Cognitive ability -.03 .03 .17 .03 .03 .01 .03 .03 .20 .10 .04 .03 -.00 .02 .20 .06 .04 .02 

 Assertiveness .09 .02     .06 .02     .07 .02     

 Enthusiasm -.07 .02     -.09 .02     -.08 .02     

                    

1 Intellect -.01 .01 .00  .00  -.03 .01 .00  .00  -.02 .01 .00  .00  
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 Experiencing -.03 .01     .01 .01     -.01 .01     

2 Cognitive ability -.03 .03 .00 .00 .00 .00 .05 .03 .00 .00 .00 .00 -.02 .02 .00 .00 .00 .00 

 Intellect  .00 .02     -.04 .02     -.01 .02     

 Experiencing -.03 .02     .02 .02     .01 .03     

                    

1 Industriousness -.06 .01 .30  .09  -.11 .01 .39  .15  -.08 .01 .37  .14  

 Politeness -.09 .01     -.09 .01     -.09 .01     

 Volatility  .03 .01     .00 .01     .01 .01     

 Assertiveness .02 .01     .01 .01     .02 .01     

2 Cognitive ability -.04 .03 .28 -.02 .08 -.01 .01 .03 .41 .02 .17 .02 -.01 .02 .39 .02 .15 .01 

 Industriousness -.06 .02     -.11 .02     -.08 .02     

 Politeness -.08 .02     -.12 .02     -.10 .02     

 Volatility  .03 .02     .00 .02     .01 .02     

 Assertiveness .04 .02     .00 .02     .02 .02     

                    

1 Industriousness -.07 .02 .30  .09  -.10 .02 .39  .15  -.08 .02 .37  .14  

 Orderliness .01 .02     -.02 .01     .00 .01     

 Compassion .00 .02     .00 .02     .00 .02     

 Politeness -.08 .02     -.09 .02     -.09 .01     

 Volatility  .02 .02     -.02 .02     .00 .02     

 Withdrawal .02 .02     .04 .02     .03 .02     

 Assertiveness .04 .02     .02 .02     .03 .02     

 Enthusiasm -.01 .02     -.01 .02     -.01 .01     

 Intellect .01 .02     .01 .01     .01 .01     

 Experiencing -.03 .02     -.01 .01     -.02 .01     

2 Cognitive ability -.05 .03 .32 .02 .10 .01 .01 .03 .42 .03 .18 .03 -.02 .02 .41 .04 .17 .03 

 Industriousness -.05 .03     -.08 .02     -.07 .02     

 Orderliness -.01 .02     -.03 .02     -.02 .02     

 Compassion .05 .03     .01 .02     .03 .02     

 Politeness -.09 .03     -.12 .02     -.11 .02     

 Volatility  .00 .03     -.03 .02     -.01 .02     

 Withdrawal .06 .03     .05 .03     .05 .03     

 Assertiveness .07 .03     .03 .02     .05 .02     

 Enthusiasm -.03 .03     -.04 .02     -.04 .02     
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 Intellect .02 .03     .01 .02     .02 .02     

 Experiencing -.06 .02     .00 .02     -.03 .02     

Note. Robust regression with MM estimation was used. Personality predictors were standardized. Cognitive ability was an averaged composite of the 

four standardized cognitive ability measures. Total CWB = combined organizational and interpersonal counterproductive work behavior; Organizational 

CWB = organizational counterproductive work behavior; Interpersonal CWB = interpersonal counterproductive work behavior. Interpersonal CWB, 

Organizational CWB, and Total CWB are composites of both the Counterproductive Work Behaviors Checklist (Spector et al., 2006) and the Workplace 

Deviance Scales (Bennett & Robinson, 2000). Other-rated BFAS for working students had insufficient male subsample (N = 22) to test. ɓ = standardized 

coefficient; SE = standard error of the standardized coefficient; R = multiple R; ȹ R = change in multiple R from model 1 to model 2; Adj R2 = adjusted 

R-squared; ȹ R2 = change in adjusted R-squared from model 1 to model 2. 
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Table 1.14a 

Incremental validity of cognitive ability beyond Intellect in predicting CWB 

 

  Interpersonal CWB Organizational CWB Total CWB 

Model ɓ SE R ȹ R 
Adj 

R2 

ȹ 

R2 
ɓ SE R ȹ R 

Adj 

R2 

ȹ 

R2 
ɓ SE R ȹ R 

Adj

.R2 

ȹ 

R2 

1 Intellect -.02 .01 .00  .00  -.03 .01 .00  .00  -.02 .01 .00  .00  

2 Intellect -.03 .02 .10 .10 .01 .01 -.03 .02 .00 .00 .00 .00 -.03 .02 .00 .00 .00 .00 

 cognitive ability -.04 .03     .01 .03     -.01 .02     

Note. Intellect is aspect intellect from the Big Five Aspect Scales. Cognitive ability is a composite of ACT (American College Testing) composite score 

and ETS (Educational Testing Service test kit) composite score. CWB = counterproductive work behavior. Interpersonal CWB, Organizational CWB, 

and Total CWB are composites of both the Counterproductive Work Behaviors Checklist (Spector et al., 2006) and the Workplace Deviance Scales 

(Bennett & Robinson, 2000). ɓ = standardized coefficient; SE = standard error of the standardized coefficient; R = multiple R; ȹ R = change in multiple 

R from model 1 to model 2; Adj R2 = adjusted R-squared; ȹ R2 = change in adjusted R-squared from model 1 to model 2. 
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Table 2.1 

Hypotheses and research questions 

Number Research Questions 

RQ1 
Is CCB-I more strongly positively correlated with CWB-I than with CWB-

O? 

RQ2 
Is CCB-O more strongly positively correlated with CWB-O than with 

CWB-I? 

RQ3 
Is the relationship between Volatility and CCB-O similar in magnitude to 

the relationship between Volatility and CCB-I? 

RQ4 Is Enthusiasm correlated with CCB-O or with CCB-I? 

RQ5 Is Assertiveness correlated with CCB-O or with CCB-I? 

RQ6 
Does Intellect add incremental variance to Industriousness in predicting 

CCB? 

RQ7 
For which aspects and for which dimensions of CCB does gender moderate 

the personality-CCB relationship? 

RQ8 
Does cognitive ability moderate the relationships between Neuroticism or 

its aspects and CCB? 

Number Hypotheses 

H1 Overall CCB will exhibit a strong positive relationship with overall CWB. 

H2a, b 
Conscientiousness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) 

CCB and (b) a stronger relationship with CCB-O than with CCB-I. 

H3a, b 
Industriousness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) CCB 

and (b) a stronger relationship with CCB-O than with CCB-I.    

H4a, b 
Agreeableness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) CCB 

and (b) a stronger relationship with CCB-I than with CCB-O. 

H5a, b 
Politeness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) CCB and 

(b) a stronger relationship with CCB-I than with CCB-O.   

H6 Neuroticism will exhibit a weak positive relationship with overall CCB. 
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H7a, b 
Withdrawal will exhibit a weak positive relationship with (a) CCB-O, and 

(b) a stronger relationship with CCB-O than with CCB-I. 

H8 Volatility will exhibit a moderate positive relationship with CCB-I. 

H9 Intellect will exhibit a weak negative relationship with CCB-O. 

H10a, b 
Males will report engaging in more (a) CCB-O and (b) CCB-I than will 

females. 

H11 Cognitive ability will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with CCB. 
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Table 2.2 

Sample demographics broken down by sub-sample sets  

Note. Sub-sample sets are sub-samples which have certain variable data; self Sample = sample for which 

there is self-report CCB and self-rated BFAS; other BFAS = sample for which there is other-rated BFAS; 

other CCB = sample for which there is other-report CCB; other BFAS + other CCB = sample for which 

there is both other-rated BFAS and other-report CCB.  The other BFAS and other CCB Sub-sample sets do 

not take into consideration excluded cases from other sub-sample sets, except in the case of the other BFAS 

+ other CCB set.  For example, the counts for the other CCB set is the number of valid cases for other-

report CCB even if some of those cases do not have valid self-rated or self-report variables.

Gender self Sample other BFAS other CCB 
other BFAS + 

other CCB 

female  1,293 122 480 95 

male  428 22 141 19 

choose not to respond  8 1 2 1 

other, not stated  8 -- 2 -- 

nonbinary  2 -- 1 -- 

trans  2 -- -- -- 

agender  4 -- 3 -- 

no response (NA) 18 1 -- -- 

TOTAL 1,763 146 629 115 

Race self Sample other BFAS other CCB 
other BFAS + 

other CCB 

white  1,240 93 449 73 

Asian 275 33 103 27 

Hispanic/Latino 42 8 15 5 

Black/African American  59 5 16 5 

Amer. Indian/Native Alaskan 3 -- 2 -- 

Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 
 

-- -- -- 

other, not stated  2 -- 1 -- 

two or more races  103 5 38 4 

choose not to respond 15 1 4 1 

NA 24 1 1 -- 

TOTAL 1,763 146 629 115 

Age 
self Sample other BFAS other CCB 

other BFAS + 

other CCB 

Mean (years) 20 19.8 20.1 19.8 

SD (years) 2.5 2.3 2.8 2.4 

Min (years) 18 18 18 18 

Max (years) 53 34 53 34 
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Table 2.3 

Big Five Aspect Scales descriptive statistics. 

 
All self-ratings Other-ratings 

Self-ratings for those 

with Other-ratings 

Variable N Ŭ/Mosier M SD N Ŭ/Mosier M SD N Ŭ/Mosier M SD 

Conscientiousness 1,763 .87 3.45 .51 147 .86 3.68 .58 147 .87 3.52 .51 

    Industriousness 1,763 .83 3.27 .61 147 .85 3.92 .67 147 .86 3.31 .67 

    Orderliness 1,763 .81 3.64 .59 147 .71 3.44 .68 147 .82 3.73 .59 

Agreeableness 1,763 .88 3.88 .45 147 .88 4.15 .54 147 .89 3.94 .45 

    Compassion 1,763 .88 3.91 .52 147 .86 4.23 .66 147 .89 3.96 .54 

    Politeness 1,763 .75 3.84 .51 147 .79 4.08 .59 147 .73 3.92 .48 

Neuroticism 1,763 .92 2.89 .66 147 .91 2.54 .70 147 .91 2.94 .66 

    Volatility  1,763 .90 2.73 .76 147 .88 2.39 .81 147 .89 2.76 .78 

    Withdrawal 1,763 .85 3.05 .70 147 .83 2.68 .74 147 .84 3.13 .70 

Extraversion 1,763 .90 3.49 .55 147 .90 3.78 .60 147 .90 3.48 .57 

    Assertiveness 1,763 .86 3.35 .66 147 .86 3.55 .73 147 .86 3.31 .68 

    Enthusiasm 1,763 .85 3.63 .64 147 .85 4.02 .67 147 .86 3.65 .65 

Openness 1,763 .84 3.66 .45 147 .86 3.70 .58 147 .86 3.63 .47 

    Intellect 1,763 .81 3.66 .52 147 .85 3.93 .68 147 .82 3.60 .56 

    Experiencing 1,763 .79 3.67 .60 147 .80 3.48 .76 147 .79 3.67 .59 
Note. Personality domains and aspect pairs (listed under each domain) were measured with the 100-item Big Five Aspect Scales using a 5-point Likert-

type scale with 1 = Strongly Disagree and 5 = Strongly Agree. Cronbach internal consistency reliability was used for scale (aspect) reliabilities and 

Mosier composite reliability was used for Big Five domain reliabilities. 
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Table 2.4 

Counterproductive College Behaviors descriptive statistics 

  Self-Report Other-report 

Variable 
# items Ŭ/Mos

. 
M SD Ŭ/Mos. M SD 

Withdrawal Behavior 15 .86 2.42 .79 .91 1.79 .77 

     Lack of Effect 6 .77 2.39 .93 .84 1.61 .79 

     Withdrawal 9 .78 2.44 .81 .91 1.96 .86 

Theft/Sabotage 16 .58 1.04 .10 .83 1.04 .17 

     Theft 6 .46 1.04 .13 .74 1.04 .19 

     Sabotage 10 .52 1.02 .14 .70 1.04 .17 

Negligence/Outcomes 14 .63 1.15 .25 .85 1.15 .24 

     Negligence 10 .62 1.39 .31 .75 1.27 .36 

     Outcomes 4 .36 1.01 .08 .82 1.01 .13 

Illegal Behavior 20 .80 1.12 .18 .87 1.09 .22 

     Physical Violence 3 .58 1.01 .11 .77 1.02 .19 

     Property Damage 4 .45 1.01 .09 .68 1.02 .12 

     Severe Deviance 5 .21 1.05 .13 .58 1.03 .19 

     Substance Abuse 8 .81 1.25 .64 .85 1.30 .58 

Academic Deviance 38 .83 1.19 .22 .90 1.12 .24 

     Academic Dishonesty 6 .55 1.17 .26 .74 1.10 .31 

     Support Acad. Dishon. 8 .56 1.42 .35 .62 1.15 .31 

     Misrepresentation 15 .71 1.20 .21 .82 1.13 .29 

     Lying 9 .55 1.13 .24 .72 1.08 .22 

Incivility  13 .67 1.35 .47 .80 1.25 .51 

     Interpersonal Incivility 10 .63 1.24 .40 .75 1.17 .41 

     Disruptive Behavior 3 .52 1.46 .71 .63 1.33 .75 

CCB-O 103 .90 1.36 .21 .67 1.23 .25 

CCB-I 13 .67 1.35 .55 .80 1.25 .50 

Total CCB 126 .90 1.32 .21 .95 1.21 .27 
Note. Self-report N = 1,763; other-report N = 761. Support Acad. Dishon. = Support Academic Dishonesty.  

Responses were for frequency of behavior with a minimum score = 1 (Never); and a maximum score = 7 

(Several times a day).  Indented variables are CCB facets and sit directly below their composite dimension.  

CCB-O (organizational counterproductive college behavior) is the average of Withdrawal Behavior, 

Theft/Sabotage; Negligence/Outcomes; Illegal Behavior; and Academic Deviance. CCB-I (interpersonal 

counterproductive college behavior) = Incivility.  Support Acad. Dishon. = Support of Academic 

Dishonesty. Total CCB is an average of the six composite dimensions. Cronbach alpha reliabilities are 

reported for scale facets and Mosier reliabilities are reported for scale composites. 
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Table 2.5 

Cognitive ability descriptive statistics  

Note.  Total g, Math g, and Verbal g are standardized.  Alpha reliabilities for ACT Eng./Reading and ACT 

Math scores are from 2015-2017 published norms. ACT = American College Testing; ETS = Educational 

Testing Service test kit. Reliability for ACT Total Combined is reliability between ACT Total from 

registrar records and ACT Total from self-report. U ratios are sample SD / population SD. Math g = the 

average of standardized ACT math + standardized ETS math; Verbal g = the average of standardized ETS 

verbal + standardized ACT English; Total g = the average of standardized total math + standardized total 

verbal. 

  

 Ŭ/Mosier N M SD U ratio 

Total g .89 914 -.02 .69  

Math g .86 914 .00 .67  

Verbal g .83 914 -.03 .77  

ETS Total .72 1755 4.56 3.23  

ETS Math .70 1755 4.13 4.09  

ETS Verbal .64 1755 4.79 4.09  

ACT Total 

Combined  

.96 1521 27.48 3.45 .62 

ACT English .92 914 27.61 4.50 .66 

ACT Math .91 914 27.02 3.89 .72 
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Table 2.6  

Personal Acquaintance Measure descriptive statistics by sub-sample 

Self and Other for BFAS 

 Self-rater  Other-rater  
Correlation  

Corrected 

Correlation   N Ŭ/Mos. M SD N Ŭ M SD 

Total PAM 126 .92 50.20 11.28 126 .84 51.95 9.96 .54 .61 

Duration 126 .91 7.10 4.22 126 .92 7.46 4.12 .77 .84 

Frequency 126 .83 9.30 3.68 126 .81 9.85 2.77 .57 .70 

Know Goals 126 .79 10.79 2.24 126 .87 10.70 1.90 .23 .28 

Physical Intimacy 126 .89 3.79 4.66 126 .92 3.90 4.69 .67 .74 

Self-disclosures 126 .88 9.42 3.18 126 .90 9.92 2.64 .23 .26 

Social net 126 .62 9.82 2.84 126 .72 10.12 2.53 .56 .69 

Self and Other for CCB 

 Self-rater  Other-rater  
Correlation  

Corrected 

Correlation   N Ŭ/Mos. M SD N Ŭ M SD 

Total PAM 651 .93 47.53 10.83 651 .94 47.88 10.73 .68 .73 

Duration 651 .93 6.24 4.09 651 .94 6.14 4.26 .75 .80 

Frequency 651 .86 9.57 2.91 651 .86 9.93 2.77 .57 .66 

Know Goals 651 .87 10.04 2.13 651 .84 10.29 1.98 .32 .37 

Physical Intimacy 651 .91 2.65 3.91 651 .89 2.95 4.01 .69 .77 

Self-disclosures 651 .86 9.76 2.36 651 .89 9.41 2.41 .23 .26 

Social net 651 .81 9.27 2.94 651 .79 9.17 2.98 .59 .74 
Note. N is number of participants who had or were other-raters for BFAS or other-reporters for CCB and who had or were other-raters for PAM. BFAS 

= Big Five Aspect Scales, CCB = Counterproductive College Behavior; PAM = Personal Acquaintance Measure. The variables listed below ñTotal 

PAMò are facets of the PAM.  Spearman correlations are reported.  Corrected correlations are corrected for unreliability in both X and Y.  All 

correlations have 90% confidence intervals that exclude 0.  Reliabilities for individual scales are Cronbach internal consistency reliabilities, and 

reliabilities for composite total PAM scores are Mosier (Mos.) reliabilities.  
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Table 2.7  

CCB and CWB intercorrelations  

 Self-report CCB 

 
CCB 

Total 
CCB-O CCB-I 

Acad. 

Dev. 

Illegal 

Behav. 
Neg./Out Withdrwl 

Theft/ 

Sabotage 
Incivility  

CWB Total .65 .62 .54 .54 .41 .21 .57 .36 .56 

CWB-O .67 .67 .46 .54 .42 .22 .62 .38 .48 

CWB-I .49 .43 .52 .42 .30 .16 .38 .25 .54 

Wkplc. Dev.-O .65 .63 .54 .52 .41 .19 .57 .35 .55 

Wkplc. Dev.-I .69 .69 .49 .53 .42 .20 .64 .36 .50 

CWBC-O .41 .37 .49 .38 .30 .13 .32 .26 .51 

CWBC-I .68 .64 .54 .59 .41 .24 .58 .39 .56 

Prod. Dev. .61 .61 .41 .55 .40 .22 .55 .39 .42 

Withdrawal .49 .44 .52 .40 .29 .19 .41 .24 .53 

Sabotage .58 .58 .40 .53 .35 .18 .52 .29 .41 

Theft .58 .60 .32 .53 .38 .19 .56 .35 .33 

Abuse .34 .31 .34 .25 .29 .11 .26 .36 .35 

 Other-report CCB 

 CCB 

Total 
CCB-O CCB-I 

Acad. 

Dev. 

Illegal 

Behav. 
Neg./Out Withdrwl 

Theft/ 

Sabotage 
Incivility  

CWB Total .13 .15 .11 .07 .19 .11 .12 .05 .11 

CWB-O .15 .20 .11 .08 .24 .15 .16 .04 .11 

CWB-I .06 .07 .06 .05 .07 .07 .06 .06 .06 

Wkplc. Dev.-O .12 .15 .11 .03 .18 .11 .13 .00 .11 

Wkplc. Dev.-I .16 .20 .10 .05 .22 .15 .17 .00 .10 

CWBC-O .05 .06 .09 .02 .07 .06 .04 .04 .09 

CWBC-I .15 .16 .12 .15 .19 .13 .11 .09 .12 

    Prod. Dev. .14 .17 .10 .15 .25 .13 .12 .06 .10 

    Withdrawal .02 .03 .03 .07 .02 .04 .01 .06 .03 

    Sabotage .08 .10 .10 .08 .15 .12 .05 .09 .10 

    Theft .17 .20 .11 .13 .24 .12 .16 .07 .11 

    Abuse -.09 -.10 -.08 -.02 .02 -.06 -.11 -.13 -.08 

Note. Spearman correlations are reported.  Correlations were corrected for measurement unreliability in both variables.  Bolded values have 90% 

confidence intervals which exclude zero. Wkplc. Dev. = Workplace Deviance measure (Bennett & Robinson, 2000); CWBC = Counterproductive Work 
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Behavior Checklist (Spector et al., 2006). The -O designation after CWB, Workplace Deviance and CWBC indicates organizational counterproductive 

work behavior, and the -I designation indicates interpersonal counterproductive work behavior. Total CWB = combined organizational and interpersonal 

counterproductive work behavior for both the Workplace Deviance scales and the CWB Checklist. CWB-O = combined Workplace Deviance ï O and 

CWB Checklist ï O. CWB-I = combined Workplace Deviance ï I and CWB Checklist ï I. Sabotage, Withdrawal, Prod. Deviance, Theft, and Abuse are 

facets within the CWB Checklist. Prod. Deviance = production deviance. Withdrwl = Withdrawal; Neg./Out. = Negligence/Outcomes; Illegal Behav. = 

Illegal Behavior; Acad. Dev. = Academic Deviance. Correlations for corresponding behaviors/composites across work and school contexts are boxed. 

Self-report CCB N = 1027. Other-report CCB N = 418. See Appendix 2-L for raw correlations and for corrected confidence intervals. 
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Table 2.8 

Hypotheses and results 

Number Hypotheses 

Self- report 

CCB, self- 

report CWB  

Other- report 

CCB, self- 

report CWB 

  

H1 

Overall CCB will exhibit a strong 

positive relationship with overall 

CWB. 

supported partial support   

Number Hypotheses 

Self-rated 

BFAS, self-

report CCB 

Self-rated 

BFAS, other-

report CCB 

Other-rated 

BFAS, self-

report CCB 

Other-rated 

BFAS, other-

report CCB 

H2a, b 

Conscientiousness will exhibit a 

moderate negative relationship with 

(a) CCB and (b) a stronger 

relationship with CCB-O than with 

CCB-I. 

a) supported 

b) supported 

a) supported 

b) supported 

a) partial support 

b) supported 

a) partial support 

b) partial support 

H3a, b 

Industriousness will exhibit a 

moderate negative relationship with 

(a) CCB and (b) a stronger 

relationship with CCB-O than with 

CCB-I.    

a) supported 

b) supported 

a) supported 

b) supported 

a) partial support 

b) supported 

a) supported 

b) supported 

H4a, b 

Agreeableness will exhibit a moderate 

negative relationship with (a) CCB 

and (b) a stronger relationship with 

CCB-I than with CCB-O. 

a) partial support 

b) supported 

a) not supported 

b) supported 

a) not supported 

b) not supported 

a) not supported 

b) not supported 
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H5a, b 

Politeness will exhibit a moderate 

negative relationship with (a) CCB 

and (b) a stronger relationship with 

CCB-I than with CCB-O.   

a) supported 

b) supported 

a) partial support 

b) not supported 

a) partial support 

b) supported 

a) partial support 

b) not supported 

H6 

Neuroticism will exhibit a weak 

positive relationship with overall 

CCB. 

supported supported supported partial support 

H7a, b 

Withdrawal will exhibit a weak 

positive relationship with (a) CCB-O, 

and (b) a stronger relationship with 

CCB-O than with CCB-I. 

a) supported 

b) supported 

a) supported 

b) supported 

a) supported 

b) supported 

a) partial support 

b) not supported 

H8 
Volatility will exhibit a moderate 

positive relationship with CCB-I. 
partial support not supported supported not supported 

H9 
Intellect will exhibit a weak negative 

relationship with CCB-O. 
not supported not supported not supported not supported 

Number Hypotheses 

Self- report 

CCB, self- 

report CWB  

Other- report 

CCB, self- 

report CWB  

  

H10a, b 

Males will report engaging in more 

(a) CCB-O and (b) CCB-I than will 

females. 

a) not supported 

b) supported 

a) supported 

b) supported 
  

H11 

Cognitive ability will exhibit a 

moderate negative relationship with 

CCB. 

partial support not supported   
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Table 2.9  Spearman intercorrelations between self- and other-rated BFAS and self- and other-report CCB 

  CCB total CCB-O CCB-I withdrawal 
theft/ 

sabotage 

negligence/ 

outcomes 

illegal 

behavior 

academic 

deviance 
incivility  

  self other self other self other self other self other self other self other self other self other 

Consc. 
self -.38 -.26 -.42 -.34 -.17 -.04 -.46 -.33 -.07 -.02 -.10 -.25 -.21 -.19 -.19 -.06 -.17 -.04 

other -.19 -.14 -.24 -.21 .06 -.03 -.31 -.22 .09 -.13 .04 -.17 -.13 -.20 -.08 -.04 .06 -.03 

    Indust. 
self -.42 -.24 -.46 -.32 -.22 -.04 -.51 -.29 -.08 -.02 -.08 -.21 -.21 -.18 -.23 -.07 -.22 -.04 

other -.16 -.27 -.20 -.37 .01 -.24 -.26 -.34 -.01 -.27 .00 -.34 -.12 -.23 -.04 -.12 .01 -.24 

    Order. 
self -.21 -.21 -.24 -.27 -.06 -.04 -.26 -.25 -.03 -.01 -.10 -.22 -.13 -.14 -.08 -.04 -.06 -.04 

other -.14 .01 -.20 -.01 .12 .15 -.25 -.04 .17 .03 .05 .01 -.08 -.08 -.07 .04 .12 .15 

Agree. 
self -.15 -.06 -.12 -.06 -.21 -.13 -.09 -.05 -.22 -.07 -.15 -.03 -.12 .00 -.14 -.06 -.21 -.13 

other .03 .05 .05 .04 -.05 -.06 .02 -.01 -.04 -.19 .01 -.02 .01 -.17 .02 .12 -.05 -.06 

    

Compas. 

self .01 .00 .03 .01 -.05 -.07 .05 .01 -.13 -.04 -.10 -.01 .03 .09 -.03 -.03 -.05 -.07 

other .16 .14 .13 .16 .17 .01 .09 .09 .11 -.04 .19 .01 .15 .01 .09 .19 .17 .01 

    Polite. 
self -.24 -.11 -.21 -.12 -.31 -.17 -.17 -.10 -.26 -.08 -.18 -.04 -.22 -.06 -.21 -.09 -.31 -.17 

other -.07 -.07 -.02 -.11 -.21 -.11 -.03 -.13 -.13 -.30 -.11 -.08 -.09 -.27 -.01 .00 -.21 -.11 

Neurot. 
self .23 .10 .24 .13 .16 .02 .27 .15 .07 -.03 .05 .08 .08 .06 .15 .03 .16 .02 

other .23 .16 .24 .23 .17 .19 .24 .21 .33 .26 .16 .18 .30 .30 .11 .11 .17 .19 

    Volat. 
self .21 .11 .21 .15 .18 .08 .22 .15 .11 -.11 .06 .07 .12 .12 .15 .04 .18 .08 

other .18 .09 .18 .15 .17 .10 .17 .14 .25 .16 .15 .07 .27 .28 .07 .09 .17 .10 

    

Withdrw. 

self .19 .05 .22 .10 .09 -.06 .26 .10 .03 -.07 .00 .07 .01 -.01 .10 .01 .09 -.06 

other .21 .16 .24 .22 .10 .16 .23 .19 .35 .31 .13 .26 .26 .23 .11 .06 .10 .16 

Extrav. 
self .05 .11 .02 .11 .13 .15 -.02 .07 .00 .04 .01 .04 .17 .17 .07 .11 .13 .15 

other .13 .19 .07 .18 .32 .10 .03 .16 .16 -.02 .24 -.04 .12 .19 .10 .17 .32 .10 

    Assert. 
self .12 .10 .06 .09 .22 .17 .03 .04 .09 .05 .09 .02 .19 .14 .07 .09 .22 .17 

other .08 .09 .02 .07 .32 .10 -.01 .07 .17 .01 .23 -.13 .11 .18 .01 .08 .32 .10 

    Enthus. 
self -.01 .09 -.03 .10 .01 .08 -.05 .07 -.09 .02 -.05 .02 .09 .13 .05 .07 .01 .08 

other .12 .23 .08 .23 .23 .08 .04 .18 .09 -.07 .21 .01 .08 .14 .15 .23 .23 .08 

Openness 
self .03 .10 .04 .12 -.01 .08 .06 .09 -.03 .00 -.03 .11 .07 .10 -.11 .03 -.01 .08 

other .13 .05 .13 .04 .17 .06 .10 .02 .24 .03 .05 .05 .20 .06 -.02 .19 .17 .06 

    Intellect 
self -.02 .04 -.03 .04 .01 .08 -.04 .01 .01 -.01 .00 .01 .08 .08 -.12 .02 .01 .08 

other .11 .04 .08 .00 .22 .07 .06 -.02 .13 -.07 -.04 -.07 .12 .01 .02 .09 .22 .07 



256 

 

 

    Exper. 
self .08 .12 .12 .16 -.01 .06 .15 .14 -.04 .00 -.04 .15 .06 .10 -.07 .03 -.01 .06 

other .09 .11 .12 .13 .07 .07 .10 .12 .20 .15 .10 .21 .20 .13 -.04 .26 .07 .07 

Note. Spearman correlations were used to mitigate influence of outliers.  Correlations were corrected for unreliability in the criterion (CCB). BFAS = 

Big Five Aspect Scales; CCB = Counterproductive College Behavior, with CCB-O = organizationally directed CCB, CCB-I = interpersonally directed 

CCB, and CCB total = a composite of organizationally directed and interpersonally directed CCB. óSelfô columns and rows indicate self-report CCB or 

self-rated BFAS. óOtherô columns and rows indicate other-report CCB or other-rated BFAS. Self-rated BFAS and self-report CCB N = 1747; other-rated 

BFAS and self-report CCB N = 148; self-rated BFAS and other-report CCB N = 628; other-rated BFAS and other-report CCB N = 72. Bolded values 

have 90% confidence intervals which exclude zero. For Pearson intercorrelations without outliers, see Appendix 2.E. Consc. = Conscientiousness, 

Indust. = Industriousness, Order = Orderliness, Agree. = Agreeableness, Compas. = Compassion, Polite. = Politeness, Neurot. = Neuroticism, Volat. = 

Volatility, Withdrw. = Withdrawal, Extrav. = Extraversion, = Enthus. = Enthusiasm, Exper. = Experiencing. 
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Table 2.10 

Partial correlations for pairs of self- and other-rated aspects with self- and other-report CCB, CCB-O, and CCB-I 

 

  CCB-I CCB-O TOTAL CCB 

  rs partial rs rs partial rs rs partial rs 

Self-rated BFAS,  

self-report CCB 

Industriousness 
-.18 -.18 -.36 -.32 -.40 -.36 

-.23,-.14 -.22,-.14 -.40,-.31 -.35,-.28 -.44,-.36 -.39,-.33 

Orderliness 
-.05 .03 -.17 -.02 -.20 -.04 

-.10,.00 -.01,.07 -.22,-.13 -.06,.01 -.25,-.16 -.08,.13 

Self-rated BFAS, 

other-report CCB 

 

Industriousness 
-.03 -.02 -.23 -.17 -.23 -.16 

-.11,.04 -.08,.05 -.31,-.16 -.23,.-.10 -.30,-.15 -.23,-.10 

Orderliness 
-.04 -.03 -.21 -.13 -.19 -.11 

-.12,.04 -.09,.04 -.28,-.13 -.19,-.06 -.27,-.12 -.18,-.05 

Other-rated BFAS, 

 self-report CCB 

Industriousness 
-.02 -.08 -.12 -.09 -.17 -.12 

-.18,.14 -.23,.06 -.28,.04 -.23,.05 -.32,-.01 -.26,.03 

Orderliness 
.10 .13 -.09 -.03 -.13 -.05 

-.07,.25 -.02,.27 -.24,.08 -.17,.12 -.28,.03 -.20,.09 

Other-rated BFAS,  

Other-report CCB 

Industriousness 
-.19 -.29 -.28 -.31 -.26 -.29 

-.41,.06 -.47,.09 -.49,-.03 -.48,-.11 -.47,-.01 -.47,-.08 

Orderliness 
.12 .26 -.03 .14 -.03 .13 

-.13,.35 .05,.44 -.27,.22 -.06,.34 -.27,.22 -.08,.33 

  rs partial rs rs partial rs rs partial rs 

Self-rated BFAS,  

self-report CCB 

Compassion 
-.04 .12 -.02 .15 .01 .17 

-.08,.01 .08,.16 -.06,.03 .11,.19 -.03,.06 .13,.21 

Politeness 
-.25 -.27 -.25 -.29 -.23 -.29 

-.29,-.20 -.31,-.23 -.30,-.21 -.33,-.26 -.28,-.19 -.32,-.25 

Self-rated BFAS, Compassion -.07 .02 .00 .06 .00 .07 
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other-report CCB -.14,.01 -.05,.08 -.08,.08 .00,.13 -.08,.08 .00,.13 

Politeness 
-.15 -.13 -.10 -.12 -.11 -.13 

-.22,-.07 -.20,-.07 -.18,-.02 -.18,-.05 -.19,-.03 -.19,-.07 

Other-rated BFAS, 

 self-report CCB 

Compassion 
.14 .26 .14 .19 .15 .22 

-.02,.29 .12,.39 -.02,.29 .05,.33 -.01,.30 .07,.35 

Politeness 
-.17 -.28 -.06 -.15 -.08 -.17 

-.32,-.01 -.41,-.14 -.22,.10 -.29,.00 -.23,.09 -.31,-.03 

Other-rated BFAS,  

Other-report CCB 

Compassion 
.03 .11 .13 .22 .11 .19 

-.22,.27 -.10,.31 -.12,.36 .01,.40 -.14,.34 -.01,.39 

Politeness 
-.15 -.18 -.12 -.21 -.13 -.21 

-.38,.10 -.38,.02 -.36,.13 -.40,.00 -.37,.12 -.40,.00 

  rs partial rs rs partial rs rs partial rs 

Self-rated BFAS,  

self-report CCB 

Volatility 
.15 .13 20 .13 .20 .12 

.11,.20 .09,.17 .15,.24 .09,.17 .16,.25 .08,.15 

Withdrawal 
.08 -.02 .15 .05 .19 .08 

.03,.12 -.06,.02 .11,.20 .01,.09 .14,.23 .04,.12 

Self-rated BFAS, 

other-report CCB 

Volatility 
.07 .12 .10 .08 .11 .10 

-.01,.14 .06,.19 .02,.18 .02,.15 .03,.19 .03,.16 

Withdrawal 
-.05 -.12 .05 -.01 .05 -.02 

-.13,.03 -.18,-.05 -.02,.13 -.07,.06 -.03,.13 -.09,.05 

Other-rated BFAS, 

 self-report CCB 

Volatility 
.13 .10 .18 .03 .16 .04 

-.03,.29 -.05,.24 .02,.33 -.11,.18 .00,.31 -.10,.19 

Withdrawal 
.10 .02 .25 .18 .21 .14 

-.07,.25 -.13,.16 .09,.40 .04,.32 .05,.36 .00,.28 

Other-rated BFAS,  

Other-report CCB 

Volatility 
.06 -.05 .07 -.03 .06 -.04 

-.18,.31 -.26,.15 -.18,.31 -.23,.18 -.19,.30 -.24,.17 

Withdrawal 
.17 .17 .15 .13 .15 .14 

-.07,.40 -.04,.37 -.10,.38 -.08,.33 -.10,.38 -.07,.34 

  rs partial rs rs partial rs rs partial rs 
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Self-rated BFAS,  

self-report CCB 

Assertiveness 
.18 -.07 .10 -.06 .11 -.06 

.13,.22 -.11,-.03 .06,.15 -.10,-.02 .06,.15 -.10,-.02 

Enthusiasm 
.01 .19 -.01 .12 -.01 .12 

-.04,.06 .15,.23 -.06,.04 .08,.16 -.06,.04 .08,.16 

Self-rated BFAS, 

other-report CCB 

Assertiveness 
.15 .13 .09 .06 .10 .07 

.07,.23 .07,.20 .01,.17 -.01,.12 .02,.17 .00,.13 

Enthusiasm 
.07 .01 .09 .06 .09 .05 

-.01,.15 -.06,.07 .01,.17 -.01,.12 .01,.16 -.01,.12 

Other-rated BFAS, 

 self-report CCB 

Assertiveness 
.25 .18 .06 .01 .07 .03 

.09,.39 .04,.32 -.10,.22 -.13,.16 -.09,.23 -.12,.17 

Enthusiasm 
.19 .09 .12 .10 .11 .08 

.03,.24 -.06,.23 -.04,.27 -.05,.24 -.05,.26 -.06,.23 

Other-rated BFAS,  

Other-report CCB 

Assertiveness 
.06 .04 .05 -.04 .08 -.01 

-.19,.30 -.17,.24 -.20,.29 -.25,.16 -.17,.32 -.22,.19 

Enthusiasm 
.06 .04 .19 .19 .19 .18 

-.19,.30 -.17,.24 -.06,.42 -.02,.38 -.06,.42 -.03,.37 

  rs partial rs rs partial rs rs partial rs 

Self-rated BFAS,  

self-report CCB 

Intellect 
.01 .01 -.02 -.04 -.02 -.05 

-.04,.05 -.03,.05 -.07,.03 -.08,.00 -.07,.03 -.09,-.01 

Experiencing  
.00 -.01 .06 .07 .08 .10 

-.05,.04 -.05,.03 .01,.10 .03,.11 .04,.13 .06,.14 

Self-rated BFAS, 

other-report CCB 

Intellect 
.07 .06 .02 -.02 .03 .00 

-.01,.14 -.01,.12 -.06,.10 -.09,.04 -.04,.11 -.07,.06 

Experiencing  
.04 .02 .12 .12 .11 .11 

-.04,.12 -.04,.09 .04,.20 .06,.19 .04,.19 .04,.17 

Other-rated BFAS, 

 self-report CCB 

Intellect 
.17 .15 .11 .08 .10 .08 

.01,.32 .01,.29 -.05,.27 -.06,.23 -.06,.26 -.07,.22 

Experiencing  
.09 .04 .11 .08 .10 .08 

-.07,.25 -.10,.19 -.05,.27 -.06,.22 -.06,.26 -.07,.22 
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Other-rated BFAS,  

Other-report CCB 

Intellect 
.06 .04 -.01 -.05 .01 -.02 

-.19,.30 -.17,.24 -.25,.24 -.25,.16 -.24,.26 -.22,.19 

Experiencing  
.08 .07 .14 .14 .11 .11 

-.17,.32 -.14,.27 -.11,.37 -.07,.34 -.14,.34 -.10,.31 

Note. Observed Spearmanôs r (rs)is reported for the zero-order correlations and for partial correlations.  Partial correlations (partial rs) with criteria were 

run with aspect pairs, controlling for the other aspect in the pair. BFAS = Big Five Aspect Scales; CCB = Counterproductive College Behavior, with 

CCB-O = organizationally directed CCB, CCB-I = interpersonally directed CCB, and CCB total = a composite of organizationally directed and 

interpersonally directed CCB.  Self-rated BFAS with self-report CCB average N = 1,753; self-rated BFAS with other-report CCB average N = 625; 

Other-rated BFAS with self-report CCB average N = 150; Other-rated BFAS with other-report CCB average N = 64. Confidence intervals shown below 

correlations are 90% intervals. 
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Table 2.11 

Incremental variance of Intellect beyond Industriousness in predicting CCB 

 Model 1 Model 2   

Variable ɓ SE Adj R2 R ɓ SE Adj R2 
Multiple 

R 
ȹ R2 ȹ R 

self-report CCB and self-rated BFAS  

   Industriousness only -.24 .01 .16 .40       

   Industriousness and      -.26 .01 .17 .41 .01 .01 

   Intellect     .07 .01     

self-report CCB and other-rated BFAS  

   Industriousness only -.09 .04 .03 .17       

   Industriousness and     -.18 .05 .08 .28 .05 .11 

   Intellect     .12 .04     

other-report CCB and self-rated BFAS  

   Industriousness only -.16 .04 .03 .17       

   Industriousness and     -.20 .04 .04 .20 .01 .03 

   Intellect     .10 .04     
Note. Robust multiple regression was used. All variables were standardized. Mult. R = multiple R. CCB = Counterproductive College Behavior (a total 

composite of organizationally directed and interpersonally directed); BFAS = Big Five Aspect Scales. Self-report CCB and self-rated BFAS models 

have N = 1747; self-report CCB and other-rated BFAS models have N = 126; other-report CCB and self-rated BFAS models have N = 628. ɓ = 

standardized coefficient; SE = standard error of the standardized coefficient; R = multiple R; ȹ R = change in multiple R from model 1 to model 2; Adj 

R2 = adjusted R-squared; ȹ R2 = change in adjusted R-squared from model 1 to model 2. 
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Table 2.12 

Gender differences in Counterproductive College Behavior 

 Self-report CCB 

 Females Males      

Variable N M SD N M SD SD ratio d 90% CI 
corrected 

d 

corrected 

90% CI 

Total CCB 1297 1.32 .2 429 1.35 .24 .83 -.14 -.23, -.05 -.15 -.25, -.05 

CCB-O 1297 1.35 .21 429 1.36 .23 .91 -.05 -.14, .04 -.05 -.15, .04 

CCB-I 1297 1.32 .45 429 1.44 .55 .82 -.25 -.34, -.16 -.31 -.36, -.17 

Incivility  1297 1.32 .45 429 1.44 .55 .82 -.25 -.34, -.16 -.31 -.36, -.17 

Withdrawal 1297 2.41 .77 429 2.4 .83 .93 .01 -.08 ,.10 .01 -.10, .12 

Theft/Sabotage 1297 1.04 .1 429 1.06 .1 1.00 -.20 -.29, -.11 -.26 -.32, -.13 

Negligence/Outcomes 1297 1.01 .07 429 1.02 .09 .78 -.13 -.22, -.04 -.17 -.29, -.04 

Illegal Behaviors 1297 1.10 .16 429 1.15 .21 .76 -.29 -.38, -.20 -.32 -.49, -.26 

Academic Deviance 1297 1.19 .21 429 1.19 .22 .95 .00 -.09, .09 .00 -.10, .12 

 Other-report CCB 

 Females Males      

Variable N M SD N M SD SD ratio d 90% CI 
corrected 

d 

corrected 

90% CI 

Total CCB 572 1.19 .24 171 1.26 .28 .86 -.28 -.43, -.14 -.29 -.44, -.14 

CCB-O 572 1.21 .24 171 1.29 .28 .86 -.32 -.47, -.18 -.39 -.57, -.21 

CCB-I 572 1.23 .47 171 1.32 .57 .82 -.18 -.32, -.04 -.20 -.36, -.04 

Incivility  572 1.23 .47 171 1.32 .57 .82 -.18 -.32, -.04 -.20 -.36, -.04 

Withdrawal 572 1.75 .74 171 1.91 .85 .87 -.21 -.36, -.07 -.22 -.37, -.07 

Theft/Sabotage 572 1.03 .13 171 1.06 .15 .87 -.22 -.37, -.08 -.24 -.40, -.08 

Negligence/Outcomes 572 1.13 .22 171 1.17 .21 1.05 -.18 -.32, -.04 -.20 -.35, -.04 

Illegal Behaviors 572 1.08 .18 171 1.12 .22 .82 -.21 -.36, -.07 -.23 -.38, -.07 

Academic Deviance 572 1.10 .18 171 1.16 .31 .58 -.28 -.43, -.14 -.30 -.45, -.14 
Note. Standardized mean differences (Cohenôs d) are calculated using female ï male. Corrected Cohenôs d uses internal consistency reliabilities for 

whole sample (female and male combined). CCB = Counterproductive College Behavior (Total CCB = a total composite of organizationally directed 

and interpersonally directed; the -O designation = organizationally directed and the -I designation = interpersonally directed). Incivility, Withdrawal, 
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Theft/Sabotage, Negligence/Outcomes, Illegal Behaviors, and Academic Deviance are facets of CCB. Bolded d values have 90% confidence intervals 

excluding zero. 
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Table 2.13 

Gender moderation effects on self-rated BFAS for self-report CCB 

  Interpersonal CCB Organizational CCB Total CCB 

Model ɓ SE R ȹ R 
Adj 

R2 

ȹ 

R2 
ɓ SE R ȹ R 

Adj 

R2 

ȹ 

R2 
ɓ SE R ȹ R 

Adj

.R2 

ȹ 

R2 

1 Industriousness .19 .03 .20  .04  -.18 .02 .28  .08  -.08 .01 .40  .16  

 Orderliness .00 .03     -.03 .02     -.01 .01     

2 Industriousness -.20 .06 .22 .02 .05 .01 -.20 .04 .30 .02 .09 .01 -.09 .01 .40 .00 .16 .00 

 Orderliness .03 .07     .05 .04     .00 .01     

 Gender .16 .04     .09 .03     .03 .01     

 Indust. X Gender -.01 .04     .02 .03     .01 .01     

 Order. X Gender -.01 .05     -.06 .03     -.01 .01     

                    

1 Compassion .12 .03 .28  .08  .10 .02 .30  .09  .04 .01 .33  .11  

 Politeness -.34 .03     -.24 .02     -.08 .01     

2 Compassion .19 .07 .30 .02 .09 .01 .11 .05 .32 .02 .10 .01 .04 .02 .33 .00 .11 .00 

 Politeness -.37 .07     -.24 .04     -.09 .01     

 Gender .10 .04     .05 .03     .02 .01     

 Comp. X Gender -.04 .05     -.00 .03     -.00 .01     

 Polite. X Gender .03 .05     -.00 .03     .01 .01     

                    

1 Volatility  .18 .03 .14  .02  .09 .02 .14  .02  .03 .01 .20  .04  

 Withdrawal -.04 .03     .01 .02     .02 .01     

2 Volatility  .23 .07 .20 .06 .04 .02 .02 .05 .20 .06 .04 .02 .03 .01 .24 .04 .06 .02 

 Withdrawal -.03 .07     .07 .04     .03 .01     

 Gender .19 .04     .14 .03     .04 .01     

 Volat. X Gender -.03 .05     .06 .03     .00 .01     

 Withdr. X Gender -.01 .04     -.04 .03     -.01 .01     

                    

1 Assertiveness .21 .03 .17  .03  .09 .02 .14  .02  .03 .01 .14  .02  

 Enthusiasm -.08 .03     -.05 .02     -.02 .01     
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2 Assertiveness .23 .06 .20 .03 .04 .01 .12 .04 .14 .00 .02 .00 .04 .01 .14 .00 .02 .00 

 Enthusiasm -.08 .06     -.09 .04     -.04 .01     

 Gender .13 .04     .08 .03     .03 .01     

 Assert. X Gender -.03 .04     -.02 .03     -.01 .01     

 Enthus. X Gender .01 .04     .03 .03     .02 .01     

                    

1 Intellect -.01 .03 .00  .00  -.03 .02 .00  .00  -.02 .01 .10  .01  

 Experiencing -.01 .03     .02 .02     .02 .01     

2 Intellect -.05 .06 .10 .10 .01 .01 -.07 .04 .10 .10 .01 .01 -.03 .01 .14 .04 .02 .01 

 Experiencing .07 .06     .07 .04     .03 .01     

 Gender .18 .04     .11 .03     .03 .01     

 Intellect X Gender .02 .04     .02 .03     .01 .01     

 Exper. X Gender -.06 .04     -.04 .03     -.01 .01     

                    

1 Industriousness -.23 .03 .36  .13  -.21 .02 .40  .16  -.09 .01 .49  .24  

 Politeness -.19 .02     -.14 .02     -.04 .01     

 Volatility  .01 .03     -.02 .02     -.00 .01     

 Assertiveness .18 .03     .09 .02     .04 .01     

2 Industriousness -.14 .06 .36 .00 .13 .00 -.18 .04 .40 .00 .16 .00 -.09 .01 .49 .00 .24 .00 

 Politeness -.13 .06     -.13 .04     -.04 .01     

 Volatility  .10 .07     -.07 .04     -.01 .01     

 Assertiveness .19 .06     .08 .04     .04 .01     

 Gender .08 .04     .05 .03     .02 .01     

 Indust. X Gender -.06 .04     -.02 .03     -.00 .01     

 Polite. X Gender -.04 .04     -.01 .02     .00 .01     

 Volat. X Gender -.06 .05     .04 .03     .00 .01     

 Assert. X Gender -.01 .04     .00 .03     .00 .01     

                    

1 Industriousness .00 .02 .36  .13  .00 .01 .40  .16  -.09 .01 .50  .25  

 Orderliness -.24 .03     -.20 .02     -.00 .01     

 Compassion .03 .03     .00 .02     .03 .01     

 Politeness .07 .03     .07 .02     -.06 .01     

 Volatility  -.23 .03     -.19 .02     -.01 .01     

 Withdrawal -.01 .03     -.04 .02     .01 .01     
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 Assertiveness .03 .04     .03 .02     .03 .01     

 Enthusiasm .18 .03     .07 .02     .00 .01     

 Intellect .01 .03     .01 .02     .00 .01     

 Experiencing .00 .03     .01 .02     -.01 .01     

2 Industriousness -.11 .06 .36 .00 .13 .00 -.08 .04 .41 .01 .17 .01 -.07 .02 .51 .01 .26 .01 

 Orderliness -.12 .08     -.16 .05     .00 .01     

 Compassion .00 .07     .07 .05     .06 .02     

 Politeness .17 .09     .15 .06     -.07 .02     

 Volatility  -.21 .08     -.23 .05     -.01 .02     

 Withdrawal .12 .08     -.10 .05     -.01 .02     

 Assertiveness -.07 .09     -.02 .06     .04 .01     

 Enthusiasm .18 .07     .08 .05     -.04 .01     

 Intellect -.05 .07     -.09 .05     -.02 .01     

 Experiencing -.10 .07     -.07 .05     -.00 .01     

 Gender .01 .07     .00 .04     .02 .01     

 Indust. X Gender .08 .05     .06 .03     -.01 .01     

 Order. X Gender -.10 .06     -.02 .04     -.01 .01     

 Comp. X Gender .03 .05     -.05 .03     -.02 .01     

 Polite. X Gender -.07 .06     -.06 .04     .01 .01     

 Volat. X Gender -.01 .06     .03 .04     .00 .01     

 Withdr. X Gender -.09 .06     .06 .04     .02 .01     

 Assert. X Gender .08 .06     .03 .04     -.00 .01     

 Enthus. X Gender -.01 .05     .00 .03     .03 .01     

 Intellect X Gender .05 .05     .08 .03     .02 .01     

 Exper. X Gender .08 .05     .06 .03     -.00 .01     

Note. Personality was measured using the 100-item Big Five Aspect Scales. All variables were standardized.  For Gender, Female was coded as 0 and 

Male was coded as 1 for the regression models.  CCB = Counterproductive College Behavior; Organizational CCB = organizationally directed CCB; 

Interpersonal CCB = interpersonally directed CCB. Indust. = Industriousness; Order. = Orderliness; Comp. = Compassion; Polite. = Politeness; Volat. = 

Volatility; Withdr. = Withdrawal; Assert. = Assertiveness; Enthus. = Enthusiasm; Exper. = Experiencing. Self-report CCB ~ other-report BFAS and 

other-report CCB ~ other-report BFAS models have insufficient N to test for moderation in regressions.  For self-report CCB sample, female N = 1280 

and male N = 426. ɓ = standardized coefficient; SE = standard error of the standardized coefficient; R = multiple R; ȹ R = change in multiple R from 

model 1 to model 2; Adj R2 = adjusted R-squared; ȹ R2 = change in adjusted R-squared from model 1 to model 2. 

  



267 

 

 

Table 2.13a 

Gender moderation effects on self-rated BFAS for other-report CCB 

 

  Interpersonal CCB Organizational CCB Total CCB 

Model ɓ SE R ȹ R 
Adj 

R2 

ȹ 

R2 
ɓ SE R ȹ R 

Adj 

R2 

ȹ 

R2 
ɓ SE R ȹ R 

Adj

.R2 

ȹ 

R2 

1 Industriousness -.02 .04 .00  .00  -.08 .03 .10  .01  -.03 .01 .14  .02  

 Orderliness -.03 .04     -.03 .04     -.01 .01     

2 Industriousness .01 .10 .10 .10 .01 .01 -.05 .08 .14 .04 .02 .01 -.03 .03 .17 .03 .03 .01 

 Orderliness -.03 .12     .03 .10     .00 .03     

 Gender .16 .07     .11 .06     .05 .02     

 Indust. X Gender -.03 .07     -.03 .06     -.00 .02     

 Order. X Gender .00 .01     -.04 .07     -.01 .02     

                    

1 Compassion .03 .05 .10  .01  .02 .04 .00  .00  .02 .01 .10  .01  

 Politeness -.14 .05     -.08 .04     -.04 .01     

2 Compassion .23 .12 .14 .04 .02 .01 .03 .10 .10 .10 .01 .01 .03 .03 .14 .04 .02 .01 

 Politeness -.32 .11     -.04 .09     -.03 .03     

 Gender .16 .07     .13 .05     .06 .02     

 Comp. X Gender -.15 .09     .00 .07     -.01 .02     

 Polite. X Gender .15 .08     -.03 .07     -.00 .02     

                    

1 Volatility  .15 .05 .10  .01  .07 .04 .00  .00  .03 .01 .00  .00  

 Withdrawal -.17 .05     -.06 .04     -.02 .01     

2 Volatility  .09 .12 .17 .07 .03 .02 -.06 .10 .10 .10 .01 .01 -.01 .03 .14 .14 .02 .02 

 Withdrawal -.20 .10     -.04 .08     -.01 .03     

 Gender .19 .08     .17 .06     .07 .02     

 Volat. X Gender .06 .09     .11 .07     .03 .02     

 Withdr. X Gender .03 .07     -.02 .05     -.01 .02     

                    

1 Assertiveness .12 .04 .10  .01  .04 .03 .00  .00  .02 .01 .00  .00  
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 Enthusiasm -.02 .04     .02 .03     .01 .01     

2 Assertiveness .18 .10 .14 .04 .02 .01 .07 .08 .10 .10 .01 .01 .04 .03 .14 .14 .02 .02 

 Enthusiasm .04 .09     -.06 .08     -.01 .03     

 Gender .16 .07     .15 .05     .06 .02     

 Assert. X Gender -.05 .07     -.04 .06     -.02 .02     

 Enthus. X Gender -.04 .07     .07 .05     .02 .02     

                    

1 Intellect .03 .04 .00  .00  -.01 .03 .00  .00  .00 .01 .00  .00  

 Experiencing .00 .04     .03 .03     .01 .01     

2 Intellect .10 .09 .10 .10 .01 .01 .05 .08 .10 .10 .01 .01 .01 .03 .10 .10 .01 .01 

 Experiencing -.05 .10     .03 .08     .02 .03     

 Gender .15 .07     .12 .06     .05 .02     

 Intellect X Gender -.06 .07     -.05 .05     -.01 .02     

 Exper. X Gender .04 .06     .00 .05     -.00 .02     

                    

1 Industriousness -.05 .04 .14  .02  -.12 .04 .14  .02  -.05 .01 .17  .03  

 Politeness -.08 .04     -.04 .04     -.01 .01     

 Volatility  .00 .04     -.03 .04     -.01 .01     

 Assertiveness .11 .04     .07 .04     .03 .01     

2 Industriousness -.05 .10 .14 .00 .02 .00 -.08 .08 .17 .03 .03 .01 -.04 .03 .20 .03 .04 .01 

 Politeness -.16 .10     .02 .08     .00 .03     

 Volatility  -.12 .11     -.14 .09     -.04 .03     

 Assertiveness .15 .10     .08 .08     .05 .03     

 Gender .17 .08     .13 .06     .06 .02     

 Indust. X Gender .01 .08     -.03 .06     .00 .02     

 Polite. X Gender .07 .07     -.04 .06     -.01 .02     

 Volat. X Gender .11 .08     .10 .07     .03 .02     

 Assert. X Gender -.04 .08     -.01 .06     -.01 .02     

                    

1 Industriousness -.09 .06 .14  .02  -.15 .05 .14  .02  -.06 .02 .17  .03  

 Orderliness .01 .05     .00 .04     .00 .01     

 Compassion .00 .06     -.03 .05     -.01 .02     

 Politeness -.07 .06     -.03 .04     -.02 .02     

 Volatility  .08 .06     .02 .05     .01 .02     
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 Withdrawal -.16 .07     -.08 .05     -.02 .02     

 Assertiveness .07 .05     .03 .04     .01 .01     

 Enthusiasm -.01 .05     .05 .04     .02 .01     

 Intellect .00 .05     .03 .04     .02 .01     

 Experiencing .01 .05     .01 .04     .00 .01     

2 Industriousness -.03 .14 .14 .00 .02 .00 -.11 .11 .14 .00 .02 .00 -.04 .04 .20 .03 .04 .01 

 Orderliness -.05 .13     -.01 .11     -.01 .04     

 Compassion .33 .17     .16 .13     .05 .05     

 Politeness -.31 .16     -.07 .12     -.03 .04     

 Volatility  -.07 .14     -.08 .11     -.02 .04     

 Withdrawal -.15 .16     -.09 .13     -.02 .04     

 Assertiveness .05 .12     .02 .10     .02 .03     

 Enthusiasm -.11 .14     -.13 .11     -.03 .04     

 Intellect .07 .14     .14 .11     .04 .04     

 Experiencing -.08 .11     -.09 .09     -.03 .03     

 Gender .17 .08     .12 .07     .06 .02     

 Indust. X Gender -.04 .10     -.03 .08     -.01 .03     

 Order. X Gender .05 .10     .02 .08     .00 .03     

 Comp. X Gender -.27 .13     -.16 .10     -.04 .03     

 Polite. X Gender .20 .12     .05 .10     .02 .03     

 Volat. X Gender .13 .10     .09 .08     .03 .03     

 Withdr. X Gender -.01 .11     .00 .09     .00 .03     

 Assert. X Gender .02 .09     .01 .07     -.01 .02     

 Enthus. X Gender .08 .10     .14 .08     .04 .03     

 Intellect X Gender -.06 .10     -.10 .08     -.02 .03     

 Exper. X Gender .08 .08     .08 .07     .02 .02     

Note. Personality was measured using the Big Five Aspect Scales. All variables were standardized.  For Gender, Female was coded as 0 and Male was 

coded as 1 for the regression models.  CCB = Counterproductive College Behavior; Organizational CCB = organizationally directed CCB; Interpersonal 

CCB = interpersonally directed CCB. Indust. = Industriousness, Order. = Orderliness, Comp. = Compassion, Polite. = Politeness, Volat. = Volatility, 

Withdr. = Withdrawal, Assert. = Assertiveness, Enthus. = Enthusiasm, Exper. = Experiencing. For other-report CCB sample, female N = 479 and male 

N = 141. ɓ = standardized coefficient; SE = standard error of the standardized coefficient; R = multiple R; ȹ R = change in multiple R from model 1 to 

model 2; Adj R2 = adjusted R-squared; ȹ R2 = change in adjusted R-squared from model 1 to model 2.
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Table 2.14  

Effect sizes for gender moderation of BFAS in predicting CCB 

Self-rated BFAS and self-report CCB  

self-report CCB 
Fem. 

Intcpt 

Fem. 

Slope 

Male 

Intcpt. 

Male 

Slope 

dMod_Signed 

(SE) 

dMod_Unsigned 

(SE) 
dMin 

Score with 

Min. d 
dMax 

Score with 

Max. d 

   Industriousness 1.74 -.13 1.81 -.14 -.20 (.05) .20 (.05) -.10 3.69 -.32 3.03 

   Orderliness 1.58 -.07 1.56 -.06 -.08 (.07) .10 (.05) -.03 3.47 -.17 3.50 

   Compassion 1.27 -.01 1.27 .02 -.14 (.06) .15 (.06) -.04 2.91 -.22 3.65 

   Politeness 1.72 -.10 1.68 -.09 .01 (.06) .07 (.03) .00 3.76 .08 2.54 

   Volatility  1.12 .06 1.21 .05 -.23 (.07) .23 (.07) -.10 3.53 -.36 1.83 

   Withdrawal 1.12 .06 1.17 .06 -.28 (.07) .28 (.07) -.16 2.60 -.40 3.03 

   Assertiveness 1.20 .03 1.24 .03 -.11 (.07) .12 (.06) -.03 3.65 -.30 2.17 

   Enthusiasm 1.34 -.01 1.27 .02 -.13 (.07) .15 (.05) -.02 2.67 -.10 3.48 

   Intellect 1.38 -.02 1.33 .00 -.15 (.06) .16 (.05) -.03 3.12 -.33 4.47 

   Experiencing 1.19 .03 1.19 .04 -.16 (.06) .17 (.06) -.06 3.20 -.31 3.76 

self-report CCB-O 
Fem. 

Intcpt 

Fem. 

Slope 

Male 

Intcpt. 

Male 

Slope 

dMod_Signed 

(SE) 

dMod_Unsigned 

(SE) 
dMin 

Score with 

Min. d 
dMax 

Score with 

Max. d 

   Industriousness 1.80 -.15 1.78 -.13 -.13 (.06) .14 (.05) -.05 3.48 -.24 3.24 

   Orderliness 1.67 -.09 1.64 -.08 -.01 (.06) .06 (.03) .00 3.56 -.03 3.30 

   Compassion 1.34 .00 1.04 .01 -.07 (.06) .10 (.04) -.02 3.60 .00 2.48 

   Politeness 1.79 -.11 1.72 -.09 .09 (.06) .12 (.05) .01 3.89 .35 2.49 

   Volatility  1.13 .07 1.18 .08 -.18 (.06) .18 (.06) -.07 2.85 -.30 2.62 

   Withdrawal 1.04 .08 1.12 .07 -.21 (.06) .21 (.06) -.11 3.07 -.32 2.56 

   Assertiveness 1.28 .02 1.29 .02 -.05 (.07) .08 (.05) -.01 3.20 -.15 2.92 

   Enthusiasm 1.54 -.06 1.41 -.02 -.07 (.06) .14 (.05) .00 3.29 .38 1.97 

   Intellect 1.56 -.06 1.45 -.03 -.10 (.06) .11 (.05) -.01 3.21 -.22 4.47 

   Experiencing 1.21 .03 1.20 .04 -.09 (.06) .10 (.05) -.02 3.39 -.21 3.41 

self-report CCB-I 
Fem. 

Intcpt 

Fem. 

Slope 

Male 

Intcpt. 

Male 

Slope 

dMod_Signed 

(SE) 

dMod_Unsigned 

(SE) 
dMin 

Score with 

Min. d 
dMax 

Score with 

Max. d 

   Industriousness 1.39 -.07 1.69 -.13 -.32 (.06) .32 (.06) -.09 4.60 -.59 1.97 

   Orderliness 1.42 -.06 1.50 -.06 -.25 (.07) .25 (.07) -.13 3.38 -.40 3.64 

   Compassion 1.25 -.01 1.34 -.01 -.24 (.08) .25 (.08) -.11 3.36 -.41 3.26 

   Politeness 2.15 -.23 2.10 -.20 -.13 (.07) .14 (.06) -.04 3.77 -.25 3.13 

   Volatility  .78 .14 1.02 .10 -.37 (.06) .37 (.06) -.20 3.56 -.51 1.91 
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   Withdrawal 1.11 .01 1.13 .05 -.31 (.07) .31 (.07) -.11 1.66 -.57 4.14 

   Assertiveness .69 .16 .93 .12 -.23 (.06) .23 (.06) -.11 3.59 -.41 2.51 

   Enthusiasm 1.14 .02 1.25 .02 -.28 (.07) .28 (.07) -.09 2.18 -.44 4.25 

   Intellect 1.24 -.01 1.30 .00 -.29 (.07) .29 (.07) -.16 3.88 -.43 3.41 

   Experiencing 1.17 .01 1.24 .02 -.28 (.07) .29 (.07) -.11 4.38 -.53 2.27 

Self-rated BFAS and other-report CCB  

other-report CCB 
Fem. 

Intcpt 

Fem. 

Slope 

Male 

Intcpt. 

Male 

Slope 

dMod_Signed 

(SE) 

dMod_Unsigned 

(SE) 

dMin Score with 

Min. d 

dMax Score with 

Max. d 

   Industriousness 1.32 -.06 1.38 -.06 -.41 (.16) .41 (.16) -.12 4.42 -.71 2.23 

   Orderliness 1.28 -.04 1.34 -.05 -.37 (.14) .38 (.14) -.21 4.00 -.56 3.06 

   Compassion 1.07 .01 1.15 .00 -.41 (.14) .41 (.14) -.29 3.60 -.56 3.21 

   Politeness 1.27 -.03 1.36 -.04 -.32 (.17) .33 (.15) -.14 3.56 -.54 3.64 

   Volatility  1.11 .00 1.11 .02 -.40 (.13) .42 (.13) -.05 1.33 -.95 4.17 

   Withdrawal 1.06 .02 1.12 .02 -.43 (.14) .44 (.14) -.08 1.61 -.91 4.27 

   Assertiveness 1.06 .02 1.10 .02 -.38 (.15) .38 (.14) -.19 3.80 -.71 2.04 

   Enthusiasm 1.19 -.02 1.11 .02 -.39 (.12) .39 (.12) -.12 2.55 -.62 4.05 

   Intellect 1.06 .02 1.16 -.01 -.39 (.15) .40 (.15) -.08 4.40 -.89 2.64 

   Experiencing .91 .06 1.03 .04 -.43 (.14) .43 (.14) -.16 2.57 -.67 4.28 

other-report CCB-O 
Fem. 

Intcpt 

Fem. 

Slope 

Male 

Intcpt. 

Male 

Slope 

dMod_Signed 

(SE) 

dMod_Unsigned 

(SE) 

dMin Score with 

Min. d 

dMax Score with 

Max. d 

   Industriousness 1.41 -.08 1.47 -.08 -.38 (.13) .38 (.13) -.11 4.34 -.66 2.36 

   Orderliness 1.34 -.05 1.43 -.06 -.35 (.14) .35 (.13) -.18 3.94 -.55 3.04 

   Compassion 1.16 .00 1.17 .01 -.43 (.14) .43 (.14) -.23 3.11 -.62 3.72 

   Politeness 1.34 -.04 1.39 -.04 -.32 (.13) .32 (.12) -.12 3.25 -.55 4.01 

   Volatility  1.11 .01 1.12 .03 -.41 (.15) .42 (.14) -.07 1.29 -.90 4.13 

   Withdrawal 1.05 .03 1.11 .03 -.40 (.13) .41 (.12) -.07 1.71 -.87 4.24 

   Assertiveness 1.12 .01 1.15 .02 -.35 (.13) .35 (.13) -.17 3.81 -.66 2.06 

   Enthusiasm 1.28 -.04 1.14 .01 -.40 (.15) .41 (.14) -.13 2.42 -.65 4.30 

   Intellect 1.10 .01 1.21 -.01 -.35 (.13) .37 (.12) -.06 4.41 -.87 2.60 

   Experiencing .95 .05 1.03 .04 -.42 (.15) .42 (.14) -.17 2.59 -.64 4.22 

other-report CCB-I 
Fem. 

Intcpt 

Fem. 

Slope 

Male 

Intcpt. 

Male 

Slope 

dMod_Signed 

(SE) 

dMod_Unsigned 

(SE) 

dMin Score with 

Min. d 

dMax Score with 

Max. d 

   Industriousness 1.18 -.02 1.23 -.01 -.30 (.14) .30 (.14) -.08 4.19 -.56 2.38 

   Orderliness 1.25 -.04 1.26 -.02 -.26 (.15) .27 (.14) -.13 3.77 -.42 3.24 

   Compassion .74 .10 1.21 -.01 -.30 (.12) .32 (.12) -.10 4.15 -.80 2.46 

   Politeness 1.32 -.04 1.57 -.10 -.23 (.14) .25 (.13) -.08 3.38 -.44 3.94 
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   Volatility  1.09 .00 1.11 .02 -.31 (.15) .34 (.15) -.04 1.54 -.82 4.12 

   Withdrawal 1.16 -.01 1.25 -.02 -.27 (.15) .30 (.14) -.06 1.99 -.65 4.01 

   Assertiveness .69 .13 .95 .07 -.29 (.15) .30 (.14) -.09 4.09 -.77 1.51 

   Enthusiasm .85 .07 1.05 .04 -.31 (.14) .31 (.13) -.13 3.59 -.56 2.90 

   Intellect 1.08 .01 1.13 .01 -.26 (.14) .28 (.12) -.09 4.12 -.55 3.05 

   Experiencing .65 .13 1.11 .02 -.30 (.15) .31 (.15) -.08 3.30 -.58 3.54 

Note. BFAS = Big Five Aspect Scales; CCB = Counterproductive College Behavior; CCB-O = organizationally directed CCB; CCB-I = interpersonally 

directed CCB. Regression slopes were computed separately for each aspect.  Estimates for dMod are the average bootstrapped estimates (100 iterations) 

and negative dMod_signed  indicates CCB for males is underpredicted; dMin is the minimum area between slopes; dMax is the maximum area between slopes; 

Score with Min. d is the BFAS score at which the minimum area between slopes is found; Score with Max. d is the BFAS score at which the maximum 

area between slopes is found. Self-rated BFAS and self-report CCB female N = 1280 and male N = 426; self-rated BFAS and other-rated CCB female N 

= 479 and male N = 141.  Bolded slopes and intercepts indicate non-zero differences in slopes between males and females.    
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Table 2.15  

Spearman correlations between CCB and cognitive ability 

 Self-report CCB Other-report CCB 

Variable Total g Math g Verbal g Total g Math g Verbal g 

Total CCB .05 .04 .03 .21 .17 .19 
CCB-O .00 .00 .00 .20 .17 .17 
CCB-I .14 .15 .09 .28 .23 .25 
Academic Deviance -.14 -.11 -.13 .19 .16 .14 
Illegal Behaviors .00 -.02 .00 .03 .01 .03 
Negligence/Outcomes -.06 -.05 -.04 .12 .11 .10 
Withdrawal Behaviors .11 .09 .08 .05 .03 .07 
Theft/Sabotage .05 .03 .05 .17 .15 .14 
Incivility  .14 .15 .09 .28 .23 .25 

Note. CCB = Counterproductive College Behavior; CCB-O = organizationally directed CCB; CCB-I = 

interpersonally directed CCB; Total CCB = a composite of CCB-O and CCB-I. CCB. Incivility, 

Withdrawal, Theft/Sabotage, Negligence/Outcomes, Illegal Behaviors, and Academic Deviance are facets 

of CCB. Total g = a composite of standardized ETS (Educational Testing Service test kit) total scores and 

standardized ACT (American College Testing standardized test) composite scores; Math g = a composite of 

standardized ETS quantitative score and ACT math score; Verbal g = a composite of standardized ETS 

vocabulary score and ACT English score. Correlations were corrected for unreliability in the criterion and 

for indirect range restriction in the cognitive ability variables. Bolded correlations have 90% confidence 

intervals which exclude zero.  For self-report CCB, Total g with CCB variables N = 894, Total math and 

total verbal with CCB variables N = 894. For other-report CCB, Total g with CCB variables N = 338; Total 

math and total verbal with CCB variables N = 338. 
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Table 2.16 

Cognitive ability as a moderator of Neuroticism and its aspects predicting CCB 

 
Self-rated CCB and self-rated BFAS 

  Interpersonal CCB Organizational CCB Total CCB 

Model ɓ SE R ȹ R 
Adj 

R2 

ȹ 

R2 
ɓ SE R ȹ R 

Adj 

R2 

ȹ 

R2 
ɓ SE R ȹ R 

Adj

.R2 

ȹ 

R2 

1 Neuroticism .12 .02 .10  .01  .10 .02 .14  .02  .05 .01 .20  .04  

2 Neuroticism .12 .03 .14 .04 .02 .01 .10 .02 .14 .00 .02 .00 .05 .01 .22 .02 .05 .01 

 Total g .09 .05     -.02 .03     .00 .01     

 Neurot. X Total g .04 .05     .05 .03     .01 .01     

                    

1 Volatility .09 .02 .14  .02  .09 .02 .14  .02  .03 .01 .20  .04  

 Withdrawal .01 .02     .01 .02     .02 .01     

2 Volatility  .14 .04 .14 .00 .02 .00 .10 .03 .17 .03 .03 .01 .03 .01 .22 .02 .05 .01 

 Withdrawal -.01 .04     .01 .03     .02 .01     

 Total g .09 .05     -.01 .03     .00 .01     

 Volat. X Total g .00 .06     .00 .04     -.01 .01     

 Withdr. X Total g .04 .06     .05 .04     .01 .01     

 Other-rated CCB and self-rated BFAS 

  Interpersonal CCB Organizational CCB Total CCB 

Model ɓ SE R ȹ R 
Adj 

R2 

ȹ 

R2 
ɓ SE R ȹ R 

Adj 

R2 

ȹ 

R2 
ɓ SE R ȹ R 

Adj 

R2 

ȹ 

R2 

1 Neuroticism -.01 .04 .00  .00  .01 .03 .00  .00  .01 .01 .00  .00  

2 Neuroticism -.03 .05 .00 .00 .00 .00 .04 .04 .00 .00 .00 .00 .02 .01 .00 .00 .00 .00 

 Total g .15 .09     .06 .06     .03 .02     

 Neurot. X Total g -.04 .08     -.03 .06     -.01 .02     

                    

1 Volatility .07 .04 .00  .00  .07 .04 .00  .00  .03 .01 .00  .00  

 Withdrawal -.06 .04     -.06 .04     -.02 .01     
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2 Volatility  .14 .04 .14 .14 .02 .02 .15 .05 .10 .10 .01 .01 .06 .02 .14 .14 .02 .02 

 Withdrawal -.01 .04     -.11 .05     -.05 .02     

 Total g .09 .05     .06 .06     .03 .02     

 Volat. X Total g .00 .06     -.06 .08     -.02 .03     

 Withdr. X Total g .04 .06     .03 .08     .01 .03     

Note. Personality is the Big Five Aspect Scales. CCB = Counterproductive College Behavior. Total CCB is a composite of Interpersonal CCB and 

Organizational CCB. Neuroticism and its aspects Volatility and Withdrawal are measured with the 100-item Big Five Aspect Scales. Volat. = Volatility; 

Withdr. = Withdrawal. Total g is a composite of ACT (American College Testing standardized test composite)registrar and self-report score and score 

on ETS (Educational Testing Service test kit) tests given in participant survey. ɓ = standardized coefficient; SE = standard error of the standardized 

coefficient; R = multiple R; ȹ R = change in multiple R from model 1 to model 2; Adj R2 = adjusted R-squared; ȹ R2 = change in adjusted R-squared 

from model 1 to model 2. 
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Figure 3.1 Distribution of rwg(j) for other-rated politician BFAS aspects 

rwg(j) for interview-based ratings  

 

rwg(j) for speech-based ratings 

 

Note. Each dot represents rwg(j) on an aspect for an individual politician. Assert = Assertiveness; Enthus = 

Enthusiasm; Exper = Experiencing; Indust = Industriousness, Order = Orderliness, Polite = Politeness; 

Volatile = Volatility. Trait aspects were measured using the 50-item other-rater version of the Big Five 

Aspect Scales (see Appendix 3-D). 
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Table 3.1  

Hypotheses and Research Questions 

Number Research Questions 

RQ1 Do male and female politicians differ in their personality aspect trait levels? 

RQ2 Do male and female politicians differ in their levels of political misconduct? 

RQ3 Do Big Five personality aspect trait levels differ across party? 

RQ4 Do levels of political misconduct differ across party? 

RQ5 Do BFAS trait levels correlate with politician party loyalty? 

RQ6 Do trait levels correlate with partisan extremism? 

RQ7 
Do levels of political misconduct correlate with partisan extremism 

(calculated as distance from the middle ideology score)? 

RQ8 Do personality ratings correlate with legislative leadership? 

RQ9 Does legislative leadership differ across politician party? 

RQ10 Does legislative leadership differ across politician gender? 

RQ11 
What are the correlational relationships between other-rated BFAS and text-

analysis-based BFAS ratings for politicians? 

RQ12 
Are there gender differences in text-analysis-based politician personality 

ratings? 

RQ13 
Are there party differences in text-analysis-based politician personality 

ratings?  

Number Hypotheses 

H1a, b 

Conscientiousness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) 

Overall Political Misconduct and with (b) Organizational Misconduct 

among legislators. 

H2a, b 

Industriousness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) 

Overall Political Misconduct and with (b) Organizational Misconduct 

among legislators. 
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H3 
Conscientiousness will exhibit a moderate negative correlation with missed 

congressional votes among legislators. 

H4a, b 

Agreeableness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) Overall 

Political Misconduct and with (b) Interpersonal Misconduct among 

legislators. 

H5a, b 

Politeness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) Overall 

Political Misconduct and with (b) Interpersonal Misconduct among 

legislators. 

H6 
Neuroticism will exhibit a weak positive relationship with Political 

Misconduct among legislators. 

H7 
Volatility will exhibit a weak positive relationship with Interpersonal 

Misconduct among legislators. 

H8 
Volatility  will exhibit a weak positive relationship with Self-Gratifying 

Misconduct among legislators. 

H9 
Withdrawal will exhibit a weak positive relationship with Organizational 

Misconduct among legislators. 

H10 
Higher Withdrawal will be associated with higher likelihood of engaging in 

Avoidance Behavior among legislators. 
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Table 3.2  

Politician sample demographic characteristics 

      

Politician Gender Total N F M   

Democrat 82 42 40   

Republican 77 26 51   

Politician Age  N M SD min max 

all Politicians 159 59.9 9.7 33 94 

Democrat 82 61.4 9.5 39 81 

Republican 77 58.3 9.7 33 94 

Female 68 61.9 9.8 33 81 

Male 91 59.1 9.6 39 94 

Years in Office  N M SD min max 

all Politicians 159 11.8 6.9 2 38 

Democrat 82 13.2 7.1 2 38 

Republican 77 10.4 6.5 2 36 

Female 68 11.5 6.8 2 38 

Male 91 12.1 7 2 36 
Note. Females were oversampled from the congressional population of the 113th and 114th congresses in 

order to obtain more equal subgroup Ns. The percentage of females in the 113th Congress was 18.7% and in 

the 114th Congress was 19.4%. Of the 42 Democratic females, 3 were Senators; of the 26 Republican 

females, 3 were Senators; of the 40 Democratic males, 2 were Senators; of the 51 Republican males, none 

were Senators. Mean ages can be compared with the average ages of the 113th US Congress (57 years for 

congressmembers and 62 years for Senators) and the 114th US Congress (57 years of congressmembers and 

61 years for Senators). The average tenure of congress members can be compared with that of the 113th 

Congress (9.1 years for congressmembers and 10.2 years for Senators), and the 114th Congress (8.8 years 

for congressmembers and 9.7 years for Senators). 
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Table 3.3 

 Big Five Aspect Scales descriptive statistics and standardized mean differences for interview and speech video-based other-ratings of 

politicians 

 
Interview Ratings Speech Ratings 

 

 

Variable N ICC 

[90% CI] 

M SD N ICC 

[90% CI] 

M SD Cohenô

s d 

90% CI Correcte

d d 

Conscientiousness 144 .42 [.29,.53] 4.80 .29 143 .33 [.18,.46] 4.76 .31 .13 -.07,.33 .20 

   Industriousness 148 .23 [.06,.38] 4.88 .37 143 .36 [.22,.49] 4.87 .40 .03 -.17,.23 .06 

   Orderliness 148 .38 [.25,.51] 4.71 .32 145 .30 [.15,.44] 4.64 .39 .20 00,.40 .32 

Agreeableness 118 .74 [.68,.79] 4.15 .54 123 .68 [.60,.74] 4.06 .52 .17 -.05,.39 .20 

   Compassion 133 .73 [.67,.78] 4.25 .59 133 .71 [.65,.77] 4.22 .53 .05 -.16,.26 .06 

   Politeness 134 .77 [.71,.82] 3.96 .56 138 .76 [.71,.81] 3.92 .51 .07 -.14,.28 .08 

Neuroticism 136 .67 [.60,.74] 2.92 .44 120 .71 [.64,.77] 3.14 .45 -.49 -.71,-.27 -.60 

   Volatility  143 .52 [.41,.61] 2.97 .59 130 .63 [.54,.70] 3.26 .60 -.49 -.70,-.28 -.68 

   Withdrawal 143 .64 [.55,.71] 2.90 .41 134 .73 [.67,.79] 3.03 .41 -.32 -.53,-.11 -.40 

Extraversion 133 .53 [.42,.62] 4.30 .31 124 .62 [.53,.69] 4.21 .33 .28 .06,.50 .39 

    Assertiveness 143 .63 [.55,.71] 4.95 .41 135 .51 [.40,.61] 4.94 .48 .02 -.19,.23 .03 

    Enthusiasm 141 .64 [.55,.71] 3.64 .40 137 .58 [.48,.67] 3.48 .39 .40 .19,.61 .50 

Openness 132 .52 [.41,.62] 4.03 .48 125 .54 [.44,.64] 3.99 .51 .08 -.14,.30 .11 

    Intellect 139 .72 [.65,.77] 4.59 .44 138 .77 [.72,.82] 4.50 .51 .19 -.02,.40 .22 

    Experiencing 141 .69 [.62,.76] 3.46 .63 134 .76 [.71,.81] 3.46 .63 .00 -.21,.21 .00 

Note. ICC is ICC (1, k). BFAS (Big Five Aspect Scales) ratings were scored on a six-point Likert-type scale with 1 = ñStrongly Disagree.ò Aspect pairs are 

indented and listed directly below their Big Five domain. ICC (1, k) for Big Five composites are calculated using only the cases which had acceptable rwg(j) (> 0) 

for both aspects. Standardized mean differences (Cohenôs d) is calculated as Interview ï Speech ratings. Corrected d, corrected for interrater unreliability (ICC 

(1, k)) in interview ratings. ICC (1, k) was calculated using the average number of raters for interviews (M = 3.25, SD = 1.03) and average number of raters for 

speeches (M = 3.13, SD = .96) per politician. Bold Cohenôs d values indicate 90% confidence intervals exclude zero. 

  



281 

 

 

Table 3.4  

Politician performance variables descriptive statistics  

Performance variable N M SD Min max 

Legislative leadership score 112 .51 .17 .04 1.00 

Partisan extremism score 149 .88 .41 .04 2.25 

Democrat party loyalty 78 79.6 18.4 20 100 

Republican party loyalty 72 76.3 17.9 10.5 100 
Note. Partisan extremism score (GovTrack.us ideology score) is standardized and the absolute difference 

from zero is used as the index of partisan extremism. Only Democrats are included for the Democratic 

party loyalty rating, and only Republicans are included for the Republican party loyalty rating. Legislative 

leadership score is the GovTrack.us leadership score indicating legislatorsô influence in getting other 

legislators to sign on to their legislation. 
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Table 3.5 

 Descriptive statistics for politician misconduct scales 

 Total N = 159 Democrats N = 82 Republicans N = 77 

Variable M SD M SD M SD 

Interpersonal Misconduct 0.34 0.57 0.27 0.50 0.42 0.64 

 count  count  count  

     misuse of resources 20  8  12  

     discrimination 3  0  3  

     interpersonal incivility and aggression 29  13  16  

     nepotism 1  1  0  

Organizational Misconduct 0.35 0.61 0.27 0.55 0.43 0.66 

 count  count  count  

     lying and breaking agreements 15  4  11  

     misuse of power 28  14  14  

     misrepresent/manipulate information 13  4  9  

Self-gratifying Misconduct 0.13 0.34 0.10 0.30 0.17 0.38 

 count  count  count  

     sexual harassment 2  0  2  

     alcohol use 2  1  1  

     condoning wrongdoing of others 17  7  10  

Total Misconduct 0.82 0.99 0.63 0.96 1.01 0.99 

Note. Misconduct facets were scored dichotomously (politician had or had not engaged in the behavior), and composites Interpersonal Misconduct, 

Organizational Misconduct, Self-gratifying Misconduct, and Total Misconduct were scored as sums of their respective facets.  
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Table 3.6  

Hypotheses, research questions, and results 

Number Research Questions 

RQ1 Do male and female politicians differ in their personality aspect trait levels? 

RQ2 Do male and female politicians differ in their levels of political misconduct? 

RQ3 Do Big Five personality aspect trait levels differ across party? 

RQ4 Do levels of political misconduct differ across party? 

RQ5 Do BFAS trait levels correlate with politician party loyalty? 

RQ6 Do trait levels correlate with partisan extremism? 

RQ7 
Do levels of political misconduct correlate with partisan extremism (calculated as distance 

from the middle ideology score)? 

RQ8 Do personality ratings correlate with legislative leadership? 

RQ9 Does legislative leadership differ across politician party? 

RQ10 Does legislative leadership differ across politician gender? 

RQ11 
What are the correlational relationships between other-rated BFAS and text-analysis-based 

BFAS ratings for politicians? 

RQ12 Are there gender differences in text-analysis-based politician personality ratings? 

RQ13 Are there party differences in text-analysis-based politician personality ratings?  

Number Hypotheses Results 

H1a, b 

Conscientiousness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with 

(a) Overall Political Misconduct and with (b) Organizational 

Misconduct among legislators. 

(a) not supported 

(b) not supported 

H2a, b 

Industriousness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) 

Overall Political Misconduct and with (b) Organizational Misconduct 

among legislators. 

(a) partial support 

(b) partial support 

H3 
Conscientiousness will exhibit a moderate negative correlation with 

missed congressional votes among legislators. 

not supported 



284 

 

 

H4a, b 

Agreeableness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) 

Overall Political Misconduct and with (b) Interpersonal Misconduct 

among legislators. 

(a) not supported 

(b) partial support 

H5a, b 

Politeness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) Overall 

Political Misconduct and with (b) Interpersonal Misconduct among 

legislators. 

(a) not supported 

(b) partial support 

H6 
Neuroticism will exhibit a weak positive relationship with Political 

Misconduct among legislators. 

partial support 

H7 
Volatility will exhibit a weak positive relationship with Interpersonal 

Misconduct among legislators. 

not supported 

H8 
Volatility will exhibit a weak positive relationship with Self-Gratifying 

Misconduct among legislators. 

not supported 

H9 
Withdrawal will exhibit a weak positive relationship with 

Organizational Misconduct among legislators. 

partial support 

H10 
Higher Withdrawal will be associated with higher likelihood of 

engaging in Avoidance Behavior among legislators. 

not supported 
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Table 3.7  

Standardized mean differences between other-rated personality of female and male politicians 

       

Personality ratings from Interviews 

 Females Males     

Variable N M SD N M SD d 90% CI 
corrected 

d 
90% CI 

Conscientiousness 59 4.86 0.3 85 4.76 0.28 .35 .07,.64 .58 .11,1.13 

     Industriousness 63 4.93 0.4 85 4.85 0.34 .22 -.06,.50 .34 -.09,.81 

     Orderliness 63 4.75 0.32 85 4.68 0.33 .21 -.07,.49 .45 -.14,1.14 

Agreeableness 51 4.27 0.51 67 4.06 0.54 .40 .09,.72 .46 .10,.84 

     Compassion 59 4.38 0.56 74 4.15 0.6 .39 .10,.69 .46 .11,.82 

     Politeness 58 4.07 0.53 76 3.88 0.56 .35 .06,.65 .41 .07,.78 

Neuroticism 59 2.93 0.44 77 2.92 0.44 .02 -.27,.31 .03 -.34,.39 

     Volatility  63 2.98 0.58 80 2.96 0.61 .03 -.25,.31 .04 -.31,.38 

     Withdrawal 61 2.9 0.44 82 2.9 0.39 .00 -.28,.28 .00 -.39,.40 

Extraversion 56 4.36 0.31 77 4.25 0.29 .37 .08,.67 .47 .09,.87 

     Assertiveness 62 5.03 0.42 81 4.89 0.4 .34 .06,.63 .47 .08,.90 

     Enthusiasm 60 3.68 0.42 81 3.61 0.4 .17 -.11,.46 .22 -.14,.58 

Openness 57 4.21 0.44 75 3.9 0.46 .69 .39,1.01 .85 .47,1.29 

     Intellect 61 4.71 0.44 78 4.5 0.43 .48 .19,.78 .68 .27,1.16 

     Experiencing  61 3.72 0.56 80 3.25 0.61 .80 .5,1.11 .97 .6,1.40 

           

Personality ratings from Speeches 

 Females Males     

Variable N M SD N M SD d 90% CI 
corrected 

d 
90% CI 

Conscientiousness 65 4.85 0.26 78 4.69 0.34 .52 .24,.81 1.03 .44,1.89 

     Industriousness 65 4.96 0.36 78 4.79 0.42 .43 .15,.72 .79 .26,1.46 

     Orderliness 65 4.75 0.31 80 4.55 0.42 .53 .25,.82 .94 .42,1.64 

Agreeableness 57 4.16 0.46 66 3.98 0.55 .35 .05,.66 .40 .05,.77 

     Compassion 61 4.33 0.45 72 4.13 0.58 .38 .09,.68 .47 .11,.85 
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     Politeness 63 4.01 0.5 75 3.84 0.52 .33 .04,.62 .39 .05,.75 

Neuroticism 53 3.14 0.44 67 3.14 0.46 .00 -.31,.31 .00 -.36,.36 

     Volatility  58 3.25 0.57 72 3.26 0.63 -.02 -.31,.27 -.02 -.38,.33 

     Withdrawal 58 3.06 0.38 76 3.02 0.44 .10 -.19,.39 .13 -.24,.50 

Extraversion 59 4.26 0.28 65 4.17 0.36 .28 -.02,.59 .37 -.03,.80 

     Assertiveness 63 5.06 0.44 72 4.82 0.5 .51 .22,.81 .66 .28,1.09 

     Enthusiasm 63 3.48 0.32 74 3.49 0.44 -.03 -.32,.26 -.04 -.45,.36 

Openness 54 4.16 0.38 71 3.86 0.56 .61 .30,.93 .71 .35,1.11 

     Intellect 60 4.59 0.46 78 4.42 0.54 .34 .05,.63 .47 .07,.90 

     Experiencing  58 3.7 0.44 76 3.27 0.69 .72 .42,1.04 1.03 .44,1.89 
Note. Personality is other-rated 50-item Big Five Aspect Scales ratings of politician videos. Aspects are indented and listed directly below their Big Five domain. 

Standardized mean differences (Cohenôs d) are calculated as Females ï Males. Corrected d is Cohenôs d corrected for measurement unreliability. BFAS 

reliability for corrections uses ICC (1, k) estimates. 
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Table 3.8  

Politician misconduct by gender 

 Total M 
Total 

SD 
Fem N 

Fem 

M 

Fem 

SD 

Male 

N 

Male 

M 

Male 

SD 

Odds 

Ratio 
90% CI d 90% CI 

Interpersonal Misconduct 
.34 .57 68 .32 .61 91 .35 .55 1.30 .69,2.48 -.05 -.32,.22 

 
Total 

Fem 

N 

Fem 

Count 

Male 

N  

Male 

Count 

Total 

Prop. 

Fem 

Prop. 

Male 

Prop.  

Odds 

Ratio 
90% CI 

 
 

    misuse of resources 20 68 8 91 12 .13 .12 .13 1.13 .68,1.89   

    discrimination 3 68 1 91 2 .02 .01 .02 -- --   

    int. incivility & aggression 29 68 13 91 16 .18 .19 .18 .89 .53,1.47   

    nepotism 1 68 0 91 1 .01 .00 .01 -- --   

 Total M 
Total 

SD 
Fem N 

Fem 

M 

Fem 

SD 

Male 

N 

Male 

M 

Male 

SD 

Odds 

Ratio 
90% CI d 90% CI 

Organizational Misconduct .35 .61 68 .37 .64 91 .33 .58 .96 .51,1.83 .07 -.20,.34 

 
Total 

Fem 

N 

Fem 

Count 

Male 

N  

Male 

Count 

Total 

Prop. 

Fem 

Prop. 

Male 

Prop.  

Odds 

Ratio 
90% CI 

 

 
 

    lying and brkng. agreements 15 68 6 91 9 .09 .09 .10 1.13 .68,1.89   

    misuse of power  28 68 12 91 16 .18 .18 .18 1 .60,1.66   

    misrep./manipulate info. 13 68 7 91 6 .08 .10 .07 .62 .37,1.02   

 Total M 
Total 

SD 
Fem N 

Fem 

M 

Fem 

SD 

Male 

N 

Male 

M 

Male 

SD 

Odds 

Ratio 
90% CI d 90% CI 

Self-gratifying Misconduct 
.13 .34 68 .10 .31 91 .15 .36 1.58 .64,4.14 -.15 -.42,.12 

 
Total 

Fem 

N 

Fem 

Count 

Male 

N  

Male 

Count 

Total 

Prop. 

Fem 

Prop. 

Male 

Prop.  

Odds 

Ratio 
90% CI 

 

 
 

    sexual harassment 2 68 1 91 1 .01 .01 .01 -- --   

    alcohol use  2 68 0 91 2 .01 .00 .02 -- --   

    condoning wrongdoing  17 68 6 91 11 .11 .09 .12 1.46 .87,2.45   
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 Total M 
Total 

SD 
Fem N 

Fem 

M 

Fem 

SD 

Male 

N 

Male 

M 

Male 

SD 

Odds 

Ratio 
90% CI   d 90% CI 

Total Misconduct .82 .99 68 .79 1.04 91 .84 .96 1.29 .72,2.30 -.05 -.32,.22 

Note. Misconduct facets were scored dichotomously (politician had or had not engaged in the behavior), and composites Interpersonal Misconduct, 

Organizational Misconduct, Self-gratifying Misconduct, and Total Misconduct were scored as sums of their respective facets.  Nepotism, sexual harassment, 

discrimination, and alcohol use base rates are too low to compare across subgroups. Bolded Cohenôs d values have 90% confidence intervals excluding zero. Int. 

incivility & aggression = interpersonal incivility & aggression; lying and brkng. agreements = lying and breaking agreements; misrep./manipulate info. = 

misrepresentation or manipulation of information. 
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Table 3.9  

Percent of missed votes by party and by gender 
 

Democrats Republicans  
  

 

Variable N M SD N M SD Cohenôs d 90% CI  

Perc. Missed Votes 71 3.73 3.29 67 2.05 1.72 .63 [.34,.93] 
 

Females Males 
 

  

 

Variable N M SD N M SD Cohenôs d 90% CI  

Perc. Missed Votes 58 3.52 3.22 80 2.47 2.32 .38 [.09,.68] 

Note. Percent of missed votes (Perc. Missed Votes) is averaged over all Congressional votes in the 113th and 114th congresses. Standardized mean difference 

(Cohenôs d) is uncorrected. 90% is 90% confidence interval for uncorrected d. 
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Table 3.10  

Standardized mean differences between personality ratings of Democratic and Republican politicians 

       

Personality ratings from Interviews 

 Democrats Republicans     

Variable N M SD N M SD d 90% CI 
corrected 

d 
90% CI 

Conscientiousness 74 4.79 0.3 70 4.81 0.28 -.07 -.35,.21 -.11 -.58,.34 

     Industriousness 77 4.9 0.37 71 4.86 0.36 .11 -.16,.39 .17 -.25,.61 

     Orderliness 76 4.67 0.34 72 4.75 0.29 -.25 -.53,.02 -.54 -1.26,.05 

Agreeableness 64 4.23 0.5 54 4.05 0.57 .34 .03,.66 .39 .03,.76 

     Compassion 72 4.36 0.53 61 4.13 0.64 .39 .10,.69 .46 .11,.82 

     Politeness 69 4.08 0.49 65 3.84 0.59 .44 .15,.74 .52 .17,.89 

Neuroticism 73 2.93 0.43 63 2.91 0.45 .05 -.24,.34 .06 -.30,.43 

     Volatility  76 2.92 0.54 67 3.03 0.65 -.19 -.47,.09 -.23 -.59,.11 

     Withdrawal 75 2.93 0.42 68 2.86 0.4 .17 -.11,.45 .24 -.15,.64 

Extraversion 70 4.32 0.31 63 4.27 0.31 .16 -.13,.45 .20 -.16,.57 

     Assertiveness 78 4.97 0.43 65 4.93 0.38 .10 -.18,.38 .14 -.25,.53 

     Enthusiasm 70 3.7 0.37 71 3.58 0.43 .30 .02,.59 .38 .02,.76 

Openness 70 4.12 0.4 62 3.93 0.53 .41 .12,.71 .50 .14,.88 

     Intellect 74 4.64 0.39 65 4.53 0.49 .25 -.03,.54 .35 -.05,.77 

     Experiencing  71 3.64 0.55 70 3.27 0.66 .61 .32,.91 .73 .38,1.12 

           

Personality ratings from Speeches 

 Democrats Republicans     

Variable N M SD N M SD d 90% CI 
corrected 

d 
90% CI 

Conscientiousness 75 4.77 0.34 68 4.75 0.29 .06 -.22,.34 .11 -.41,.64 

     Industriousness 75 4.87 0.44 68 4.86 0.35 .03 -.25,.31 .05 -.44,.55 

     Orderliness 76 4.69 0.34 69 4.59 0.44 .26 -.02,.54 .44 -.03,.97 

Agreeableness 63 4.11 0.55 60 4.01 0.47 .20 -.10,.51 .23 -.12,.59 

     Compassion 69 4.27 0.57 64 4.17 0.49 .19 -.10,.48 .23 -.12,.59 
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     Politeness 71 3.95 0.54 67 3.88 0.48 .14 -.14,.43 .17 -.17,.51 

Neuroticism 60 3.15 0.49 60 3.12 0.42 .07 -.23,.38 .08 -.28,.44 

     Volatility  66 3.27 0.68 64 3.25 0.51 .03 -.26,.32 .04 -.31,.39 

     Withdrawal 68 3.06 0.39 66 3.01 0.44 .12 -.17,.41 .15 -.21,.52 

Extraversion 66 4.2 0.36 58 4.23 0.29 -.09 -.39,.21 -.12 -.52,.28 

     Assertiveness 73 4.93 0.49 62 4.95 0.48 -.04 -.33,.25 -.05 -.42,.32 

     Enthusiasm 70 3.48 0.43 67 3.48 0.34 .00 -.29,.29 .00 -.40,.40 

Openness 66 4.04 0.48 59 3.92 0.54 .24 -.06,.54 .28 -.07,.63 

     Intellect 73 4.53 0.46 65 4.45 0.56 .16 -.12,.45 .22 -.17,.62 

     Experiencing  69 3.54 0.64 65 3.37 0.62 .27 -.02,.56 .31 -.02,.65 
Note. Personality is other-rated 50-item BFAS of politician videos. Aspects are indented and listed directly below their Big Five domain. Standardized mean 

differences (Cohenôs d) are calculated as Democrat - Republican. Corrected d is Cohenôs d corrected for unreliability. BFAS reliability uses ICC (1, k) estimates. 

90% CI = 90% confidence interval for estimate. 
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Table 3.11  

Politician misconduct by party 

 Total M 
Total 

SD 
Dem N 

Dem 

M 

Dem 

SD 

Rep 

N 

Rep 

M 

Rep 

SD 

Odds 

Ratio 
90% CI d 90% CI 

Interpersonal Misconduct 
.34 .57 82 .27 .50 77 .42 .64 1.66 .89,3.16 -.26 -.53,.004 

 
Total 

Dem 

N 

Dem 

Count 

Rep 

N  

Rep 

Count 

Total 

Prop. 

Dem 

Prop. 

Rep 

Prop.  

Odds 

Ratio 
90% CI 

 
 

    misuse of resources 20 82 8 77 12 .13 .10 .16 1.69 1.02,2.81   

    discrimination 3 82 0 77 3 .02 .00 .04 -- --   

    int. incivility & aggression 29 82 13 77 16 .18 .16 .21 1.38 .83,2.28   

    nepotism 1 82 1 77 0 .01 .01 .00 -- --   

 Total M 
Total 

SD 
Dem N 

Dem 

M 

Dem 

SD 

Rep 

N 

Rep 

M 

Rep 

SD 

Odds 

Ratio 
90% CI d 90% CI 

Organizational Misconduct .35 .61 82 .27 .55 77 .43 .66 1.78 .94,3.41 -.26 -.53,.004 

 
Total 

Dem 

N 

Dem 

Count 

Rep 

N  

Rep 

Count 

Total 

Prop. 

Dem 

Prop. 

Rep 

Prop.  

Odds 

Ratio 
90% CI 

 

 
 

    lying and brkng. agreements 15 82 4 77 11 .09 .05 .14 3.15 1.85,5.44   

    misuse of power  28 82 14 77 14 .18 .17 .18 1.08 .66,1.79   

    misrep./manipulate info. 13 82 4 77 9 .08 .05 .12 2.50 1.48,4.24   

 Total M 
Total 

SD 
Dem N 

Dem 

M 

Dem 

SD 

Rep 

N 

Rep 

M 

Rep 

SD 

Odds 

Ratio 
90% CI d 90% CI 

Self-gratifying Misconduct 
.13 .34 82 .10 .30 77 .17 .38 1.87 .77,4.71 -.21 -.48,.05 

 
Total 

Dem 

N 

Dem 

Count 

Rep 

N  

Rep 

Count 

Total 

Prop. 

Dem 

Prop. 

Rep 

Prop.  

Odds 

Ratio 
90% CI 

 

 
 

    sexual harassment 2 82 0 77 2 .01 .00 .03 -- --   

    alcohol use  2 82 1 77 1 .01 .01 .01 -- --   

    condoning wrongdoing  17 82 7 77 10 .11 .09 .13 1.62 .98,2.70   
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 Total M 
Total 

SD 
Dem N 

Dem 

M 

Dem 

SD 

Rep 

N 

Rep 

M 

Rep 

SD 

Odds 

Ratio 
90% CI   d 90% CI 

Total Misconduct 
.82 .99 82 .63 .96 77 1.01 .99 2.64 .22,.65 -0.39 -.66,-.12 

Note. Misconduct facets were scored dichotomously (politician had or had not engaged in the behavior), and composites Interpersonal Misconduct, 

Organizational Misconduct, Self-gratifying Misconduct, and Total Misconduct were scored as sums of their respective facets.  Nepotism, sexual harassment, 

discrimination, and alcohol use base rates are too low to compare across subgroups. Bolded standardized mean difference (Cohenôs d) values have 90% 

confidence intervals excluding zero. Int. incivility & aggression = interpersonal incivility & aggression; lying and brkng. agreements = lying and breaking 

agreements; misrep./manipulate info. = misrepresentation or manipulation of information. 
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Table 3.12  

Correlations between other-rated personality and party loyalty within party 

Trait - Interviews 
Party loyalty 

(Democrats) 

Party loyalty 

(Republicans) 

Conscientiousness -.12 -.31,.08 -.17 -.36,.04 

     Industriousness -.07 -.26,.13 -.19 -.38,.02 

     Orderliness -.10 -.29,.09 -.08 -.28,.13 

Agreeableness .13 -.09,.33 -.12 -.35,.11 

     Compassion .08 -.12,.28 -.18 -.38,.04 

     Politeness .13 -.08,.32 -.28 -.46,-.07 

Neuroticism .05 -.15,.24 .23 .010,.42 

     Volatility  -.04 -.23,.16 .11 -.10,.32 

     Withdrawal .16 -.04,.34 .34 .15,.52 

Extraversion -.02 -.22,.18 -.29 -.48,-.08 

     Assertiveness .04 -.16,.23 -.21 -.41,.00 

     Enthusiasm -.04 -.24,.16 -.22 -.41,-.02 

Openness -.04 -.24,.17 -.23 -.43,-.01 

     Intellect -.05 -.25,.15 -.19 -.39,.03 

     Experiencing  .03 -.17,.23 -.26 -.44,-.06 

Trait - Speeches 
Party loyalty 

(Democrats) 

Party loyalty 

(Republicans) 

Conscientiousness -.12 -.31,.07 -.23 -.42,-.02 

     Industriousness -.05 -.25,.15 -.25 -.43,-.04 

     Orderliness -.13 -.32,.07 .09 -.12,.29 

Agreeableness .11 -.11,.32 -.02 -.24,.20 

     Compassion .16 -.04,.36 -.14 -.34,.08 

     Politeness .17 -.03,.36 -.01 -.22,.20 

Neuroticism .19 -.03,.40 -.09 -.31,.13 

     Volatility  .09 -.12,.29 -.16 -.37,.05 

     Withdrawal .28 .08,.46 .04 -.18,.25 

Extraversion -.08 -.29,.13 -.21 -.42,.02 

     Assertiveness -.14 -.33,.06 -.22 -.42,.00 

     Enthusiasm -.01 -.21,.20 .05 -.16,.26 

Openness .14 -.07,.34 .04 -.18,.26 

     Intellect .07 -.13,.27 -.04 -.26,.17 

     Experiencing  .12 -.08,.32 .09 -.12,.30 

Note. Traits are other-ratings from politician videos using 50-item BFAS. Trait aspects are indented and 

listed directly below their respective Big Five domain. 90% confidence intervals are in column the right of 

the correlation coefficients. Bolded values have 90% confidence intervals that exclude zero. 
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Table 3.13a  

Correlations between other-rated personality from interviews and politician misconduct 

trait gender party age tenure 
part. 

ext. 

leg. 

lead. 
votes avoid.  

Int. 

Mis. 

Org. 

Mis. 

S.G. 

Mis. 

Total 

Mis. 

Conscientiousness 
.26 -.07 -.12 -.24 -.33 -.28 -.07 .00 -.05 -.12 .02 -.10 

.03,.48 -.30,.16 -.35,.11 -.47,-.01 -.55,-.10 -.50,-.05 -.30,.16 -.23,.23 -.28,.18 -.35,.11 -.22,.25 -.33,.13 

    Industriousness 
.18 .10 -.15 -.18 -.20 -.25 .07 -.12 -.13 -.12 .00 -.15 

-.04,.40 -.12,.32 -.37,.07 -.40,.04 -.42,.02 -.46,-.03 -.16,.29 -.34,.11 -.35,.09 -.34,.11 -.22,.22 -.37,.07 

    Orderliness 
.18 -.26 -.11 -.15 -.33 -.20 -.29 .04 .07 -.11 .02 -.02 

-.06,.42 -.49,-.01 -.35,.14 -.39,.10 -.56,-.09 -.44,.04 -.52,-.05 -.21,.28 -.17,.32 -.35,.14 -.23,.26 -.26,.23 

Agreeableness 
.23 .21 -.12 -.15 -.04 .00 .22 -.04 .01 -.11 .02 -.05 

.07,.38 .05,.36 -.28,.04 -.30,.02 -.20,.13 -.16,.16 .06,.37 -.20,.13 -.15,.17 -.27,.05 -.14,.19 -.21,.11 

    Compassion 
.24 .23 -.07 -.05 .04 .05 .12 .00 .00 -.05 .02 -.01 

.08,.39 .07,.37 -.23,.09 -.20,.11 -.12,.19 -.11,.20 -.04,.27 -.16,.16 -.16,.16 -.20,.11 -.14,.18 -.17,.15 

    Politeness 
.20 .25 -.07 -.05 -.07 .01 .22 .03 -.02 -.10 .07 -.06 

.04,.34 .10,.39 -.22,.08 -.20,.11 -.22,.08 -.14,.16 .07,.36 -.12,.19 -.18,.13 -.25,.05 -.08,.22 -.21,.10 

Neuroticism 
.01 .02 .15 .13 .17 .18 .04 -.04 -.07 .11 .00 .01 

-.15,.17 -.14,.18 0,.31 -.03,.28 .01,.32 .02,.33 -.12,.19 -.19,.12 -.23,.09 -.05,.26 -.16,.16 -.15,.17 

    Volatility  
.01 -.11 .04 -.03 .06 .06 -.05 -.06 -.06 .09 -.09 -.03 

-.16,.18 -.28,.06 -.13,.21 -.19,.14 -.11,.23 -.11,.23 -.22,.12 -.23,.11 -.23,.11 -.08,.25 -.25,.08 -.19,.14 

    Withdrawal 
-.01 .09 .23 .29 .23 .22 .12 .04 -.09 .07 .08 .01 

-.17,.14 -.06,.25 .08,.38 .14,.43 .08,.38 .07,.37 -.04,.27 -.12,.19 -.25,.06 -.09,.22 -.08,.24 -.14,.17 

Extraversion 
.24 .11 -.23 -.20 -.06 -.22 .11 -.09 -.08 -.06 -.10 -.13 

.07,.40 -.06,.28 -.39,-.06 -.36,-.03 -.23,.11 -.38,-.05 -.06,.28 -.26,.08 -.24,.09 -.23,.11 -.27,.07 -.29,.04 

    Assertiveness 
.24 .07 -.25 -.28 .01 -.34 .06 -.18 -.11 .00 -.14 -.11 

.05,.42 -.12,.26 -.43,-.07 -.45,-.10 -.17,.20 -.51,-.15 -.13,.24 -.36,0 -.30,.08 -.19,.19 -.32,.05 -.30,.08 

    Enthusiasm 
.12 .21 -.11 -.03 -.09 .01 .14 .01 .00 -.08 .00 -.05 

-.06,.29 .04,.38 -.28,.07 -.20,.15 -.26,.08 -.16,.19 -.03,.32 -.16,.19 -.18,.18 -.25,.10 -.18,.18 -.23,.12 

Openness 
.45 .27 .01 -.04 -.10 -.20 .18 -.01 -.07 -.10 .10 -.05 

.28,.60 .09,.44 -.17,.20 -.22,.14 -.27,.09 -.38,-.02 0,.35 -.20,.17 -.25,.11 -.27,.09 -.09,.27 -.23,.13 

    Intellect 
.26 .14 -.09 -.11 -.14 -.24 .06 .00 -.09 .01 .06 -.02 

.11,.40 -.02,.28 -.24,.06 -.26,.04 -.28,.02 -.38,-.09 -.10,.21 -.15,.15 -.24,.06 -.14,.16 -.10,.21 -.17,.13 
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    Experiencing 
.42 .34 .09 .10 .02 -.01 .23 -.05 .00 -.08 .08 -.02 

.29,.55 .2,.48 -.06,.24 -.05,.25 -.13,.18 -.16,.14 .08,.37 -.2,.11 -.15,.15 -.23,.07 -.07,.23 -.18,.13 

Note. Personality was measured using the 50-item other-rater version of the Big Five Aspect Scales. Trait aspects are indented and listed directly below their 

respective Big Five domain. Correlations are corrected for unreliability (ICC (1, K)) in personality. Bolded values have 90% confidence intervals excluding zero. 

90% confidence intervals for the corrected correlations are below each estimate. Part. ext. = partisan extremism; leg. lead. = legislative leadership; votes = 

percentage of missed votes; avoid. = avoidance behavior; Int. Mis = Interpersonal Misconduct; Org. Mis. = Organizational Misconduct; S. G. Mis. = Self-

gratifying Misconduct; Total Mis. = Total Misconduct. 
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Table 3.13b  

Correlations between other-rated personality from interviews and misconduct facets 

trait lying nepotism incivility  
misuse 

power 

misuse 

resources 
misrep. 

sex. 

harass. 
discrim.  

alcohol 

use 

condone 

wrong, 

Conscientiousness 
-.09 .12 -.19 -.05 .09 -.09 -.02 .02 -.07 .05 

-.32,.15 -.11,.35 -.42,.04 -.28,.18 -.15,.32 -.32,.15 -.25,.22 -.22,.25 -.3,.16 -.18,.28 

    Industriousness 
-.18 .20 -.20 .05 .02 -.13 .02 -.12 -.03 .02 

-.4,.04 -.02,.42 -.42,.02 -.17,.27 -.21,.24 -.35,.09 -.21,.24 -.34,.11 -.26,.19 -.21,.24 

    Orderliness 
.09 -.02 -.07 -.15 .07 -.07 -.04 .18 -.07 .05 

-.15,.33 -.26,.23 -.32,.17 -.39,.1 -.17,.32 -.32,.17 -.28,.21 -.06,.42 -.32,.17 -.19,.3 

Agreeableness 
-.22 .17 -.10 .05 .15 -.12 .05 -.12 -.07 .04 

-.37,-.06 .01,.33 -.26,.07 -.11,.21 -.02,.3 -.28,.04 -.11,.21 -.28,.04 -.23,.09 -.13,.2 

    Compassion 
-.18 .13 -.11 .08 .14 -.06 .05 -.13 -.07 .04 

-.33,-.02 -.03,.28 -.26,.05 -.08,.24 -.02,.3 -.22,.1 -.11,.2 -.28,.03 -.23,.09 -.12,.19 

    Politeness 
-.18 .16 -.07 .03 .05 -.07 .07 -.12 -.03 .06 

-.33,-.03 .01,.31 -.22,.08 -.12,.19 -.11,.2 -.22,.08 -.08,.22 -.26,.04 -.19,.12 -.1,.21 

Neuroticism 
.15 -.20 .13 .00 -.24 .06 -.18 .05 .06 .04 

0,.31 -.35,-.04 -.03,.28 -.16,.16 -.39,-.08 -.1,.22 -.33,-.02 -.11,.2 -.1,.22 -.12,.19 

    Volatility  
.10 -.15 .11 .03 -.23 .04 -.19 .04 .01 -.04 

-.07,.27 -.31,.02 -.06,.28 -.14,.19 -.39,-.06 -.13,.21 -.35,-.02 -.13,.21 -.16,.18 -.21,.13 

    Withdrawal 
.14 -.21 .06 -.07 -.19 .08 -.13 .02 .09 .09 

-.02,.29 -.36,-.06 -.1,.21 -.22,.09 -.34,-.03 -.08,.24 -.28,.03 -.13,.18 -.06,.25 -.06,.25 

Extraversion 
-.13 .20 -.09 .11 .01 -.19 -.04 -.18 .04 -.11 

-.29,.04 .03,.36 -.26,.08 -.06,.28 -.16,.18 -.35,-.02 -.21,.13 -.34,-.01 -.13,.21 -.28,.06 

    Assertiveness 
.01 .11 -.03 .07 -.17 -.10 -.14 -.08 .06 -.13 

-.17,.2 -.08,.30 -.21,.16 -.12,.26 -.35,.02 -.28,.09 -.32,.05 -.27,.1 -.13,.24 -.31,.06 

    Enthusiasm 
-.18 .21 -.09 .12 .18 -.18 .09 -.20 .01 -.04 

-.35,-.01 .04,.38 -.26,.08 -.06,.29 .01,.35 -.35,-.01 -.08,.26 -.36,-.02 -.16,.19 -.21,.14 

Openness 
-.25 .16 -.11 .04 .07 -.04 .14 -.11 -.08 .08 

-.42,-.06 -.02,.34 -.29,.07 -.14,.22 -.11,.25 -.22,.14 -.05,.31 -.29,.07 -.26,.1 -.1,.26 

    Intellect 
-.09 .09 -.15 .05 .07 .02 .09 -.08 -.03 .05 

-.24,.06 -.06,.24 -.3,0 -.11,.2 -.08,.22 -.13,.17 -.06,.24 -.23,.07 -.19,.12 -.11,.2 
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    Experiencing 
-.23 .14 -.02 .05 .06 -.05 .12 -.07 -.07 .07 

-.37,-.08 -.02,.29 -.18,.13 -.11,.2 -.1,.21 -.2,.11 -.04,.26 -.22,.08 -.22,.08 -.08,.22 

Note. Personality was measured using the 50-item other-rater version of the Big Five Aspect Scales. Trait aspects are indented and listed directly below their 

respective Big Five domain. Correlations are corrected for unreliability (ICC (1, K)) in personality. Bolded values have 90% confidence intervals excluding zero. 

90% confidence intervals for the corrected correlations are below each estimate. Lying = lying and breaking agreements; incivility = interpersonal incivility and 

aggression; misrep. = misrepresentation and manipulation of information; sex. harass. = sexual harassment; discrim. = discrimination; condone wrong. = condone 

wrongdoing of others. 
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Table 3.14a  

Correlations between other-rated personality from speeches and politician misconduct 

trait gender party age tenure 
part. 

ext. 

leg. 

lead. 
votes avoid.  

Int. 

Mis. 

Org. 

Mis. 

S.G. 

Mis. 

Total 

Mis. 

Conscientiousness 
.48 .05 .15 -.04 -.18 .16 -.09 .26 .15 .05 .09 .15 

.24,.69 -.19,.30 -.10,.39 -.28,.21 -.42,.06 -.08,.40 -.33,.15 .01,.49 -.10,.39 -.19,.30 -.15,.33 -.10,.39 

    Industriousness 
.35 .02 .00 -.12 -.19 .07 -.05 .31 .26 .03 .21 .24 

.12,.57 -.22,.25 -.23,.23 -.35,.11 -.42,.04 -.16,.30 -.28,.18 .08,.53 .03,.48 -.20,.27 -.02,.43 .01,.47 

    Orderliness 
.42 .20 .20 .17 .07 .22 -.03 .03 -.05 .10 -.02 .03 

.20,.62 -.02,.42 -.02,.42 -.06,.38 -.16,.29 -.01,.43 -.26,.19 -.19,.26 -.27,.17 -.12,.32 -.24,.21 -.19,.26 

Agreeableness 
.21 .12 -.13 -.03 .07 -.16 .02 .07 .05 -.08 .15 .02 

.05,.35 -.04,.26 -.28,.03 -.19,.12 -.08,.22 -.31,-.01 -.13,.18 -.08,.22 -.11,.20 -.23,.07 0,.3 -.13,.18 

    Compassion 
.23 .12 -.16 -.01 .00 -.22 .05 .15 -.07 -.11 .18 -.05 

.07,.38 -.04,.28 -.31,0 -.17,.15 -.16,.16 -.37,-.06 -.11,.21 -.02,.30 -.23,.09 -.27,.05 .02,.34 -.21,.11 

    Politeness 
.19 .08 -.02 -.01 .09 -.20 -.02 .14 .01 -.09 .14 -.01 

.03,.34 -.08,.24 -.18,.14 -.17,.15 -.06,.25 -.35,-.04 -.18,.14 -.02,.30 -.15,.17 -.25,.06 -.02,.30 -.17,.15 

Neuroticism 
.00 .04 .15 .05 .20 .15 .15 -.02 -.18 .14 -.25 -.09 

-.16,.16 -.12,.19 0,.30 -.11,.20 .04,.35 0,.03 0,.30 -.18,.13 -.33,-.02 -.02,.29 -.39,-.09 -.25,.06 

    Volatility  
-.01 .02 .08 .00 .11 .08 .21 .02 -.07 .13 -.14 .00 

-.17,.15 -.14,.18 -.08,.24 -.16,.16 -.05,.26 -.08,.24 .06,.36 -.14,.18 -.23,.09 -.03,.28 -.30,.02 -.16,.16 

    Withdrawal 
.06 .08 .15 .03 .28 .13 .01 -.08 -.21 .05 -.29 -.19 

-.11,.23 -.09,.24 -.02,.31 -.14,.19 .11,.43 -.04,.29 -.16,.18 -.24,.09 -.37,-.05 -.12,.22 -.44,-.13 -.35,-.02 

Extraversion 
.18 -.07 .03 .04 -.04 .01 .09 .01 -.01 .14 .21 .16 

.01,.35 -.24,.11 -.15,.20 -.14,.21 -.21,.14 -.16,.19 -.08,.26 -.16,.19 -.19,.16 -.03,.32 .04,.38 -.02,.33 

    Assertiveness 
.32 -.03 .11 -.04 -.04 .18 .17 .01 .05 .15 .10 .17 

.15,.47 -.19,.14 -.06,.28 -.21,.13 -.21,.13 .01,.34 0,.33 -.16,.18 -.12,.22 -.02,.32 -.07,.27 0,.33 

    Enthusiasm 
-.01 .00 -.15 .11 .04 -.24 -.11 .07 -.14 .00 .20 -.01 

-.20,.17 -.19,.19 -.34,.03 -.08,.30 -.15,.23 -.42,-.05 -.30,.08 -.12,.26 -.32,.05 -.19,.19 .01,.38 -.20,.17 

Openness 
.34 .14 -.08 .07 .12 -.01 .10 .10 -.10 .01 .23 .03 

.20,.48 -.02,.29 -.23,.07 -.08,.22 -.04,.26 -.16,.14 -.05,.25 -.05,.25 -.25,.05 -.14,.16 .08,.37 -.12,.19 

    Intellect 
.22 .11 .00 .04 .05 .12 .01 .07 -.14 -.01 .15 -.03 

.04,.39 -.07,.29 -.18,.18 -.14,.22 -.13,.23 -.06,.30 -.17,.20 -.11,.25 -.31,.05 -.20,.17 -.03,.33 -.21,.15 
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    Experiencing 
.39 .15 -.07 .02 .13 -.14 .13 .08 -.09 -.06 .22 -.01 

.25,.52 0,.30 -.22,.08 -.13,.17 -.03,.27 -.28,.02 -.03,.27 -.07,.23 -.24,.06 -.21,.10 .07,.36 -.16,.14 

Note. Personality was measured using the 50-item other-rater version of the Big Five Aspect Scales. Trait aspects are indented and listed directly below their 

respective Big Five domain. Correlations are corrected for unreliability (ICC (1, K)) in personality. Bolded values have 90% confidence intervals excluding zero. 

90% confidence intervals for the corrected correlations are below each estimate. Part. ext. = partisan extremism; leg. lead. = legislative leadership; votes = 

percentage of missed votes; avoid. = avoidance behavior; Int. Mis = Interpersonal Misconduct; Org. Mis. = Organizational Misconduct; S. G. Mis. = Self-

gratifying Misconduct; Total Mis. = Total Misconduct. 
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Table 3.14b 

Correlations between other-rated personality from speeches and misconduct facets 

trait lying nepotism incivility  
misuse 

power 

misuse 

resources 
misrep. 

sex. 

harass. 
discrim.  

alcohol 

use 

condone 

wrong, 

Conscientiousness 
.05 -.04 .15 .04 .13 .04 .24 -.11 -.13 .05 

-.19,.3 -.28,.21 -.1,.39 -.21,.28 -.12,.37 -.21,.28 -.01,.47 -.35,.14 -.37,.12 -.19,.3 

    Industriousness 
-.02 .02 .23 .07 .26 -.02 .35 -.17 .00 .10 

-.25,.22 -.22,.25 -.01,.45 -.16,.3 .03,.48 -.25,.22 .12,.57 -.4,.06 -.23,.23 -.13,.33 

    Orderliness 
.12 -.07 -.12 .03 .02 .08 .03 .03 -.17 .03 

-.11,.34 -.29,.16 -.34,.11 -.19,.26 -.21,.24 -.14,.3 -.19,.26 -.19,.26 -.38,.06 -.19,.26 

Agreeableness 
-.15 .05 .08 -.01 .10 -.06 .23 -.25 .06 .06 
-.3,0 -.11,.2 -.07,.23 -.16,.14 -.05,.25 -.21,.1 .08,.37 -.39,-.1 -.1,.21 -.1,.21 

    Compassion 
-.15 .05 -.02 -.01 .08 -.11 .24 -.36 .07 .07 

-.3,.02 -.11,.21 -.19,.14 -.17,.15 -.08,.24 -.27,.05 .08,.39 -.51,-.21 -.09,.23 -.09,.23 

    Politeness 
-.11 .05 .06 -.09 .05 -.01 .19 -.21 .02 .07 

-.26,.05 -.11,.2 -.1,.22 -.25,.06 -.11,.2 -.17,.15 .03,.34 -.36,-.06 -.14,.18 -.09,.23 

Neuroticism 
.13 -.13 -.01 .07 -.23 .11 -.11 NA -.06 -.21 

-.03,.28 -.28,.03 -.17,.14 -.09,.22 -.38,-.08 -.05,.26 -.26,.05 -- -.21,.1 -.36,-.06 

    Volatility  
.11 -.11 .08 .08 -.23 .09 -.07 .08 .07 -.15 

-.05,.26 -.26,.05 -.08,.24 -.08,.24 -.37,-.07 -.06,.25 -.23,.09 -.08,.24 -.09,.23 -.31,0 

    Withdrawal 
.08 -.14 -.16 .01 -.14 .05 -.14 -.01 -.15 -.23 

-.09,.24 -.3,.03 -.33,0 -.16,.18 -.3,.03 -.12,.22 -.3,.03 -.18,.16 -.31,.02 -.39,-.06 

Extraversion 
.08 .01 .00 .11 -.03 .09 .13 .01 .13 .14 

-.1,.25 -.16,.19 -.18,.18 -.07,.28 -.2,.15 -.08,.26 -.04,.3 -.16,.19 -.04,.3 -.03,.32 

    Assertiveness 
.09 -.05 .00 .11 .03 .13 .06 .11 .01 .09 

-.08,.26 -.22,.12 -.17,.17 -.06,.28 -.14,.19 -.04,.29 -.11,.23 -.06,.28 -.16,.18 -.08,.26 

    Enthusiasm 
.03 .08 -.07 -.04 -.11 -.01 .14 -.15 .11 .13 

-.16,.21 -.1,.27 -.26,.12 -.23,.15 -.3,.08 -.2,.17 -.05,.32 -.34,.03 -.08,.3 -.06,.31 

Openness 
-.05 .09 -.14 .01 .05 .02 .20 -.14 .05 .16 

-.2,.11 -.06,.24 -.29,.02 -.14,.16 -.11,.2 -.13,.18 .04,.34 -.29,.02 -.11,.2 .01,.31 

    Intellect 
.03 .04 -.18 .00 .05 -.11 .14 -.10 .14 .07 

-.15,.21 -.14,.22 -.35,0 -.18,.18 -.13,.23 -.29,.07 -.05,.31 -.27,.09 -.05,.31 -.11,.25 
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    Experiencing 
-.13 .11 -.10 -.03 .02 .02 .23 -.16 -.02 .16 

-.27,.03 -.04,.26 -.25,.05 -.19,.12 -.13,.17 -.13,.17 .08,.37 -.31,-.01 -.17,.13 .01,.31 

Note. Personality was measured using the 50-item other-rater version of the Big Five Aspect Scales. Trait aspects are indented and listed directly below their 

respective Big Five domain. Correlations are corrected for unreliability (ICC (1, K)) in personality. Bolded values have 90% confidence intervals excluding zero. 

90% confidence intervals for the corrected correlations are below each estimate. Lying = lying and breaking agreements; incivility = interpersonal incivility and 

aggression; misrep. = misrepresentation and manipulation of information; sex. harass. = sexual harassment; discrim. = discrimination; condone wrong. = condone 

wrongdoing of others. 
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Table 3.15 

Correlations between partisan extremism and politician misconduct 

 

 

Partisan 

Extremism 90% CI 

Percent of missed votes .29 .16,.42 

Avoidance -.12 -.25,.01 

Lying and breaking agreements .02 -.11,.16 

Misuse of power in the organization -.01 -.15,.13 

Misrepresentation manipulation of information -.03 -.16,.11 

Misuse of resources -.06 -.19,.08 

Discrimination .01 -.12,.15 

Interpersonal incivility and aggression -.03 -.17,.10 

Nepotism NA NA 

Sexual harassment -.06 -.20,.07 

Alcohol use .24 .11,.36 

Condone wrongdoing of others .08 -.06,.21 

Interpersonal misconduct -.05 -.19,.08 

Organizational misconduct -.01 -.15,.12 

Self-gratifying misconduct .14 .01,.27 

Total misconduct .01 -.12,.15 
Note. Partisan extremism was calculated as the absolute distance from the middle Ideology score, explained 

in the Method section. 90% confidence intervals (90% CI) are presented next to correlation coefficients. 

Bolded correlations have 90% confidence intervals that exclude zero. Nepotism correlation was not 

calculated because there was no variance in the variable after listwise deletion for the correlation with 

partisan extremism.  



304 

 

 

Table 3.16 

Politician performance - party and gender standardized mean differences 

Legislative leadership 

 N M SD 

Cohenôs 

d 90% CI 

Total 112 .51 .17   
Female 48 .53 .18   
Male 64 .50 .17 .17 [-.15,.49] 

Democrat 61 .47 .16   
Republican 51 .56 .18 -.53 [-.87,-.21] 

 

Partisan extremism 

 N M SD 

Cohenôs 

d 90% CI 

Total 149 .88 .41   

Female 64 .97 .40   
Male 85 .81 .40 .40 [.12,.69] 

Democrat 79 .97 .45   
Republican 70 .78 .34 .47 [.19,.76] 

Note. Legislative leadership is from GovTrack.us leadership score, indicating legislator influence in getting 

others to cosign and support their legislation. Partisan extremism is the Ideology score (standardized) from 

GovTrack.us and the absolute difference from zero is used as the index of partisan extremism, or the extent 

to which legislators cosign bills with members of the other party. Bolded values have 90% confidence 

intervals (90% CI) excluding zero.  

  



305 

 

 

 

Table 3.17  

Observed correlations between other-rated politician BFAS and text-inferred politician 

personality  

Interviews 
C In Or A Co Po N Vo Wd E As En O Int Exp 

CONSC -.07 -.09 .00 -.18 -.14 -.20 .12 .15 .09 -.18 -.06 -.19 -.19 -.20 -.20 

Achieve .24 .22 .19 .20 .20 .17 -.19 -.09 -.24 .21 .17 .11 .30 .24 .21 

Cautious -.03 -.11 .00 -.17 -.15 -.11 .14 .17 .10 -.10 -.10 -.10 .02 -.05 -.04 

Dutiful .02 -.06 .06 -.15 -.20 -.10 .01 .12 -.05 -.06 -.09 -.05 -.07 -.08 -.13 

Order -.05 -.13 .09 -.14 -.08 -.16 .14 .10 .16 -.23 -.07 -.30 -.07 -.06 -.11 

Self-disc .13 .07 .14 .02 .06 -.05 -.01 .09 -.08 .04 .09 -.06 .14 .13 .03 

Self-eff .14 .12 .17 .00 .03 -.03 .01 .05 -.07 .06 .13 -.04 .05 .12 .00 

AGREE .15 .21 .03 .24 .24 .18 -.29 -.23 -.27 .19 .11 .19 .25 .15 .26 

Altruism .11 .16 .08 .14 .12 .19 -.19 -.15 -.21 .11 .07 .15 .10 -.01 .18 

Coop. .07 .07 .01 .09 .04 .10 -.13 -.08 -.10 .01 -.05 .03 .16 .08 .08 

Straight. .06 .04 .04 .00 .07 .00 -.03 .04 -.07 .09 .18 -.07 .17 .12 .12 

Sympathy .01 .12 -.02 .13 .15 .17 -.22 -.15 -.25 .07 .01 .14 .09 -.04 .15 

Trust .14 .16 .11 .15 .09 .13 -.19 -.13 -.22 .08 -.03 .14 .09 .07 .04 

Modesty -.06 -.12 -.03 -.17 -.10 -.09 .07 .09 .06 -.07 -.03 -.05 -.01 -.08 .00 

NEUROT -.09 -.07 -.07 -.12 -.13 -.18 .23 .22 .21 -.13 -.06 -.12 -.16 -.13 -.14 

Stress .00 .05 -.10 .15 .12 .18 -.18 -.19 -.12 .14 -.03 .26 .12 .05 .19 

Self_con. -.10 -.11 -.13 -.13 -.13 -.03 .10 .03 .17 -.05 -.12 .05 -.06 -.03 -.02 

Impulsive .00 .02 -.06 .16 .08 .17 -.14 -.12 -.12 .11 -.03 .18 .05 .03 .07 

Melan. -.05 -.04 -.06 .01 .02 .08 -.04 -.13 .06 -.01 -.11 .11 -.03 -.02 .03 

Worry -.01 .04 -.08 .12 .11 .16 -.17 -.20 -.11 .11 -.06 .25 .09 .04 .18 

Fiery .06 .05 .04 .21 .16 .19 -.08 -.16 .02 .06 -.02 .15 .07 .10 .12 

EXTRAV .16 .23 .10 .41 .35 .32 -.25 -.26 -.19 .21 .09 .23 .28 .19 .29 

Activity  .22 .23 .16 .28 .24 .25 -.19 -.14 -.19 .18 .16 .12 .26 .19 .20 

Assertive .14 .11 .17 .07 .07 .05 .03 .05 -.02 .04 .17 -.09 .02 .07 -.01 

Cheerful .21 .28 .10 .25 .16 .16 -.27 -.13 -.37 .25 .20 .18 .20 .10 .20 

Excite. .09 .11 .08 -.02 .01 -.02 -.08 -.06 -.14 .05 .09 .03 -.03 .02 .00 

Warmth .18 .21 .15 .22 .16 .14 -.13 -.09 -.16 .14 .08 .12 .09 .09 .04 

Gregar. .03 .13 -.03 .16 .14 .09 -.14 -.08 -.20 .10 .14 .05 .05 .01 .06 

OPEN -.06 -.08 .00 .08 .01 .12 .00 -.09 .15 -.12 -.21 .00 -.04 -.08 .01 

Advent. .19 .16 .18 .16 .16 .12 -.15 -.12 -.13 .07 .13 -.04 .22 .26 .10 

Artistic .10 .15 .02 .20 .15 .22 -.16 -.19 -.06 .02 -.04 .07 .17 .05 .22 

Emotion. .09 .11 .04 .26 .19 .31 -.18 -.20 -.12 .07 .01 .12 .15 .06 .23 

Imagin. .04 .08 .02 .10 .05 .18 -.12 -.19 -.06 .01 -.04 .07 .06 .02 .12 

Intellect -.09 -.13 -.09 -.11 -.14 -.04 -.04 -.03 .05 -.18 -.14 -.15 -.16 -.10 -.20 

Auth-chal .08 .12 .01 .28 .25 .28 -.14 -.22 -.03 .10 -.05 .19 .21 .18 .21 

Note. NLP text-inferred personality facets are on the rows and BFAS traits are on the columns. Bolded values have 

90% confidence intervals that exclude zero. Abbreviations for variables on the rows: Self-disc. = Self-discipline, Self-
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eff = Self-efficacy, Coop. = Cooperation, Straight. = Straightforward, Self-con = Self-consciousness, Melan. = 

Melancholy, Excite. = Excitement, Gregar. = Gregarious, Advent. = Adventurous, Emotion. = Emotionality, Imagin. = 

Imagination, Auth-chal = Authority challenging. Abbreviations for variables on the columns: C = BFAS 

Conscientiousness, In = Industriousness aspect, Or = Orderliness aspect, A = BFAS Agreeableness, Co = Compassion 

aspect, Po = Politeness aspect, N = BFAS Neuroticism, Vo = Volatility aspect, Wd = Withdrawal aspect, E = BFAS 

Extraversion, As = Assertiveness aspect, En = Enthusiasm aspect, O = BFAS Openness, Int = Intellect aspect, Exp = 

Experiencing aspect. 
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Speeches 
C In Or A Co Po N Vo Wd E As En O Int Exp 

CONSC .07 .05 .02 -.05 -.11 -.05 -.06 -.01 -.06 .08 .14 -.05 -.06 .08 -.10 

Achieve .06 .09 .02 .18 .08 .08 -.14 -.14 -.07 -.05 -.02 -.05 .02 .10 .00 

Cautious .04 .10 -.06 .01 -.04 -.01 -.10 -.08 -.08 .01 .03 -.04 .05 .03 .06 

Dutiful .06 .05 .01 .00 -.04 -.03 .03 .10 -.11 .06 .09 -.04 -.11 .02 -.11 

Order .00 -.05 .06 -.10 -.18 -.11 -.06 -.08 -.01 -.17 -.05 -.24 -.02 .02 -.07 

Self-disc .10 .07 .05 -.02 -.08 -.04 -.10 -.06 -.06 -.05 .07 -.19 -.09 .05 -.17 

Self-eff .00 -.11 .11 -.07 -.13 -.04 .05 .01 .12 -.20 -.08 -.25 -.15 -.04 -.16 

AGREE .09 .14 .01 .22 .19 .12 -.11 -.06 -.16 .23 .14 .29 .14 .12 .13 

Altruism .06 .13 -.05 .25 .25 .19 -.02 .03 -.09 .16 .06 .22 .14 .14 .13 

Coop. .06 .10 .02 .11 .06 .02 -.09 -.05 -.18 .09 .09 .06 .11 .11 .09 

Straight. .07 .14 -.07 .11 .14 .05 -.01 .04 -.12 .29 .21 .19 .16 .14 .15 

Sympathy .01 .09 -.13 .20 .16 .16 .06 .07 .03 .09 -.01 .13 .08 .07 .08 

Trust .06 .04 .09 .08 .00 .03 -.10 -.08 -.09 -.10 -.09 -.05 -.08 -.03 -.10 

Modesty .07 .10 -.01 .20 .17 .15 .06 .05 .04 .14 .06 .20 .07 .04 .12 

NEUROT .01 -.05 .03 -.14 -.22 -.11 .12 .10 .12 -.10 -.04 -.16 -.09 -.05 -.12 

Stress -.02 .00 -.02 .07 .11 .04 .07 .04 .06 .03 -.01 .10 .03 -.03 .07 

Self_con. -.02 -.02 .00 -.02 .01 .00 .11 .05 .11 .01 .00 .02 .07 .02 .10 

Impulsive -.08 -.03 -.11 .01 .14 .03 -.03 -.02 -.07 .19 .04 .28 .07 .01 .09 

Melan. -.05 -.05 .00 .03 .05 .07 .13 .04 .18 -.03 -.05 .05 .09 -.02 .16 

Worry -.02 -.01 .00 .08 .10 .07 .05 .01 .06 .03 -.01 .09 .09 .04 .10 

Fiery -.05 -.07 .04 .01 .00 .03 .05 -.02 .13 -.04 -.05 .01 -.01 -.02 -.01 

EXTRAV .07 .04 .09 .02 -.03 .01 -.19 -.16 -.13 -.13 -.09 -.04 .02 .01 -.02 

Activity  .10 .14 .03 .15 .09 .12 -.12 -.10 -.09 -.01 .00 -.03 -.02 .01 -.04 

Assertive .03 .04 .00 .10 .06 .12 -.13 -.12 -.05 -.04 -.02 -.04 -.01 .06 -.04 

Cheerful .07 .06 .05 .07 .07 .01 -.09 -.02 -.13 .03 .02 .07 -.12 -.06 -.15 

Excite. -.05 -.02 -.04 .08 .06 .09 -.03 .00 .00 -.09 -.11 -.02 -.04 -.08 -.01 

Warmth .01 .03 -.04 .08 .06 .05 -.18 -.07 -.26 .09 .04 .11 -.07 .01 -.12 

Gregar. .01 .04 -.02 .05 .09 .07 -.13 -.06 -.16 .06 .02 .07 -.03 .04 -.08 

OPEN .02 .02 .07 -.03 -.07 -.05 -.01 .01 -.08 -.03 .06 -.10 .13 .08 .08 

Advent. .01 .04 -.03 .00 -.05 .00 -.01 -.02 .01 -.06 -.03 -.11 -.04 .01 -.04 

Artistic -.02 .04 -.04 .03 .03 .00 .03 .05 -.04 .02 .00 .07 .16 .10 .14 

Emotion. .03 .10 -.04 .13 .17 .11 -.05 -.02 -.13 .21 .11 .28 .19 .14 .21 

Imagin. -.03 -.01 -.01 .11 .10 .12 .07 .00 .10 -.04 -.09 .07 .14 .01 .21 

Intellect -.18 -.13 -.16 -.18 -.16 -.12 .07 .10 -.02 -.12 -.08 -.15 -.11 -.13 -.04 

Auth-chal -.06 -.01 -.09 -.10 -.09 -.04 .05 .02 .05 -.03 .03 -.11 .09 .04 .11 

Note. NLP text-inferred personality facets are on the rows and BFAS traits are on the columns. Bolded values have 

90% confidence intervals that exclude zero. Abbreviations for variables on the rows: Self-disc. = Self-discipline, Self-

eff = Self-efficacy, Coop. = Cooperation, Straight. = Straightforward, Self-con = Self-consciousness, Melan. = 

Melancholy, Excite. = Excitement, Gregar. = Gregarious, Advent. = Adventurous, Emotion. = Emotionality, Imagin. = 

Imagination, Auth-chal = Authority challenging. Abbreviations for variables on the columns: C = BFAS 

Conscientiousness, In = Industriousness aspect, Or = Orderliness aspect, A = BFAS Agreeableness, Co = Compassion 

aspect, Po = Politeness aspect, N = BFAS Neuroticism, Vo = Volatility aspect, Wd = Withdrawal aspect, E = BFAS 

Extraversion, As = Assertiveness aspect, En = Enthusiasm aspect, O = BFAS Openness, Int = Intellect aspect, Exp = 

Experiencing aspect. 
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Table 3.18  

Standardized mean gender differences in text-inferred politician personality  

     

Text-inferred Personality from Interviews 

 Females Males   

Variable N M SD N M SD d 90% CI 

conscientiousness 68 79.81 14.17 91 79.99 13.17 -.01 -.28,.26 

achievement-striving 68 87.79 8.75 91 83.35 10.71 .45 .18,.73 

cautiousness 68 95.31 5.17 91 94.92 4.22 .08 -.19,.35 

dutifulness 68 76.78 12.74 91 75.05 12.08 .14 -.13,.41 

orderliness 68 19.46 10.61 91 22.91 12.46 -.30 -.57,-.03 

self-discipline 68 70.68 16.98 91 63.36 17.19 .43 .16,.71 

self-efficacy 68 64.04 20.00 91 64.52 18.92 -.02 -.29,.25 

agreeableness 68 40.91 21.18 91 26.96 17.18 .73 .45,1.02 

altruism 68 89.76 7.59 91 83.77 11.59 .59 .32,.87 

cooperation 68 79.84 12.23 91 77.44 10.85 .21 -.06,.48 

morality 68 93.26 7.82 91 87.36 12.47 .55 .28,.83 

sympathy 68 98.84 2.60 91 98.26 2.51 .23 -.04,.50 

trust 68 67.03 19.42 91 67.88 19.48 -.04 -.31,.23 

modesty 68 47.44 22.10 91 42.14 20.17 .25 -.02,.52 

emotional range 68 76.62 14.42 91 80.11 14.09 -.25 -.52,.02 

vulnerability 68 13.31 12.10 91 12.07 9.23 .12 -.15,.39 

self-consciousness 68 23.88 16.77 91 27.70 16.83 -.23 -.5,.04 

immoderation 68 24.88 13.88 91 27.37 14.92 -.17 -.44,.10 

depression 68 33.00 14.89 91 37.35 16.41 -.28 -.55,-.01 

anxiety 68 7.46 7.08 91 7.34 6.37 .02 -.25,.29 

anger 68 3.10 3.45 91 3.75 5.14 -.14 -.41,.13 

extraversion 68 45.09 22.60 91 39.45 19.01 .27 00,.54 

activity level 68 87.18 12.28 91 82.84 13.81 .33 .06,.60 

assertiveness 68 93.87 9.45 91 92.71 7.10 .14 -.13,.41 

cheerfulness 68 29.59 16.93 91 21.97 14.93 .48 .21,.76 

excitement-seeking 68 5.76 5.09 91 6.96 6.32 -.20 -.47,.07 

friendliness 68 52.54 27.57 91 46.43 21.51 .25 -.02,.52 

gregariousness 68 22.21 15.43 91 20.79 14.67 .09 -.18,.36 

openness 68 95.28 5.30 91 96.25 4.08 -.21 -.48,.06 

adventurousness 68 84.26 12.64 91 79.91 17.27 .28 .01,.55 

artistic interests 68 76.66 16.15 91 71.78 16.49 .30 .03,.57 

emotionality 68 53.19 23.26 91 40.46 20.92 .58 .31,.86 

imagination 68 17.97 11.18 91 19.03 14.29 -.08 -.35,.19 

intellect 68 99.59 .74 91 99.78 .42 -.33 -.60,-.06 

liberalism 68 94.87 4.81 91 94.96 4.63 -.02 -.29,.25 

         

Text-inferred Personality from Speeches 

 Females Males   

Variable N M SD N M SD d 90% CI 

conscientiousness 68 85.78 13.02 91 85.04 12.64 .06 -.21,.33 

achievement-striving 68 92.00 8.64 91 91.26 7.47 .09 -.18,.36 

cautiousness 68 92.87 12.54 91 93.67 6.04 -.09 -.36,.18 

dutifulness 68 76.34 11.94 91 77.87 10.46 -.14 -.41,.13 
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orderliness 68 33.99 17.12 91 35.47 14.78 -.09 -.36,.18 

self-discipline 68 78.81 16.55 91 76.18 16.39 .16 -.11,.43 

self-efficacy 68 85.22 14.29 91 82.47 17.01 .17 -.10,.44 

agreeableness 68 32.44 21.38 91 29.08 17.99 .17 -.10,.44 

altruism 68 83.07 15.22 91 86.23 12.81 -.23 -.50,.04 

cooperation 68 70.21 15.51 91 71.87 13.54 -.12 -.39,.15 

morality 68 76.43 17.36 91 76.00 19.19 .02 -.25,.29 

sympathy 68 97.34 4.67 91 98.32 2.93 -.26 -.53,.01 

trust 68 70.72 21.21 91 76.99 17.70 -.33 -.6,-.06 

modesty 68 40.37 23.69 91 36.85 20.06 .16 -.11,.43 

emotional range 68 90.09 12.59 91 87.33 14.93 .20 -.07,.47 

vulnerability 68 11.44 11.09 91 8.64 9.30 .28 .01,.55 

self-consciousness 68 22.44 19.55 91 19.32 15.50 .18 -.09,.45 

immoderation 68 7.63 8.42 91 10.54 11.01 -.29 -.56,-.02 

depression 68 38.44 19.50 91 33.42 17.36 .27 00,.54 

anxiety 68 13.66 13.30 91 10.15 10.49 .30 .03,.57 

anger 68 9.81 11.18 91 7.10 9.17 .27 00,.54 

extraversion 68 61.91 18.87 91 58.44 19.45 .18 -.09,.45 

activity level 68 88.81 11.92 91 90.10 10.15 -.12 -.39,.15 

assertiveness 68 96.51 4.34 91 96.57 4.20 -.01 -.28,.26 

cheerfulness 68 19.40 17.21 91 22.48 16.30 -.18 -.45,.09 

excitement-seeking 68 9.18 9.15 91 11.34 9.00 -.24 -.51,.03 

friendliness 68 48.34 21.21 91 56.86 22.34 -.39 -.67,-.12 

gregariousness 68 19.76 17.07 91 24.64 19.18 -.27 -.54,00 

openness 68 95.59 5.24 91 95.62 5.94 .00 -.26,.28 

adventurousness 68 79.71 16.92 91 83.86 17.10 -.24 -.51,.03 

artistic interests 68 66.12 20.96 91 70.84 20.47 -.23 -.50,.04 

emotionality 68 37.15 28.05 91 38.19 26.70 -.04 -.31,.23 

imagination 68 24.71 18.05 91 24.15 19.27 .03 -.24,.30 

intellect 68 96.63 4.13 91 98.14 3.30 -.41 -.69,-.14 

liberalism 68 94.03 6.57 91 93.56 6.14 .07 -.20,.34 
Note. NLP text-inferred personality traits include all politicians; total N = 159. Standardized mean 

differences (d) are Females ï Males and are uncorrected. 90% CI = 90% confidence interval. Bolded d 

values have 90% confidence intervals that exclude zero. 
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Table 3.19  

Standardized mean party differences in text-inferred politician personality 

     

Text-inferred Personality from Interviews 

 Democrat Republican   

Variable N M SD N M SD d 90% CI 

conscientiousness 82 77.12 13.92 77 82.88 12.59 -.43 -.70,-.16 

achievement-striving 82 85.09 10.86 77 85.43 9.36 -.03 -.29,.23 

cautiousness 82 94.49 5.24 77 95.73 3.82 -.27 -.54,-.01 

dutifulness 82 73.78 13.45 77 77.94 10.75 -.34 -.61,-.07 

orderliness 82 19.85 11.78 77 23.12 11.64 -.28 -.55,-.02 

self-discipline 82 63.76 18.13 77 69.40 16.26 -.33 -.60,-.07 

self-efficacy 82 64.38 20.42 77 64.25 18.23 .01 -.25,.27 

agreeableness 82 32.93 21.45 77 32.92 18.82 .00 -.25,.27 

altruism 82 86.62 11.43 77 86.03 9.43 .06 -.20,.32 

cooperation 82 77.35 11.58 77 79.65 11.34 -.20 -.47,.06 

morality 82 89.48 12.49 77 90.32 9.44 -.08 -.35,.18 

sympathy 82 98.44 2.90 77 98.58 2.14 -.06 -.32,.20 

trust 82 66.37 20.33 77 68.74 18.41 -.12 -.39,.14 

modesty 82 42.38 21.37 77 46.57 20.76 -.20 -.47,.06 

emotional range 82 77.95 13.35 77 79.32 15.29 -.10 -.37,.16 

vulnerability 82 13.54 11.65 77 11.60 9.18 .18 -.08,.45 

self-consciousness 82 28.50 19.17 77 23.48 13.64 .30 .04,.57 

immoderation 82 25.79 14.67 77 26.86 14.38 -.07 -.34,.19 

depression 82 36.55 15.71 77 34.36 16.07 .14 -.12,.41 

anxiety 82 8.16 7.35 77 6.57 5.78 .24 -.02,.51 

anger 82 3.93 5.10 77 2.99 3.72 .21 -.05,.48 

extraversion 82 42.82 19.81 77 40.84 21.77 .09 -.17,.36 

activity level 82 85.07 14.28 77 84.29 12.28 .06 -.20,.32 

assertiveness 82 93.10 9.83 77 93.32 6.01 -.03 -.29,.23 

cheerfulness 82 24.24 15.90 77 26.27 16.58 -.12 -.39,.14 

excitement-seeking 82 6.84 6.36 77 6.03 5.23 .14 -.12,.41 

friendliness 82 48.18 27.97 77 49.96 20.04 -.07 -.34,.19 

gregariousness 82 21.50 16.05 77 21.29 13.82 .01 -.25,.27 

openness 82 95.72 5.34 77 95.96 3.82 -.05 -.31,.21 

adventurousness 82 82.72 13.96 77 80.77 17.14 .13 -.13,.40 

artistic interests 82 75.51 15.71 77 72.12 17.18 .21 -.05,.48 

emotionality 82 46.79 23.17 77 44.96 22.45 .08 -.18,.35 

imagination 82 20.35 12.89 77 16.69 12.99 .28 .02,.55 

intellect 82 99.70 .68 77 99.70 .46 -.01 -.27,.25 

liberalism 82 95.77 4.31 77 94.01 4.94 .38 .11,.65 

         

Text-inferred Personality from Speeches 

 Democrat Republican   

Variable N M SD N M SD d 90% CI 

conscientiousness 82 85.39 13.03 77 85.32 12.57 .01 -.25,.27 

achievement-striving 82 92.83 7.25 77 90.25 8.53 .33 .07,.60 

cautiousness 82 93.54 11.57 77 93.10 6.27 .05 -.21,.31 

dutifulness 82 79.12 10.93 77 75.18 11.00 .36 .09,.63 
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orderliness 82 35.37 16.38 77 34.27 15.22 .07 -.19,.34 

self-discipline 82 78.70 17.02 77 75.82 15.81 .17 -.09,.44 

self-efficacy 82 83.68 17.39 77 83.61 14.28 .00 -.25,.27 

agreeableness 82 32.63 20.02 77 28.26 18.84 .22 -.04,.49 

altruism 82 86.16 13.83 77 83.52 14.01 .19 -.07,.46 

cooperation 82 74.01 14.10 77 68.12 14.16 .42 .15,.69 

morality 82 78.66 17.09 77 73.55 19.41 .28 .02,.55 

sympathy 82 98.01 3.87 77 97.78 3.73 .06 -.20,.32 

trust 82 75.44 19.59 77 73.10 19.38 .12 -.14,.39 

modesty 82 41.04 22.28 77 35.49 20.81 .26 00,.53 

emotional range 82 88.94 13.06 77 88.05 15.01 .06 -.20,.32 

vulnerability 82 9.59 9.97 77 10.10 10.43 -.05 -.31,.21 

self-consciousness 82 20.51 18.40 77 20.81 16.30 -.02 -.28,.24 

immoderation 82 9.30 10.99 77 9.29 9.03 .00 -.25,.27 

depression 82 34.15 19.14 77 37.08 17.61 -.16 -.43,.10 

anxiety 82 10.85 11.73 77 12.51 12.02 -.14 -.41,.12 

anger 82 7.61 10.62 77 8.95 9.61 -.13 -.40,.13 

extraversion 82 58.94 18.02 77 60.97 20.50 -.11 -.38,.15 

activity level 82 90.06 11.41 77 89.00 10.43 .10 -.16,.37 

assertiveness 82 96.88 3.81 77 96.19 4.66 .16 -.10,.43 

cheerfulness 82 23.17 19.07 77 19.03 13.57 .25 -.01,.52 

excitement-seeking 82 9.62 8.79 77 11.26 9.40 -.18 -.45,.08 

friendliness 82 53.91 23.38 77 52.47 21.01 .07 -.19,.34 

gregariousness 82 22.88 19.58 77 22.21 17.19 .04 -.22,.30 

openness 82 94.73 6.48 77 96.53 4.43 -.32 -.59,-.06 

adventurousness 82 81.32 17.14 77 82.90 17.12 -.09 -.36,.17 

artistic interests 82 67.56 21.21 77 70.16 20.29 -.12 -.39,.14 

emotionality 82 39.89 27.09 77 35.45 27.32 .16 -.10,.43 

imagination 82 22.78 18.69 77 26.10 18.68 -.18 -.45,.08 

intellect 82 97.07 3.86 77 97.95 3.58 -.23 -.50,.03 

liberalism 82 93.07 7.37 77 94.49 4.89 -.23 -.50,.03 
Note. NLP text-inferred personality traits include all politicians; total N = 159. Standardized mean 

differences (d) are Democrats - Republicans and are uncorrected. 90% CI = 90% confidence interval. 

Bolded d values have 90% confidence intervals that exclude zero. 

  



312 

 

 

Table 3.20  

Correlations between other-rated interview and speech composite personality and criterion variables 
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Conscientiousness .40 .04 .04 -.13 -.27 -.09 -.06 .14 -.03 .04 -.01 .04 .13 -.03 .13 -.06 -.10 .03 .07 -.01 .03 .04 

     Industriousness .34 .11 -.08 -.15 -.25 -.14 .00 .15 -.12 .12 .02 .12 .22 -.03 .22 -.17 -.02 .03 .11 .02 .09 .09 

     Orderliness .40 .05 .08 .03 -.14 -.05 -.21 .05 .13 -.06 -.13 -.02 .03 .00 -.03 .13 -.16 .02 -.02 .02 -.06 -.02 
Agreeableness .27 .26 -.25 -.17 .01 -.34 .16 -.03 -.30 .14 -.02 -.01 .10 -.11 .19 -.27 -.03 .10 -.02 -.17 .15 -.07 

     Compassion .25 .20 -.16 -.07 .00 -.23 .09 .06 -.26 .11 -.07 .03 .14 -.08 .17 -.25 -.01 .06 -.01 -.10 .10 -.05 

     Politeness .25 .28 -.12 -.02 .03 -.16 .17 .08 -.19 .13 .00 -.04 .04 -.09 .17 -.24 -.01 .11 -.02 -.15 .16 -.04 
Neuroticism .07 .03 .20 .08 .22 .20 .10 -.01 .17 -.22 .00 .03 -.23 .12 -.14 .00 .00 -.12 -.17 .16 -.15 -.06 

     Volatility  .06 -.06 .09 -.04 .11 .12 .06 -.01 .11 -.17 .09 .06 -.27 .10 -.14 -.02 .05 -.15 -.11 .15 -.15 -.04 

     Withdrawal .05 .12 .25 .23 .38 .25 .08 .00 .19 -.22 -.08 -.05 -.21 .09 -.13 .05 -.04 -.06 -.21 .12 -.11 -.09 
Extraversion .24 .09 -.13 -.13 -.10 -.21 .10 -.01 -.08 .14 -.10 .13 .01 -.06 .06 -.13 .11 -.01 -.06 .01 .04 -.01 

     Assertiveness .35 .01 -.04 -.21 -.08 -.15 .18 -.04 .05 .03 -.03 .14 -.05 .04 -.04 .00 .09 -.03 -.03 .12 -.01 .05 

     Enthusiasm .04 .17 -.19 .04 -.04 -.18 .03 .05 -.09 .21 -.13 .01 .04 -.12 .15 -.19 .08 .00 -.10 -.06 .08 -.06 
Openness .46 .24 -.14 -.05 -.05 -.19 .17 .11 -.25 .18 -.15 .04 .17 -.05 .25 -.15 -.01 .13 -.05 -.09 .20 -.01 

     Intellect .26 .18 -.10 -.07 -.07 -.17 .05 .08 -.05 .08 -.23 .02 .07 -.07 .14 -.11 .07 .01 -.16 -.01 .09 -.07 

     Experiencing  .49 .29 -.02 .06 .07 -.10 .20 .01 -.27 .17 -.06 .01 .08 -.03 .22 -.15 -.06 .10 -.02 -.11 .15 -.02 

Note. Personality was measured using the 50-item other-rater version of the Big Five Aspect Scales. Correlations are corrected for unreliability (ICC (1, K)) 

calculated as a Mosier reliability for the composite of interview rating and speech rating for each personality variable. Bolded values have 90% confidence 

intervals excluding zero. Greyed columns are misconduct facets with base rates too low to properly model relationships with predictors. Interpersonal 

Misconduct, Organizational Misconduct, and Self-gratifying Misconduct are composites of misconduct facets. Total Misconduct is a composite of the four 

misconduct composites.  
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Table 3.21a  

Correlations between text-inferred personality from interviews and politician misconduct 

trait gender party age tenure 
part. 

ext. 

leg. 

lead. 
votes avoid. 

Int. 

Mis. 

Org. 

Mis. 

S.G. 

Mis. 

Total 

Mis. 

conscientiousness 
-.01 -.21 -.03 -.06 .10 .11 .03 .05 .01 .12 .06 .10 

-.14,.12 -.33,-.08 -.16,.10 -.19,.07 -.04,.24 -.05,.26 -.11,.17 -.08,.18 -.12,.14 -.01,.25 -.07,.19 -.03,.23 

   achievement-striving 
.22 -.02 -.22 -.21 -.05 -.07 -.01 .10 -.08 .06 .04 .00 

.09,.34 -.15,.11 -.34,-.09 -.33,-.08 -.19,.09 -.22,.09 -.15,.13 -.04,.22 -.21,.05 -.08,.19 -.09,.17 -.13,.13 

   cautiousness 
.04 -.13 .06 .10 .04 .02 -.03 .15 -.02 .03 .05 .03 

-.09,.17 -.26,0 -.07,.19 -.03,.23 -.10,.18 -.14,.17 -.17,.11 .02,.27 -.15,.11 -.10,.16 -.08,.18 -.11,.16 

   dutifulness 
.07 -.17 .08 .05 .00 .04 -.10 .05 -.01 .02 .00 .00 

-.06,.2 -.29,-.04 -.05,.21 -.08,.18 -.14,.14 -.12,.19 -.24,.04 -.08,.18 -.14,.12 -.12,.15 -.13,.13 -.13,.13 

   orderliness 
-.15 -.14 -.10 .00 .11 .04 .03 .02 .08 .16 .03 .15 

-.27,-.01 -.26,-.01 -.23,.03 -.13,.14 -.03,.24 -.11,.20 -.11,.17 -.11,.15 -.06,.20 .03,.28 -.10,.16 .02,.28 

   self-discipline 
.21 -.16 -.09 -.18 .02 -.03 .04 .00 -.10 .14 .03 .04 

.08,.33 -.29,-.03 -.22,.04 -.31,-.05 -.12,.16 -.19,.12 -.10,.18 -.13,.13 -.23,.03 .01,.27 -.10,.16 -.09,.17 

   self-efficacy 
-.01 .00 -.19 -.16 -.07 -.09 .05 -.05 .03 .18 .03 .13 

-.14,.12 -.13,.13 -.32,-.06 -.29,-.03 -.21,.07 -.25,.06 -.09,.19 -.18,.09 -.10,.16 .05,.30 -.11,.16 0,.26 

agreeableness 
.34 .00 .07 -.05 .05 .01 -.05 .04 -.20 -.14 .03 -.19 

.22,.45 -.13,.13 -.06,.20 -.18,.08 -.09,.18 -.15,.17 -.19,.09 -.09,.17 -.32,-.07 -.26,-.01 -.10,.16 -.31,-.06 

   altruism 
.28 .03 .03 -.03 .06 .05 -.18 .01 .04 .01 .02 .03 

.16,.40 -.1,.16 -.11,.16 -.16,.10 -.08,.20 -.10,.21 -.31,-.04 -.12,.15 -.10,.17 -.12,.14 -.11,.15 -.10,.16 

   cooperation 
.10 -.10 .02 .05 .09 .03 -.08 .05 -.04 -.01 .04 -.02 

-.03,.23 -.23,.03 -.11,.15 -.08,.18 -.05,.22 -.12,.19 -.22,.06 -.08,.18 -.17,.09 -.14,.12 -.09,.17 -.15,.12 

   morality 
.26 -.04 -.04 .00 -.02 .04 -.19 .08 .02 -.07 -.01 -.03 

.14,.38 -.17,.09 -.17,.10 -.13,.13 -.16,.12 -.11,.20 -.32,-.05 -.05,.21 -.12,.15 -.19,.07 -.14,.12 -.16,.10 

   sympathy 
.11 -.03 -.01 -.05 .00 -.05 -.21 .07 .09 -.01 .02 .05 

-.02,.24 -.16,.10 -.14,.13 -.18,.08 -.14,.14 -.20,.11 -.34,-.07 -.06,.20 -.04,.22 -.14,.12 -.11,.15 -.08,.18 

   trust 
-.02 -.06 -.16 -.04 .08 .04 -.11 .07 -.01 .15 .06 .11 

-.15,.11 -.19,.07 -.28,-.03 -.17,.09 -.06,.22 -.12,.19 -.25,.03 -.06,.20 -.14,.12 .02,.28 -.07,.19 -.03,.23 

   modesty 
.12 -.10 .26 .11 .11 .06 -.11 .04 -.10 -.13 -.03 -.15 

-.01,.25 -.23,.03 .14,.38 -.02,.24 -.03,.24 -.09,.22 -.25,.03 -.09,.17 -.23,.03 -.26,0 -.17,.10 -.28,-.02 

emotional range -.12 -.05 -.11 .01 -.04 -.11 .11 -.04 .08 .17 .07 .17 
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-.25,.01 -.18,.08 -.24,.02 -.12,.14 -.18,.10 -.26,.05 -.03,.25 -.17,.09 -.05,.21 .04,.29 -.06,.20 .04,.30 

   vulnerability 
.06 .09 .10 .05 -.02 .08 -.01 .00 -.04 -.19 -.04 -.15 

-.07,.19 -.04,.22 -.03,.23 -.09,.17 -.16,.12 -.08,.23 -.15,.13 -.13,.14 -.17,.09 -.31,-.06 -.17,.10 -.28,-.02 

   self-consciousness 
-.11 .15 .19 .26 -.02 .03 .04 .05 -.01 -.15 -.04 -.11 

-.24,.02 .02,.27 .06,.31 .13,.38 -.16,.12 -.12,.19 -.10,.18 -.08,.18 -.14,.12 -.28,-.02 -.17,.09 -.24,.02 

   immoderation 
-.09 -.04 .03 -.01 .01 -.01 -.16 .04 -.05 -.22 -.01 -.17 

-.21,.05 -.17,.09 -.10,.16 -.14,.12 -.13,.15 -.17,.14 -.29,-.02 -.10,.17 -.18,.08 -.34,-.09 -.14,.12 -.29,-.04 

   depression 
-.14 .07 .13 .16 .01 -.01 -.03 .05 .04 -.12 .02 -.04 

-.26,-.01 -.06,.20 0,.26 .03,.28 -.13,.15 -.17,.14 -.17,.11 -.08,.18 -.09,.17 -.25,.01 -.11,.15 -.17,.09 

   anxiety 
.01 .12 .11 .06 -.05 .06 .04 .01 -.04 -.15 -.04 -.13 

-.12,.14 -.01,.25 -.02,.23 -.07,.19 -.19,.09 -.10,.21 -.11,.18 -.12,.14 -.17,.09 -.28,-.02 -.17,.09 -.26,0 

   anger 
-.07 .10 -.02 -.02 -.05 .08 .21 .03 -.09 -.10 -.07 -.13 

-.20,.06 -.03,.23 -.15,.11 -.15,.11 -.19,.09 -.08,.23 .08,.35 -.10,.16 -.22,.04 -.23,.03 -.20,.07 -.26,0 

extraversion 
.13 .05 -.29 -.21 .02 -.05 .05 .12 -.06 .04 .05 .01 

0,.26 -.08,.18 -.41,-.17 -.33,-.08 -.12,.16 -.21,.10 -.09,.19 -.01,.25 -.19,.07 -.09,.17 -.08,.18 -.12,.14 

   activity level 
.16 .03 -.15 -.15 -.02 -.06 .03 -.01 -.11 .13 -.03 .01 

.03,.29 -.10,.16 -.28,-.02 -.28,-.02 -.15,.12 -.21,.10 -.11,.17 -.14,.12 -.23,.03 0,.26 -.16,.10 -.12,.14 

   assertiveness 
.07 -.01 -.17 -.16 -.04 -.05 .05 -.02 -.02 .15 .02 .09 

-.06,.20 -.14,.12 -.29,-.04 -.29,-.03 -.18,.10 -.20,.11 -.09,.19 -.15,.11 -.15,.11 .02,.28 -.11,.15 -.04,.22 

   cheerfulness 
.23 -.06 -.10 -.23 -.03 -.09 .00 -.03 .04 .06 .00 .06 

.11,.35 -.19,.07 -.23,.03 -.35,-.11 -.17,.11 -.24,.07 -.14,.14 -.16,.11 -.09,.17 -.07,.19 -.13,.13 -.07,.19 

   excitement-seeking 
-.10 .07 -.08 -.16 -.06 -.12 -.06 -.06 .10 .09 .02 .12 

-.23,.03 -.06,.20 -.21,.05 -.28,-.03 -.20,.08 -.27,.04 -.20,.08 -.19,.07 -.03,.23 -.04,.22 -.11,.15 -.01,.25 

   warmth 
.12 -.04 -.20 -.24 .00 -.06 .03 .11 -.01 .11 .00 .06 

-.01,.25 -.17,.09 -.33,-.07 -.36,-.12 -.14,.14 -.21,.10 -.11,.17 -.02,.24 -.14,.12 -.02,.23 -.13,.13 -.07,.19 

   gregariousness 
.05 .01 -.18 -.21 -.02 -.12 .04 -.02 .04 .19 .01 .15 

-.08,.18 -.12,.14 -.31,-.05 -.33,-.08 -.16,.12 -.27,.04 -.10,.18 -.15,.12 -.09,.17 .06,.32 -.12,.14 .02,.27 

openness 
-.10 -.03 -.06 .12 .15 .08 -.01 .13 .06 .01 .04 .05 

-.23,.03 -.16,.11 -.19,.08 -.01,.25 .01,.28 -.08,.23 -.15,.13 0,.25 -.07,.19 -.12,.14 -.09,.17 -.08,.18 

   adventurousness 
.14 .06 -.23 -.22 -.06 -.03 .03 -.08 -.04 .09 -.04 .02 

.01,.26 -.07,.19 -.35,-.10 -.34,-.09 -.20,.08 -.19,.12 -.11,.17 -.21,.05 -.17,.09 -.04,.22 -.17,.09 -.11,.15 

   artistic interests 
.15 .10 .03 .09 .09 .11 .00 .01 .03 -.09 -.01 -.04 

.02,.27 -.03,.23 -.11,.16 -.04,.22 -.05,.23 -.05,.26 -.14,.14 -.12,.15 -.11,.16 -.21,.05 -.14,.12 -.17,.09 

   emotionality .28 .04 .06 -.02 .08 .12 -.09 .08 -.03 -.15 .01 -.11 
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.15,.39 -.09,.17 -.07,.19 -.15,.11 -.06,.21 -.04,.27 -.22,.06 -.05,.21 -.16,.10 -.28,-.02 -.13,.14 -.24,.02 

   imagination 
-.04 .14 -.07 .00 .01 -.06 -.03 .03 .10 -.12 .00 -.02 

-.17,.09 .01,.27 -.2,.06 -.13,.13 -.13,.15 -.21,.10 -.17,.11 -.10,.16 -.03,.23 -.25,.01 -.13,.13 -.15,.11 

   intellect 
-.16 -.01 -.09 -.01 .03 .05 -.02 .06 .06 -.01 .07 .06 

-.29,-.03 -.14,.13 -.21,.05 -.14,.12 -.11,.17 -.11,.20 -.16,.12 -.07,.19 -.07,.19 -.14,.12 -.06,.20 -.07,.19 

   liberalism 
-.01 .19 -.04 .09 .06 .06 .00 .11 -.01 -.05 .05 -.02 

-.14,.12 .06,.31 -.17,.10 -.04,.22 -.08,.20 -.09,.22 -.14,.14 -.02,.24 -.14,.12 -.18,.08 -.08,.18 -.15,.11 

Note. Personality traits were measured using IBM Personality Insights Demo. Trait facets are indented and listed below their respective Big Five domain. 90% 

confidence intervals are listed directly below correlations. 90% confidence intervals are listed directly beneath correlations. Bolded values have 90% confidence 

intervals excluding zero. Part. ext. = partisan extremism; leg. lead. = legislative leadership; votes = percentage of missed votes; avoid. = avoidance behavior; Int. 

Mis = Interpersonal Misconduct; Org. Mis. = Organizational Misconduct; S. G. Mis. = Self-gratifying Misconduct; Total Mis. = Total Misconduct. Interpersonal 

Misconduct, Organizational Misconduct, and Self-gratifying Misconduct are composites of misconduct facets. Total Misconduct is a composite of the four 

misconduct composites. 
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Table 3.21b  

Correlations between text-inferred personality from interviews and misconduct facets 

trait lying nepo. incivil.  power resrc. misrep. sex. har. discr. 
alcohol 

use 

condone 

wrong. 

conscientiousness 
.12 .01 .02 .03 .00 .10 .06 -.07 -.03 .05 

-.01,.25 -.12,.14 -.11,.15 -.1,.16 -.13,.13 -.03,.23 -.07,.19 -.2,.06 -.16,.1 -.08,.18 

   achievement-striving 
.01 .08 -.16 .01 .08 .10 .13 -.14 -.01 .00 

-.12,.14 -.05,.21 -.29,-.03 -.12,.14 -.05,.21 -.03,.23 -.01,.25 -.26,-.01 -.14,.12 -.13,.13 

   cautiousness 
-.01 .05 .00 .05 -.04 .02 .06 -.02 -.08 .06 

-.14,.12 -.08,.18 -.13,.13 -.08,.18 -.17,.09 -.11,.15 -.07,.19 -.15,.11 -.2,.06 -.07,.19 

   dutifulness 
-.01 .01 -.04 .01 .01 .04 .02 .01 -.11 .03 

-.14,.12 -.12,.14 -.17,.09 -.12,.14 -.12,.14 -.09,.17 -.12,.15 -.12,.14 -.24,.02 -.1,.16 

   orderliness 
.19 -.06 .04 .03 .07 .15 .09 -.02 -.01 .01 

.06,.31 -.19,.07 -.1,.17 -.1,.16 -.06,.2 .02,.28 -.04,.22 -.15,.11 -.14,.12 -.12,.14 

   self-discipline 
.16 .07 -.14 .01 .03 .15 .15 -.18 -.04 -.01 

.03,.28 -.06,.2 -.26,-.01 -.13,.14 -.1,.16 .02,.27 .02,.28 -.3,-.05 -.17,.09 -.14,.13 

   self-efficacy 
.09 .09 -.06 .10 .14 .17 .15 -.10 .09 -.06 

-.04,.22 -.05,.21 -.19,.07 -.03,.23 0,.26 .04,.29 .02,.27 -.23,.03 -.04,.22 -.19,.07 

agreeableness 
-.07 -.06 -.13 -.13 -.15 -.07 -.05 -.04 -.07 .08 

-.2,.06 -.18,.08 -.25,0 -.25,0 -.27,-.02 -.2,.06 -.18,.08 -.17,.09 -.2,.06 -.05,.21 

   altruism 
.02 -.03 .01 .00 .03 .01 -.07 .03 -.05 .06 

-.11,.15 -.16,.1 -.12,.14 -.13,.13 -.11,.16 -.12,.15 -.2,.06 -.1,.16 -.18,.08 -.07,.19 

   cooperation 
-.05 .04 -.08 -.02 .02 .03 .02 .03 -.12 .09 

-.18,.08 -.09,.17 -.21,.05 -.15,.12 -.11,.15 -.1,.16 -.12,.15 -.1,.16 -.25,.01 -.05,.21 

   morality 
-.01 .03 .00 -.05 -.01 -.05 .00 .05 -.28 .09 

-.14,.12 -.1,.16 -.13,.13 -.18,.09 -.15,.12 -.18,.08 -.13,.13 -.08,.18 -.4,-.15 -.04,.22 

   sympathy 
-.04 -.02 .07 .00 .04 .04 .00 .06 .04 .01 

-.17,.09 -.15,.12 -.07,.19 -.13,.13 -.09,.17 -.09,.17 -.13,.13 -.07,.19 -.09,.17 -.12,.14 

   trust 
.06 .09 -.10 .08 .11 .15 .11 -.05 .10 -.01 

-.07,.19 -.04,.22 -.23,.03 -.05,.21 -.02,.24 .02,.27 -.02,.24 -.18,.08 -.03,.23 -.14,.12 

   modesty 
-.05 -.10 .00 -.13 -.16 -.07 -.11 .03 -.16 .06 

-.18,.08 -.23,.03 -.13,.13 -.25,0 -.29,-.03 -.2,.07 -.24,.02 -.1,.16 -.28,-.03 -.07,.19 

emotional range -.02 .03 .10 .09 .10 .16 .09 .02 .08 .01 



317 

 

 

-.15,.11 -.1,.16 -.03,.23 -.04,.22 -.04,.22 .03,.29 -.04,.22 -.11,.15 -.05,.21 -.12,.14 

   vulnerability 
-.15 -.06 .05 -.10 -.11 -.13 -.11 .02 -.03 .01 

-.28,-.02 -.19,.07 -.09,.18 -.23,.03 -.23,.02 -.25,0 -.24,.02 -.11,.15 -.16,.1 -.12,.14 

   self-consciousness 
-.13 -.07 .03 -.07 -.07 -.10 -.11 .10 -.04 .01 

-.26,0 -.2,.06 -.1,.16 -.2,.06 -.2,.07 -.23,.03 -.24,.02 -.03,.23 -.17,.09 -.12,.14 

   immoderation 
-.19 -.02 -.03 -.11 -.03 -.16 -.08 .01 -.12 .07 

-.31,-.06 -.15,.11 -.16,.1 -.23,.02 -.16,.1 -.29,-.03 -.21,.05 -.12,.14 -.25,.01 -.06,.2 

   depression 
-.19 -.08 .14 .02 -.09 -.12 -.13 .09 -.02 .08 

-.31,-.06 -.21,.05 .01,.26 -.11,.15 -.21,.05 -.25,.01 -.25,0 -.04,.22 -.15,.11 -.05,.21 

   anxiety 
-.16 -.06 .05 -.08 -.11 -.06 -.10 .03 .00 .00 

-.29,-.03 -.19,.07 -.08,.18 -.21,.05 -.24,.02 -.19,.07 -.23,.03 -.1,.16 -.13,.13 -.14,.13 

   anger 
-.04 -.04 .03 -.10 -.13 -.06 -.06 -.07 .01 -.05 

-.17,.09 -.17,.09 -.1,.16 -.22,.03 -.26,0 -.19,.07 -.19,.07 -.2,.07 -.12,.14 -.18,.08 

extraversion 
-.02 .04 -.06 .02 .07 .06 .12 -.19 .13 -.04 

-.16,.11 -.1,.17 -.19,.07 -.11,.15 -.06,.2 -.07,.19 -.01,.25 -.31,-.06 0,.26 -.17,.09 

   activity level 
.10 .09 -.15 .07 .03 .10 .09 -.16 .05 -.08 

-.03,.23 -.05,.21 -.28,-.02 -.06,.2 -.1,.16 -.03,.23 -.04,.22 -.29,-.03 -.08,.18 -.21,.05 

   assertiveness 
.12 .06 -.04 .12 .03 .07 .07 -.09 .05 -.02 

-.01,.25 -.07,.19 -.17,.09 -.02,.24 -.1,.16 -.07,.19 -.06,.2 -.22,.04 -.08,.18 -.15,.11 

   cheerfulness 
.08 .04 .00 .00 .10 .06 .19 -.11 -.04 -.06 

-.05,.21 -.09,.17 -.13,.13 -.13,.13 -.03,.23 -.07,.19 .06,.32 -.24,.02 -.17,.09 -.19,.08 

   excitement-seeking 
.02 -.01 -.01 .04 .20 .10 .08 -.03 .15 -.05 

-.11,.15 -.14,.12 -.14,.12 -.09,.17 .07,.32 -.03,.23 -.05,.21 -.16,.1 .02,.27 -.18,.08 

   warmth 
.11 .06 -.06 -.01 .09 .13 .11 -.11 .05 -.06 

-.02,.24 -.08,.19 -.19,.07 -.14,.13 -.04,.22 -.01,.25 -.02,.24 -.24,.02 -.08,.18 -.19,.07 

   gregariousness 
.14 .02 -.05 .07 .17 .18 .11 -.12 .09 -.06 

.01,.27 -.11,.15 -.18,.09 -.07,.19 .04,.29 .05,.31 -.02,.23 -.25,.01 -.04,.22 -.19,.07 

openness 
.01 -.01 .06 -.03 .01 .06 .04 .04 .08 .00 

-.12,.14 -.15,.12 -.07,.19 -.16,.1 -.12,.14 -.07,.19 -.09,.17 -.09,.17 -.05,.21 -.13,.13 

   adventurousness 
.14 .08 -.18 -.02 .13 .09 .11 -.04 .04 -.10 

.01,.27 -.05,.21 -.3,-.05 -.15,.11 -.01,.25 -.04,.22 -.02,.24 -.17,.09 -.09,.17 -.23,.03 

   artistic interests 
.04 -.07 .01 -.12 -.03 -.02 .01 .12 .02 -.02 

-.09,.17 -.2,.06 -.12,.14 -.25,.01 -.16,.1 -.15,.11 -.12,.14 -.01,.24 -.11,.15 -.15,.11 

   emotionality -.05 -.08 .04 -.15 -.10 -.06 -.10 .05 -.15 .10 
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-.18,.08 -.21,.05 -.09,.17 -.28,-.02 -.23,.03 -.19,.07 -.23,.03 -.09,.18 -.28,-.02 -.03,.23 

   imagination 
-.10 -.07 .07 -.09 .08 -.05 -.05 .08 .03 .01 

-.23,.03 -.2,.06 -.06,.2 -.22,.04 -.05,.21 -.18,.08 -.18,.08 -.05,.21 -.1,.16 -.12,.14 

   intellect 
.09 .04 -.06 -.04 .13 -.04 .06 .07 .06 .04 

-.04,.22 -.09,.17 -.19,.07 -.17,.09 0,.26 -.17,.09 -.07,.19 -.06,.2 -.07,.19 -.09,.17 

   liberalism 
-.12 .05 -.13 -.02 .10 .03 .03 .06 .09 .02 

-.25,.01 -.08,.18 -.26,0 -.15,.11 -.03,.23 -.1,.16 -.11,.16 -.07,.19 -.05,.21 -.11,.15 

Note. Personality traits were measured using IBM Personality Insights Demo. Trait facets are indented and listed below their respective Big Five domain. 90% 

confidence intervals are listed directly below correlations. Bolded values have 90% confidence intervals excluding zero. Politician Misconduct facets are listed 

along the top of the table. Lying = lying and breaking agreements; nepo. = nepotism; incivil. = interpersonal incivility & aggression; power = misuse of power; 

rsrcs. = misuse of resources; misrep. = misrepresention and manipulation of information; sex. har. = sexual harassment; disc. = discrimination; condone wrong. = 

condone wrongdoing of others. 
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Table 3.22a  

Correlations between text-inferred personality from speeches and politician misconduct 

trait gender party age tenure 
part. 

ext. 

leg. 

lead. 
votes avoid. 

Int. 

Mis. 

Org. 

Mis. 

S.G. 

Mis. 

Total 

Mis. 

conscientiousness 
.03 .00 .04 -.17 -.15 -.01 .02 -.13 .02 -.04 -.17 -.07 

-.10,.16 -.13,.13 -.09,.17 -.30,-.04 -.28,-.01 -.16,.15 -.12,.16 -.26,0 -.11,.15 -.17,.09 -.29,-.04 -.20,.06 

   achievement-striving 
.05 .16 -.11 -.19 -.28 -.11 .01 -.25 .02 -.04 -.14 -.06 

-.09,.18 .03,.29 -.24,.02 -.32,-.06 -.41,-.15 -.26,.04 -.13,.15 -.37,-.13 -.11,.15 -.17,.09 -.27,-.01 -.19,.07 

   cautiousness 
-.04 .02 -.04 -.04 -.01 .12 -.01 -.05 .06 -.03 -.05 .00 

-.17,.09 -.11,.15 -.17,.09 -.17,.10 -.15,.13 -.03,.27 -.15,.13 -.18,.08 -.07,.19 -.16,.10 -.18,.08 -.13,.13 

   dutifulness 
-.07 .18 .09 -.01 -.30 -.17 .01 -.20 -.03 -.02 -.08 -.06 

-.2,.06 .05,.30 -.04,.22 -.14,.12 -.42,-.17 -.31,-.01 -.13,.15 -.32,-.07 -.16,.10 -.15,.11 -.21,.05 -.19,.07 

   orderliness 
-.05 .03 .01 -.14 .00 .01 -.01 -.15 .03 -.10 -.04 -.06 

-.18,.08 -.10,.16 -.12,.14 -.27,-.01 -.14,.14 -.14,.17 -.15,.13 -.28,-.02 -.10,.16 -.22,.03 -.17,.09 -.19,.07 

   self-discipline 
.08 .09 -.18 -.23 -.15 -.09 .01 -.09 .03 -.07 -.06 -.04 

-.05,.21 -.04,.22 -.30,-.05 -.35,-.10 -.29,-.02 -.24,.07 -.13,.15 -.22,.04 -.10,.16 -.20,.07 -.19,.07 -.17,.09 

   self-efficacy 
.09 .00 .05 -.12 .00 .00 -.01 -.15 -.02 -.16 -.08 -.14 

-.05,.21 -.13,.13 -.08,.18 -.24,.01 -.14,.14 -.15,.16 -.15,.13 -.28,-.02 -.15,.11 -.28,-.03 -.21,.05 -.26,-.01 

agreeableness 
.09 .11 -.11 .00 -.15 -.09 .10 -.08 .05 .15 .00 .12 

-.05,.21 -.02,.24 -.24,.02 -.13,.13 -.29,-.01 -.24,.07 -.04,.24 -.21,.05 -.09,.18 .02,.28 -.13,.13 -.01,.25 

   altruism 
-.11 .09 -.04 .08 -.20 -.17 .10 -.15 .04 .00 .05 .03 

-.24,.02 -.04,.22 -.17,.10 -.05,.21 -.33,-.06 -.32,-.02 -.04,.24 -.28,-.02 -.10,.17 -.13,.13 -.09,.18 -.10,.16 

   cooperation 
-.06 .21 .03 .06 -.21 -.14 .09 -.15 .04 .10 .05 .10 

-.19,.07 .08,.33 -.10,.16 -.07,.19 -.34,-.07 -.29,.01 -.05,.23 -.28,-.02 -.09,.17 -.03,.23 -.08,.18 -.03,.23 

   morality 
.01 .14 -.06 -.06 -.18 -.23 .17 -.02 .07 .09 -.08 .07 

-.12,.14 .01,.27 -.19,.07 -.19,.07 -.32,-.05 -.37,-.08 .03,.30 -.15,.11 -.06,.20 -.04,.22 -.21,.05 -.06,.20 

   sympathy 
-.13 .03 .03 .03 -.15 -.14 .07 -.12 .06 .02 -.08 .02 

-.26,0 -.10,.16 -.10,.16 -.10,.16 -.28,-.01 -.29,.02 -.08,.20 -.25,.01 -.07,.19 -.11,.15 -.21,.05 -.11,.15 

   trust 
-.16 .06 -.02 .02 -.15 -.09 -.12 -.21 .02 -.05 .09 .01 

-.28,-.03 -.07,.19 -.15,.12 -.11,.16 -.28,-.01 -.24,.07 -.25,.03 -.33,-.08 -.11,.15 -.18,.08 -.04,.22 -.12,.14 

   modesty 
.08 .13 -.01 .01 -.18 -.12 .14 .03 .01 .03 -.03 .02  

-.05,.21 0,.25 -.14,.12 -.13,.14 -.31,-.05 -.27,.03 0,.28 -.10,.16 -.12,.14 -.10,.16 -.16,.10 -.11,.15 

emotional range .10 .03 -.02 -.13 -.01 .04 -.04 -.01 -.13 .01 -.04 -.08 
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-.03,.23 -.10,.16 -.15,.11 -.26,0 -.14,.13 -.11,.20 -.18,.10 -.15,.12 -.25,.01 -.12,.14 -.17,.09 -.21,.05 

   vulnerability 
.14 -.03 .08 .11 .01 .09 .02 .06 .07 .12 .02 .11 

.01,.26 -.16,.11 -.06,.20 -.02,.23 -.13,.15 -.06,.25 -.12,.16 -.07,.19 -.07,.20 -.02,.24 -.11,.15 -.02,.24 

   self-consciousness 
.09 -.01 .24 .11 .07 .19 .02 .05 .00 .05 -.03 .02 

-.04,.22 -.14,.12 .11,.36 -.02,.24 -.07,.2 .03,.33 -.12,.16 -.09,.18 -.13,.13 -.08,.18 -.16,.1 -.11,.15 

   immoderation 
-.14 .00 .09 .28 .02 -.05 .02 .05 -.05 .06 .07 .03 

-.27,-.01 -.13,.13 -.04,.22 .15,.40 -.12,.16 -.21,.10 -.12,.16 -.08,.18 -.18,.08 -.07,.19 -.07,.20 -.1,.16 

   depression 
.14 -.08 .20 .13 .11 .17 .04 .11 -.08 .07 -.04 -.02 

0,.26 -.21,.05 .07,.33 0,.25 -.03,.24 .01,.31 -.10,.18 -.02,.24 -.21,.05 -.06,.20 -.17,.09 -.15,.12 

   anxiety 
.15 -.07 .16 .09 .02 .17 .00 .02 -.01 .10 -.05 .04 

.02,.27 -.20,.06 .03,.28 -.04,.22 -.12,.16 .01,.31 -.14,.14 -.11,.15 -.14,.12 -.03,.22 -.18,.08 -.09,.17 

   anger 
.13 -.07 .17 .11 .11 .22 .01 .02 .09 .06 -.04 .07 

0,.26 -.20,.07 .04,.29 -.02,.24 -.03,.24 .06,.36 -.13,.15 -.11,.15 -.04,.22 -.07,.19 -.17,.09 -.06,.20 

extraversion 
.09 -.05 -.12 -.11 .06 .02 -.09 .04 -.07 .02 -.01 -.03 

-.04,.22 -.18,.08 -.25,.01 -.24,.02 -.08,.20 -.14,.17 -.23,.05 -.09,.17 -.2,.06 -.11,.15 -.14,.12 -.16,.10 

   activity level 
-.06 .05 -.14 -.12 -.13 -.09 -.08 -.13 .06 .00 .02 .04 

-.19,.07 -.08,.18 -.26,-.01 -.25,.01 -.27,.01 -.24,.07 -.21,.07 -.26,0 -.07,.19 -.13,.13 -.11,.15 -.09,.17 

   assertiveness 
-.01 .08 -.12 -.07 -.09 -.15 -.02 -.05 -.03 -.19 -.06 -.15 

-.14,.12 -.05,.21 -.25,.01 -.20,.06 -.23,.05 -.30,.01 -.16,.12 -.18,.08 -.16,.10 -.31,-.06 -.19,.07 -.28,-.02 

   cheerfulness 
-.09 .12 -.17 .00 -.22 -.34 -.05 -.07 .08 -.03 .06 .05 

-.22,.04 -.01,.25 -.29,-.04 -.14,.13 -.35,-.08 -.47,-.20 -.19,.09 -.19,.07 -.05,.21 -.16,.11 -.07,.19 -.08,.18 

   excitement-seeking 
-.12 -.09 -.15 -.08 .06 -.11 -.10 -.02 .01 -.12 .15 -.01 

-.25,.01 -.22,.04 -.28,-.02 -.21,.05 -.08,.20 -.26,.04 -.24,.04 -.15,.11 -.12,.14 -.25,.01 .02,.28 -.14,.12 

   warmth 
-.19 .03 -.14 .04 -.14 -.20 .00 -.12 .06 .00 .09 .07 

-.31,-.06 -.10,.16 -.26,-.01 -.09,.17 -.27,0 -.35,-.05 -.14,.14 -.25,.01 -.07,.19 -.13,.13 -.04,.22 -.06,.20 

   gregariousness 
-.13 .02 -.12 .04 -.06 -.18 .01 .06 -.01 -.05 .11 .01 

-.26,0 -.11,.15 -.25,.01 -.09,.17 -.19,.08 -.33,-.03 -.13,.15 -.07,.19 -.14,.12 -.17,.09 -.02,.24 -.13,.14 

openness 
.00 -.16 .10 .00 .16 .29 .06 -.02 .05 .05 -.02 .05 

-.13,.13 -.29,-.03 -.04,.22 -.13,.13 .02,.30 .14,.42 -.08,.20 -.15,.11 -.08,.18 -.08,.18 -.15,.11 -.08,.18 

   adventurousness 
-.12 -.05 -.19 -.18 -.02 -.05 -.01 .04 .05 .04 .06 .07 

-.25,.01 -.18,.09 -.31,-.06 -.3,-.05 -.16,.12 -.2,.11 -.15,.14 -.1,.17 -.09,.17 -.09,.17 -.07,.19 -.06,.20 

   artistic interests 
-.11 -.06 -.03 -.01 .01 -.05 .09 -.07 .07 .15 .05 .15 

-.24,.02 -.19,.07 -.16,.10 -.14,.12 -.13,.14 -.2,.11 -.05,.23 -.2,.06 -.06,.20 .02,.27 -.09,.18 .02,.27 

   emotionality -.02 .08 .10 .11 -.14 -.12 .11 -.04 .04 .14 .05 .12 
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-.15,.11 -.05,.21 -.04,.22 -.02,.24 -.28,-.01 -.27,.03 -.04,.24 -.17,.09 -.09,.17 .01,.27 -.08,.18 -.01,.25 

   imagination 
.01 -.09 .10 .03 .10 .13 -.02 .00 .02 .08 .04 .07 

-.12,.15 -.22,.04 -.03,.23 -.11,.16 -.04,.23 -.02,.28 -.16,.12 -.14,.13 -.12,.15 -.05,.21 -.09,.17 -.06,.20 

   intellect 
-.20 -.12 .06 -.03 .11 .04 .05 .06 -.02 .12 .06 .08 

-.32,-.07 -.24,.01 -.07,.19 -.16,.1 -.03,.24 -.12,.19 -.10,.19 -.08,.18 -.15,.11 -.01,.24 -.07,.19 -.05,.21 

   liberalism 
.04 -.11 -.02 .03 .30 .28 .10 .09 .00 .11 .07 .09 

-.09,.17 -.24,.02 -.15,.12 -.1,.16 .17,.42 .12,.41 -.04,.24 -.04,.22 -.13,.13 -.03,.23 -.06,.20 -.04,.22 

Note. Personality traits were measured using IBM Personality Insights Demo. Trait facets are indented and listed below their respective Big Five domain. 90% 

confidence intervals are listed directly below correlations. 90% confidence intervals are listed directly beneath correlations. Bolded values have 90% confidence 

intervals excluding zero. Part. ext. = partisan extremism; leg. lead. = legislative leadership; votes = percentage of missed votes; avoid. = avoidance behavior; Int. 

Mis = Interpersonal Misconduct; Org. Mis. = Organizational Misconduct; S. G. Mis. = Self-gratifying Misconduct; Total Mis. = Total Misconduct. Interpersonal 

Misconduct, Organizational Misconduct, and Self-gratifying Misconduct are composites of misconduct facets. Total Misconduct is a composite of the four 

misconduct composites.  
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Table 3.22b  

Correlations between text-inferred personality from speeches and misconduct facets 

trait lying nepo. incivil.  power resrc. misrep. sex. har. discr. 
alcohol 

use 

condone 

wrong. 

conscientiousness 
-.01 .04 .04 -.01 -.04 -.09 -.09 .09 .09 -.18 

-.14,.12 -.09,.17 -.09,.17 -.14,.12 -.17,.09 -.22,.04 -.22,.04 -.04,.22 -.05,.21 -.30,-.05 

   achievement-striving 
-.03 .01 .07 .03 .01 -.15 -.04 -.08 .06 -.16 

-.16,.11 -.12,.14 -.07,.20 -.10,.17 -.12,.14 -.27,-.02 -.17,.09 -.21,.05 -.07,.19 -.29,-.03 

   cautiousness 
.03 .06 .07 -.06 .04 -.05 .03 .00 .01 -.07 

-.10,.16 -.07,.19 -.06,.20 -.19,.07 -.10,.17 -.18,.08 -.10,.16 -.14,.13 -.12,.14 -.20,.06 

   dutifulness 
-.06 .07 .03 .08 -.09 -.11 .03 -.01 .04 -.12 

-.19,.07 -.06,.20 -.10,.16 -.05,.21 -.22,.04 -.24,.02 -.10,.16 -.14,.12 -.09,.17 -.24,.02 

   orderliness 
.00 .01 -.02 -.05 .06 -.15 -.09 .06 -.01 -.01 

-.13,.13 -.12,.14 -.15,.11 -.18,.08 -.08,.19 -.28,-.02 -.22,.04 -.07,.19 -.14,.12 -.14,.13 

   self-discipline 
-.02 .00 .01 .02 .06 -.20 -.01 .06 .00 -.06 

-.15,.11 -.13,.13 -.12,.14 -.11,.15 -.07,.19 -.32,-.07 -.14,.12 -.07,.19 -.13,.14 -.19,.07 

   self-efficacy 
-.03 -.28 .02 -.16 .02 -.14 -.10 .04 .07 -.08 

-.16,.10 -.40,-.15 -.11,.15 -.28,-.02 -.11,.15 -.26,-.01 -.23,.03 -.09,.17 -.06,.20 -.21,.05 

agreeableness 
-.02 .17 .13 .26 -.04 -.03 .09 -.14 -.06 -.01 

-.15,.12 .04,.29 0,.26 .13,.37 -.17,.09 -.16,.10 -.04,.22 -.27,-.01 -.19,.07 -.14,.12 

   altruism 
-.06 .07 .05 .08 .00 -.04 .02 -.04 .09 .01 

-.19,.07 -.06,.20 -.08,.18 -.05,.21 -.14,.13 -.17,.09 -.11,.15 -.17,.09 -.04,.22 -.12,.14 

   cooperation 
.04 .14 .09 .15 -.02 -.06 .06 -.04 .05 .01 

-.09,.17 .01,.26 -.04,.22 .02,.27 -.15,.11 -.19,.07 -.07,.19 -.17,.09 -.08,.18 -.12,.14 

   morality 
.01 .09 .02 .13 .06 .00 .09 .05 .02 -.12 

-.12,.14 -.04,.22 -.11,.15 0,.26 -.07,.19 -.13,.13 -.05,.21 -.08,.18 -.11,.15 -.25,.01 

   sympathy 
-.08 .04 .05 .08 .05 .03 .03 -.03 .06 -.12 

-.21,.05 -.09,.17 -.08,.18 -.05,.21 -.09,.18 -.11,.16 -.10,.16 -.16,.10 -.07,.19 -.25,.01 

   trust 
-.04 .07 .03 .01 -.01 -.08 -.02 -.02 .11 .07 

-.17,.10 -.06,.20 -.11,.16 -.12,.14 -.14,.13 -.21,.05 -.15,.11 -.15,.11 -.02,.24 -.06,.20 

   modesty 
.05 .10 .08 .09 -.10 -.08 .06 -.03 -.06 -.03 

-.08,.18 -.03,.23 -.05,.21 -.04,.22 -.23,.03 -.21,.05 -.08,.19 -.16,.10 -.19,.07 -.16,.10 

emotional range -.09 .01 -.09 .04 -.08 .00 .00 .04 .04 -.05 
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-.22,.04 -.12,.14 -.22,.04 -.09,.17 -.21,.05 -.13,.13 -.13,.13 -.09,.17 -.10,.17 -.18,.08 

   vulnerability 
.05 -.01 .15 .09 -.06 .10 -.05 -.06 -.06 .06 

-.08,.18 -.15,.12 .02,.27 -.04,.22 -.19,.08 -.03,.23 -.18,.08 -.19,.07 -.19,.07 -.07,.19 

   self-consciousness 
.10 -.02 .07 -.07 -.08 .12 -.03 -.01 -.06 .00 

-.04,.22 -.15,.11 -.06,.20 -.20,.06 -.21,.05 -.01,.25 -.16,.10 -.14,.12 -.19,.07 -.13,.13 

   immoderation 
-.07 .12 -.04 .10 -.05 .06 .10 -.03 -.08 .06 

-.20,.06 -.01,.25 -.17,.09 -.03,.23 -.18,.08 -.07,.19 -.03,.23 -.16,.10 -.21,.06 -.07,.19 

   depression 
.09 -.10 .00 -.05 -.11 .16 -.07 -.05 -.06 .00 

-.04,.22 -.23,.03 -.13,.13 -.18,.09 -.24,.02 .03,.29 -.20,.06 -.18,.08 -.19,.07 -.13,.13 

   anxiety 
.05 -.06 .10 .05 -.10 .12 -.08 -.09 -.05 -.01 

-.09,.18 -.19,.07 -.03,.23 -.08,.18 -.23,.03 -.02,.24 -.21,.05 -.21,.05 -.18,.08 -.14,.13 

   anger 
.01 -.06 .14 .00 -.04 .16 -.08 .03 -.07 .01 

-.12,.14 -.19,.07 .01,.27 -.13,.13 -.17,.09 .03,.29 -.21,.05 -.10,.16 -.20,.06 -.12,.14 

extraversion 
-.03 .02 -.06 .07 .02 -.05 -.07 -.14 -.04 .03 

-.16,.10 -.11,.15 -.19,.07 -.06,.20 -.12,.15 -.18,.09 -.20,.06 -.27,-.01 -.17,.09 -.10,.16 

   activity level 
.03 .00 .06 .08 .04 -.13 -.06 -.01 .07 .01 

-.10,.16 -.13,.13 -.07,.19 -.06,.20 -.09,.17 -.26,0 -.19,.07 -.14,.12 -.06,.20 -.12,.15 

   assertiveness 
-.07 -.14 -.03 -.13 .05 -.22 -.01 .05 .07 -.08 

-.20,.06 -.27,-.01 -.16,.10 -.25,0 -.08,.18 -.34,-.09 -.15,.12 -.08,.18 -.07,.19 -.21,.05 

   cheerfulness 
-.06 .11 .05 .07 .07 -.10 .04 .00 .01 .05 

-.19,.07 -.02,.24 -.09,.18 -.06,.20 -.06,.20 -.23,.03 -.10,.17 -.13,.13 -.13,.14 -.08,.18 

   excitement-seeking 
-.04 -.09 -.04 -.10 .05 -.06 -.04 .06 .08 .15 

-.17,.09 -.22,.04 -.17,.10 -.23,.03 -.09,.18 -.19,.07 -.17,.09 -.07,.19 -.06,.20 .02,.28 

   warmth 
-.06 .00 .05 .12 .06 -.10 .01 -.01 .11 .05 

-.19,.07 -.14,.13 -.08,.18 -.01,.25 -.07,.19 -.23,.03 -.12,.14 -.14,.13 -.02,.24 -.08,.18 

   gregariousness 
-.04 -.03 -.11 .01 .13 -.08 .05 .00 .11 .06 

-.17,.09 -.16,.10 -.24,.02 -.12,.14 0,.26 -.21,.05 -.08,.18 -.14,.13 -.02,.23 -.07,.19 

openness 
.12 .03 .05 -.11 -.01 .15 -.12 .04 .06 .00 

-.01,.25 -.10,.16 -.08,.18 -.24,.02 -.14,.12 .02,.27 -.25,.01 -.09,.17 -.07,.19 -.13,.13 

   adventurousness 
.12 .00 -.03 .04 .08 -.08 .04 .05 .07 .03 

-.01,.25 -.13,.14 -.16,.10 -.09,.17 -.06,.20 -.21,.05 -.09,.17 -.08,.18 -.06,.20 -.10,.16 

   artistic interests 
.13 .11 .06 .10 .01 .07 -.06 -.03 .12 .03 

0,.26 -.02,.24 -.07,.19 -.03,.23 -.12,.15 -.06,.20 -.19,.07 -.16,.10 -.02,.24 -.10,.16 

   emotionality .09 .11 .11 .16 -.08 .02 -.03 -.07 -.01 .07 
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-.04,.22 -.02,.24 -.02,.24 .03,.29 -.21,.05 -.11,.15 -.16,.11 -.20,.06 -.14,.12 -.07,.19 

   imagination 
.11 -.07 .03 -.02 -.02 .12 -.07 -.02 -.02 .07 

-.02,.24 -.19,.07 -.10,.16 -.15,.11 -.15,.11 -.01,.25 -.20,.06 -.15,.11 -.15,.11 -.06,.20 

   intellect 
.07 .05 -.16 .08 .11 .07 .06 .08 .05 .02 

-.06,.20 -.08,.18 -.29,-.03 -.05,.21 -.02,.23 -.06,.20 -.07,.19 -.05,.21 -.09,.18 -.11,.16 

   liberalism 
.14 .07 -.04 -.01 .03 .12 -.02 -.01 .07 .06 

0,.26 -.07,.20 -.17,.09 -.14,.12 -.10,.16 -.01,.25 -.15,.11 -.14,.12 -.06,.20 -.07,.19 

Note. Personality traits were measured using IBM Personality Insights Demo. Trait facets are indented and listed below their respective Big Five domain. 90% 

confidence intervals are listed directly below correlations. Bolded values have 90% confidence intervals excluding zero. Politician Misconduct facets are listed 

along the top of the table. Lying = lying and breaking agreements; nepo. = nepotism; incivil. = interpersonal incivility & aggression; power = misuse of power; 

rsrcs. = misuse of resources; misrep. = misrepresention and manipulation of information; sex. har. = sexual harassment; disc. = discrimination; condone wrong. = 

condone wrongdoing of others. 

. 
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Table 3.23a to 3.23d  

Gender, party, tenure, and personality predicting misconduct  

Table 3.23a  

Personality Predicting Interpersonal Misconduct 

Observer speech-inferred personality aspects 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R ȹ R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

industriousness .12 .11 -.04 .17 .10  .01  

withdrawal -.14 .10 -.18 .02     

assertiveness -.07 .11 -.14 .06     

2 

gender -.01 .08 -.16 .15 
  .00  

party -.12 .08 -.29 .02     

tenure -.06 .08 -.02 .01     

3 

industriousness .12 .11 -.04 .18 .10 .00 .01 .00 

withdrawal -.13 .10 -.17 .03     

assertiveness -.07 .11 -.14 .06     

gender -.01 .10 -.20 .18     

party -.11 .09 -.31 .05     

tenure -.05 .10 -.02 .01     

Observer speech-inferred Big Five personality 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R ȹ R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

conscientiousness .16 .12 -.03 .19 .22  .05  

agreeableness .17 .16 -.05 .21     

neuroticism -.27 .15 -.26 -.01     

extraversion -.11 .14 -.17 .06     

openness -.33 .18 -.36 -.02     

2 

gender -.01 .08 -.16 .15   .00  

party -.12 .08 -.29 .02     

tenure -.06 .08 -.02 .01     

3 

conscientiousness .14 .13 -.04 .18 .32 .10 .10 .05 

agreeableness .18 .16 -.04 .21     

neuroticism -.26 .15 -.26 .00     

extraversion -.12 .13 -.17 .05     

openness -.33 .19 -.37 -.01     

gender -.06 .12 -.24 .13     

party -.12 .11 -.28 .05     

tenure -.23 .10 -.03 .00     

Observer combined speech and interview personality aspects 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 
industriousness .23 .15 -.01 .28 .28  .08  

volatility -.12 .12 -.19 .05     
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withdrawal -.16 .13 -.21 .03     

intellect -.45 .15 -.39 -.12     

2 

gender -.01 .08 -.16 .15   .00  

party -.12 .08 -.29 .02     

tenure -.06 .08 -.02 .01     

3 

industriousness .22 .16 -.02 .28 .24 -.04 .06 -.02 

volatility -.15 .13 -.21 .04     

withdrawal -.14 .14 -.21 .05     

intellect -.45 .15 -.40 -.12     

gender .06 .10 -.13 .26     

party -.07 .10 -.27 .11     

tenure -.05 .09 -.02 .01     

Text-inferred Big Five personality from interviews 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

conscientiousness .00 .09 -.10 .09 .14  .02  

agreeableness -.18 .09 -.18 -.02     

neuroticism .04 .11 -.08 .12     

extraversion -.08 .08 -.13 .04     

openness .06 .08 -.04 .12     

2 

gender -.01 .08 -.16 .15   00  

party -.12 .08 -.29 .02     

tenure -.06 .08 -.02 .01     

3 

conscientiousness -.05 .10 -.13 .07 .17 .03 .03 .01 

agreeableness -.20 .09 -.20 -.03     

neuroticism .07 .11 -.06 .14     

extraversion -.11 .09 -.15 .02     

openness .09 .09 -.03 .13     

gender .10 .09 -.05 .28     

party -.13 .08 -.30 .02     

tenure -.10 .09 -.02 .00     

Note. Personality was measured with the 50-item other-rater version of the Big Five Aspect 

Scales. Regression results shown are those with notable coefficients and change in R2. Remaining 

regression results are provided in Appendix 3-Q. Personality predictors were standardized. 

Change in adj. R2 is change in adjusted R2 from only personality predictors to full model. ɓ = 

standardized coefficient; SE = standard error of the standardized coefficient; R = multiple R; ȹ R = change 

in multiple R from model 1 to model 2; Adj R2 = adjusted R-squared; ȹ R2 = change in adjusted R-squared 

from model 1 to model 2. 
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Table 3.23b  

Personality Predicting Organizational Misconduct 

Text-inferred Big Five personality from interviews 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R ȹ R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

conscientiousness .07 .10 -.06 .14 .10  .01  

agreeableness -.11 .09 -.16 .02     

neuroticism .09 .11 -.05 .16     

extraversion .02 .08 -.07 .10     

openness -.02 .08 -.09 .07     

2 

gender .06 .08 -.09 .24 .10  .01  

party -.16 .08 -.36 -.03     

tenure .07 .08 -.01 .02     

3 

conscientiousness .03 .10 -.09 .12 .14 .04 .02 .01 

agreeableness -.15 .09 -.18 .00     

neuroticism .11 .11 -.04 .17     

extraversion .03 .09 -.07 .11     

openness -.02 .08 -.10 .07     

gender .12 .09 -.03 .32     

party -.16 .08 -.36 -.02     

tenure .07 .07 -.01 .02     

Text-inferred Big Five personality from speeches 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R ȹ R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

conscientiousness -.18 .10 -.21 -.01 .13  .016  

agreeableness .23 .09 .05 .23     

neuroticism .14 .10 -.02 .19     

extraversion -.02 .09 -.10 .07     

openness .10 .08 -.02 .15     

2 

gender .06 .08 -.09 .24 .10  .01  

party -.16 .08 -.36 -.03     

tenure .07 .08 -.01 .02     

3 

conscientiousness -.18 .10 -.21 -.01 .15 .02 .024 .008 

agreeableness .24 .09 .06 .24     

neuroticism .15 .10 -.02 .19     

extraversion -.03 .09 -.11 .07     

openness .08 .09 -.04 .13     

gender .04 .08 -.12 .21     

party -.17 .08 -.37 -.04     

tenure .06 .08 -.01 .02     

Note. Personality was measured with the 50-item other-rater version of the Big Five Aspect 

Scales. Regression results shown are those with notable coefficients and change in R2. Remaining 

regression results are provided in Appendix 3-Q. Personality predictors were standardized. 

Change in adj. R2 is change in adjusted R2 from only personality predictors to full model. ɓ = 
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standardized coefficient; SE = standard error of the standardized coefficient; R = multiple R; ȹ R = change 

in multiple R from model 1 to model 2; Adj R2 = adjusted R-squared; ȹ R2 = change in adjusted R-squared 

from model 1 to model 2. 
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Table 3.23c  

Personality Predicting Self-gratifying Misconduct 

Text-inferred Big Five personality from speeches 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R ȹ R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

conscientiousness -.23 .10 -.14 -.02 .00  .00  

agreeableness .08 .09 -.02 .08     

neuroticism .09 .10 -.03 .09     

extraversion -.01 .08 -.05 .05     

openness .02 .08 -.04 .06     

2 

gender -.05 .08 -.13 .06   .00  

party -.11 .08 -.17 .02     

tenure .08 .08 .00 .01     

3 

conscientiousness -.24 .10 -.14 -.02 .10 .10 .01 .01 

agreeableness .10 .09 -.02 .08     

neuroticism .11 .11 -.02 .10     

extraversion -.01 .08 -.05 .05     

openness .01 .07 -.05 .05     

gender -.06 .08 -.14 .05     

party -.12 .08 -.18 .01     

tenure .06 .07 .00 .01     

Note. Personality was measured with the 50-item other-rater version of the Big Five Aspect 

Scales. Regression results shown are those with notable coefficients and change in R2. Remaining 

regression results are provided in Appendix 3-Q. Personality predictors were standardized. 

Change in adj. R2 is change in adjusted R2 from only personality predictors to full model. ɓ = 

standardized coefficient; SE = standard error of the standardized coefficient; R = multiple R; ȹ R = change 

in multiple R from model 1 to model 2; Adj R2 = adjusted R-squared; ȹ R2 = change in adjusted R-squared 

from model 1 to model 2. 
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Table 3.23d  

Personality Predicting Total Misconduct 

 Observer speech-inferred personality aspects 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R ȹ R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

industriousness .06 .11 -.12 .24 .10  .01  

withdrawal -.10 .10 -.27 .07     

assertiveness .06 .11 -.11 .24     

2 

gender .02 .08 -.23 .30 
  .02  

party -.20 .08 -.67 -.13     

tenure .04 .09 -.01 .03     

3 

industriousness .08 .11 -.11 .26 .14 .04 .02 .01 

withdrawal -.08 .10 -.25 .09     

assertiveness .06 .11 -.12 .24     

gender -.01 .09 -.34 .30     

party -.19 .09 -.69 -.07     

tenure .04 .09 -.02 .03     

Text-inferred Big Five personality from interviews 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R ȹ R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

conscientiousness .04 .10 -.12 .21 .14  .02  

agreeableness -.15 .09 -.29 -.01     

neuroticism .10 .11 -.07 .28     

extraversion -.03 .08 -.17 .11     

openness .04 .08 -.10 .17     

2 

gender .02 .08 -.23 .30   .02  

party -.20 .08 -.67 -.13     

tenure .04 .09 -.01 .03     

3 

conscientiousness -.02 .10 -.18 .15 .22 .08 .05 .03 

agreeableness -.18 .09 -.32 -.03     

neuroticism .13 .11 -.04 .30     

extraversion -.02 .09 -.17 .12     

openness .04 .08 -.10 .18     

gender .10 .09 -.08 .49     

party -.21 .08 -.69 -.14     

tenure .02 .08 -.02 .02     

Text-inferred Big Five personality from speeches 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R ȹ R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

conscientiousness -.14 .10 -.30 .03 .00  .00  

agreeableness .17 .09 .02 .31     

neuroticism .03 .10 -.15 .20     

extraversion -.04 .09 -.18 .11     

openness .09 .08 -.05 .22     
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2 

gender .02 .08 -.23 .30   .02  

party -.20 .08 -.67 -.13     

tenure .04 .09 -.01 .03     

3 

conscientiousness -.14 .10 -.31 .03 .17 .17 .03 .03 

agreeableness .19 .09 .05 .34     

neuroticism .04 .10 -.13 .21     

extraversion -.05 .09 -.19 .09     

openness .06 .08 -.08 .20     

gender .01 .07 -.26 .28     

party -.21 .08 -.69 -.14     

tenure .01 .08 -.02 .02     

Note. Personality was measured with the 50-item other-rater version of the Big Five Aspect 

Scales. Regression results shown are those with notable coefficients and change in R2. Remaining 

regression results are provided in Appendix 3-Q. Change in adj. R2 is change in adjusted R2 from 

only personality predictors to full model. ɓ = standardized coefficient; SE = standard error of the 

standardized coefficient; R = multiple R; ȹ R = change in multiple R from model 1 to model 2; Adj R2 = 

adjusted R-squared; ȹ R2 = change in adjusted R-squared from model 1 to model 2. 
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Appendix 1-A 

Pearson Correlations of Study Variables with and without Outliers 

Uncorrected Pearson correlations excluding 8 outlier cases 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1. CONSC.            

2. Indust. .84           

3. Order. .84 .41          

4. AGREE. .19 .13 .19         

5. Compas. .14 .08 .16 .87        

6. Polite. .19 .15 .18 .88 .52       

7. NEUROT. -.29 -.51 .03 -.10 -.02 -.16      

8. Volatile. -.22 -.40 .03 -.23 -.10 -.31 .91     

9. Withdrawal -.30 -.52 .03 .06 .07 .03 .89 .62    

10. EXTRAV. .24 .32 .09 .10 .30 -.12 -.33 -.14 -.46   

11. assert. .23 .30 .08 -.15 .07 -.33 -.23 -.04 -.39 .85  

12. enthus. .18 .23 .07 .33 .44 .15 -.32 -.21 -.37 .84 .42 

13. OPEN. .08 .12 .01 .31 .42 .12 -.09 -.09 -.06 .32 .32 

14. intell. .27 .35 .09 .14 .24 .01 -.29 -.22 -.30 .37 .43 

15. exper. -.11 -.12 -.06 .35 .44 .17 .11 .04 .17 .16 .11 

16. Gender -.06 -.01 -.08 -.12 -.10 -.12 -.13 -.13 -.10 .02 .08 

17. ACT math -.02 .02 -.06 -.10 -.01 -.15 -.05 .01 -.09 .00 .00 

18. ACT English -.04 -.02 -.05 .09 .19 -.03 .06 .06 .04 .03 .02 

19. ACT Total -.03 .00 -.05 -.03 .05 -.10 .00 .03 -.02 .02 .06 

2. ETS QR .05 .04 .04 -.03 .03 -.07 -.04 -.03 -.05 .05 .08 

21. ETS VC .04 .03 .04 .11 .09 .10 -.03 -.06 .01 -.01 .02 

22. ETS Total .06 .05 .05 .06 .08 .02 -.05 -.06 -.02 .03 .07 

23. Math total .00 .04 -.03 .01 .09 -.07 -.05 -.03 -.06 .01 .03 

24. Eng total .00 .02 -.01 .12 .17 .04 .01 -.01 .03 .00 .02 

25. G Total .00 .03 -.02 .08 .14 -.01 -.02 -.02 -.01 .00 .02 

25. CWB - I -.13 -.16 -.06 -.24 -.15 -.26 .14 .17 .08 -.02 .07 

27. CWB - O -.28 -.30 -.17 -.24 -.13 -.28 .19 .18 .16 -.05 .02 

28. Total CWB -.23 -.26 -.13 -.27 -.16 -.31 .19 .20 .13 -.04 .05 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



333 

 

 

Continued. 

 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 

1. CONSC.            

2. Indust.            

3. Order.            

4. AGREE.            

5. Compas.            

6. Polite.            

7. NEUROT.            

8. Volatile.            

9. Withdrawal            

1. EXTRAV.            

11. assert.            

12. enthus.            

13. OPEN. .22           

14. intell. .19 .78          

15. exper. .16 .84 .32         

16. Gender -.04 .07 .13 -.01        

17. ACT math -.01 .06 .18 -.05 .12       

18. ACT English .03 .28 .29 .18 .01 .54      

19. ACT Total -.03 .24 .33 .08 .14 .79 .82     

2. ETS QR .01 .12 .21 .01 .14 .42 .25 .41    

21. ETS VC -.04 .28 .27 .20 .08 .14 .26 .31 .23   

22. ETS Total -.01 .26 .30 .13 .13 .36 .33 .46 .78 .78  

23. Math total -.01 .25 .34 .09 .13 .76 .75 .83 .67 .58 .80 

24. Eng total -.01 .34 .35 .22 .02 .43 .80 .69 .28 .79 .68 

25. G Total -.01 .31 .36 .17 .07 .61 .81 .79 .48 .72 .77 

25. CWB - I -.10 -.06 -.03 -.06 .07 -.01 -.05 -.01 -.03 -.05 -.05 

27. CWB - O -.11 -.04 -.07 -.01 .07 .01 .01 .01 -.01 -.04 -.03 

28. Total CWB -.12 -.06 -.06 -.04 .08 .00 -.03 .00 -.02 -.05 -.05 
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Continued. 

 23 24 25 26 27 28 

1. CONSC.       

2. Indust.       

3. Order.       

4. AGREE.       

5. Compas.       

6. Polite.       

7. NEUROT.       

8. Volatile.       

9. Withdrawal       

1. EXTRAV.       

11. assert.       

12. enthus.       

13. OPEN.       

14. intell.       

15. exper.       

16. Gender       

17. ACT math       

18. ACT English       

19. ACT Total       

2. ETS QR       

21. ETS VC       

22. ETS Total       

23. Math total       

24. Eng total .84      

25. G Total .95 .96     

25. CWB - I -.07 -.08 -.08    

27. CWB - O -.01 -.02 -.01 .55   

28. Total CWB -.04 -.06 -.05 .89 .87  

Note. Personality is self-rated BFAS. 
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Uncorrected Pearson correlations including 8 outlier cases 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1. CONSC.            

2. Indust. .84           

3. Order. .84 .42          

4. AGREE. .19 .13 .19         

5. Compas. .14 .07 .16 .87        

6. Polite. .19 .15 .18 .88 .52       

7. NEUROT. -.29 -.51 .03 -.10 -.01 -.16      

8. Volatile. -.22 -.40 .03 -.23 -.09 -.30 .91     

9. Withdrawal -.30 -.52 .03 .06 .07 .03 .89 .62    

1. EXTRAV. .24 .32 .09 .10 .30 -.12 -.32 -.14 -.45   

11. assert. .23 .30 .09 -.15 .08 -.33 -.23 -.03 -.39 .85  

12. enthus. .18 .23 .07 .33 .44 .15 -.31 -.2 -.37 .84 .43 

13. OPEN. .08 .13 .01 .31 .42 .12 -.09 -.09 -.06 .31 .32 

14. intell. .27 .35 .09 .14 .24 .01 -.28 -.22 -.3 .37 .43 

15. exper. -.11 -.11 -.07 .35 .44 .18 .11 .05 .16 .16 .11 

16. Gender -.06 -.02 -.09 -.13 -.10 -.12 -.13 -.13 -.10 .02 .08 

17. ACT math -.03 .02 -.07 -.11 -.03 -.15 -.05 .00 -.10 -.02 -.01 

18. ACT English -.05 -.02 -.06 .09 .18 -.03 .05 .06 .04 .02 .01 

19. ACT Total -.03 .00 -.05 -.03 .05 -.10 .00 .02 -.03 .01 .05 

2. ETS QR .05 .04 .04 -.03 .02 -.07 -.05 -.03 -.05 .05 .07 

21. ETS VC .04 .03 .04 .11 .09 .10 -.03 -.06 .02 -.01 .02 

22. ETS Total .06 .05 .05 .05 .07 .01 -.05 -.06 -.02 .02 .06 

23. Math total .00 .03 -.04 .00 .08 -.07 -.05 -.04 -.06 -.01 .01 

24. Eng total .00 .01 -.01 .11 .16 .04 .01 -.01 .03 -.01 .01 

25. G Total .00 .02 -.02 .06 .13 -.01 -.02 -.03 -.01 -.01 .01 

25. CWB - I -.14 -.17 -.06 -.23 -.14 -.26 .15 .18 .10 .00 .07 

27. CWB - O -.29 -.31 -.18 -.24 -.13 -.27 .19 .18 .17 -.05 .02 

28. Total CWB -.24 -.27 -.13 -.26 -.15 -.30 .20 .20 .15 -.03 .05 
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Continued. 

 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 

1. CONSC.            

2. Indust.            

3. Order.            

4. AGREE.            

5. Compas.            

6. Polite.            

7. NEUROT.            

8. Volatile.            

9. Withdrawal            

1. EXTRAV.            

11. assert.            

12. enthus.            

13. OPEN. .21           

14. intell. .18 .78          

15. exper. .16 .84 .31         

16. Gender -.05 .07 .13 -.01        

17. ACT math -.02 .06 .18 -.05 .13       

18. ACT English .02 .28 .29 .17 .01 .54      

19. ACT Total -.03 .24 .33 .08 .14 .79 .82     

2. ETS QR .00 .12 .21 .00 .14 .43 .26 .42    

21. ETS VC -.04 .28 .27 .19 .08 .14 .27 .31 .23   

22. ETS Total -.02 .25 .31 .12 .14 .37 .33 .46 .79 .78  

23. Math total -.03 .24 .34 .08 .13 .77 .75 .83 .68 .58 .81 

24. Eng total -.03 .34 .36 .21 .02 .43 .80 .69 .29 .79 .69 

25. G Total -.03 .30 .37 .15 .08 .61 .81 .79 .49 .72 .78 

25. CWB - I -.09 -.07 -.04 -.07 .07 -.03 -.06 -.02 -.04 -.05 -.05 

27. CWB - O -.11 -.05 -.08 -.01 .08 .02 .01 .01 -.01 -.04 -.03 

28. Total CWB -.11 -.07 -.07 -.05 .08 -.01 -.03 -.01 -.03 -.05 -.05 
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Continued. 

 23 24 25 26 27 28 

1. CONSC.       

2. Indust.       

3. Order.       

4. AGREE.       

5. Compas.       

6. Polite.       

7. NEUROT.       

8. Volatile.       

9. Withdrawal       

1. EXTRAV.       

11. assert.       

12. enthus.       

13. OPEN.       

14. intell.       

15. exper.       

16. Gender       

17. ACT math       

18. ACT English       

19. ACT Total       

2. ETS QR       

21. ETS VC       

22. ETS Total       

23. Math total       

24. Eng total .84      

25. G Total .95 .96     

25. CWB - I -.08 -.08 -.08    

27. CWB - O -.01 -.01 -.01 .55   

28. Total CWB -.05 -.05 -.05 .89 .87  

Note. Personality is self-rated BFAS. 
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Appendix 1-B 

Correlations between self-rated BFAS and other-rated BFAS for working students 

 Self 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

Other Ŭ/Mos. .87 .82 .81 .87 .87 .74 .92 .90 .85 .90 .86 .85 .84 .80 .80 

Conscientiousness .86 .38 .27 .35 -.11 -.14 -.06 -.03 .00 -.06 -.02 .01 -.05 -.02 .21 -.26 

   Industriousness .85 .34 .31 .22 -.14 -.13 -.12 -.12 -.07 -.15 .14 .16 .07 .06 .27 -.18 

   Orderliness .71 .33 .15 .41 -.05 -.10 .03 .08 .08 .06 -.20 -.17 -.18 -.11 .09 -.28 

Agreeableness .88 -.01 -.04 .03 .23 .14 .27 .01 -.06 .08 -.09 -.16 .01 -.04 .04 -.11 

   Compassion .86 -.02 -.05 .02 .26 .26 .20 -.04 -.12 .06 .07 .01 .11 .07 .12 -.01 

   Politeness .79 .01 -.01 .04 .11 -.04 .26 .07 .03 .09 -.23 -.29 -.10 -.15 -.07 -.18 

Neuroticism .91 -.07 -.16 .07 .13 .14 .08 .38 .36 .32 -.10 -.10 -.07 .00 -.17 .17 

   Volatility  .88 .01 .01 .01 -.03 .00 -.06 .23 .32 .09 .07 .10 .03 -.01 -.13 .12 

   Withdrawal .83 -.13 -.28 .11 .24 .23 .19 .42 .32 .45 -.23 -.26 -.14 .01 -.16 .18 

Extraversion .90 .11 .24 -.10 -.03 .10 -.17 -.21 -.11 -.28 .50 .51 .35 .18 .29 .00 

   Assertiveness .86 .20 .34 -.05 -.17 -.06 -.27 -.17 -.04 -.28 .46 .57 .22 .19 .30 .01 

   Enthusiasm .85 -.04 .04 -.12 .17 .26 .02 -.19 -.15 -.19 .39 .28 .40 .11 .18 .00 

Openness .86 .09 .05 .10 .13 .09 .14 .05 .01 .08 .08 .15 -.03 .34 .30 .27 

   Intellect .85 .15 .16 .08 .01 -.04 .07 -.07 -.09 -.04 .07 .19 -.07 .25 .40 .01 

   Experiencing .80 -.01 -.07 .08 .19 .18 .16 .15 .10 .17 .05 .05 .02 .29 .07 .41 

Note. The correlations have not been corrected for unreliability.  N = 89 for those working students who also have other-raters. Other-rated BFAS is down the 

side and self-rated BFAS is along the top. 1 = self-rated Conscientiousness; 2 = self-rated Industriousness; 3 = self-rated Orderliness; 4 = self-rated 

Agreeableness; 5 = self-rated Compassion; 6 = self-rated Politeness; 7 = self-rated Neuroticism; 8 = self-rated Volatility; 9 = self-rated Withdrawal; 10 = self-

rated Extraversion; 11 = self-rated Assertiveness; 12 = self-rated Enthusiasm; 13 = self-rated Openness; 14 = self-rated Intellect; 15 = self-rated Experiencing. 

Internal consistency reliability (Ŭ) for aspects and Mosier (Mos.) reliability for composite domains are listed in italics. The boxed values on the diagonal are self-

other correlations for the same variable, and the greyed values are correlations between self-rated domain and its other-rated aspects (on the lower triangle), and 

other-rated domain and its self-rated aspects (on the upper triangle). 
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Appendix 1-C 

Observed intercorrelations between CWB-C measure facets and Workplace Deviance facets 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Total CWB .89 .99,1.01 1.02,1.04 .99,1.03 .94,.98 .89,.94 .95,.99 .69,.83 .74,.83 .78,.88 .72,.81 .95,.99 

Total O 1 .85 .61,.69 1.15,1.17 .51,.61 1.09,1.11 .64,.73 .71,.85 .97,1.03 .91,1 .85,.94 .64,.73 

Total I 1.03 .65 .84 .63,.72 1.15,1.17 .52,.62 1.03,1.06 .53,.69 .36,.49 .48,.62 .41,.54 1.03,1.06 

Wkplc. Dev. O 1.01 1.16 .68 .76 .59,.69 .82,.9 .56,.66 .52,.69 .8,.89 .69,.82 .6,.72 .56,.66 

Wkplc. Dev. I .96 .57 1.16 .64 .78 .35,.47 .77,.84 .33,.5 .24,.38 .35,.5 .27,.41 .77,.84 

CWBC O .92 1.10 .57 .86 .41 .77 .66,.75 .9,1.03 1.11,1.17 1.11,1.19 1.09,1.15 .66,.75 

CWBC I .97 .69 1.04 .61 .81 .71 .82 .38,.58 .48,.69 .6,.79 .69,.84 na 

sabotage .76 .78 .61 .61 .42 .97 .77 .39 .38,.58 .48,.69 .6,.79 .69,.84 

withdrawal .78 1.00 .42 .85 .31 1.14 .53 .48 .64 .66,.81 .55,.69 .47,.59 

prod. deviance .83 .96 .55 .76 .43 1.15 .65 .58 .74 .51 .62,.78 .59,.72 

theft .77 .90 .47 .66 .34 1.12 .61 .69 .62 .70 .58 .55,.67 

abuse .97 .69 1.04 .61 .81 .71 1.24 .77 .53 .65 .61 .81 

Note. N = 1039.  Correlations were corrected for unreliability. Some corrections caused correlations to be above 1; these should be interpreted as unity.  The 

upper triangle contains 90% confidence intervals.  The diagonal lists internal consistency reliabilities for facets and Mosier reliabilities for composites.  Total O = 

total organizational CWB; Total I = total interpersonal CWB; Wkplc. Dev. O = organizational deviance for the Workplace Deviance Scales; Wkplc. Dev. I = 

interpersonal deviance for the Workplace Deviance Scales; CWBC O = organizational CWB for the CWB-Checklist; CWBC I = interpersonal deviance for the 

CWB-Checklist; sabotage, withdrawal, prod. deviance (production deviance), theft, and abuse are facets of the CWB-Checklist. 
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Appendix 1-D 

 Rank order correlations between comparable CWB items 

Scale Item or Facet 

Item-total r 

(single 

measure) 

Item total r 

(combined 

measures) 

rs 

CWB-C Insulted or made fun of someone at work .33 .39 
.54 

[.5,.58] 
WDS Made fun of someone at work .40 .41 

CWB-C 
Played a mean prank to embarrass someone 

at work 
.22 .25 

.54 
[.5,.57] 

WDS.  Played a mean prank on someone at work .26 .26 

CWB-C 
Took supplies or tools home without 

permission 
.36 .39 

.56 
[.53,.60] 

WDS.  
Taken property from work without 

permission 
.40 .43 

CWB-C 
Taken a longer break than you were allowed 

to take 
.44 .49 

.64 
[.61,.67] 

WDS 
Taken an additional or longer break than is 

acceptable at your workplace 
.48 .53 

CWB-C Came to work late without permission .51 .55 
.76 

[.74,.78] 
WDS Came in late to work without permission .46 .53 

CWB-C 
Purposely dirtied or littered your work 

environment 
.16 .21 

.30 
[.24,.34] 

WDS Littered your work environment .33 .31 

CWB-C Purposely failed to follow instructions .36 .38 
.32 

[.36,.41] 
WDS Neglected to follow your bossôs instructions .51 .53 

CWB-C 
Purposely worked slowly when things 

needed to get done 
.44 .45 

.47 
[.43,.51] 

WDS 
Intentionally worked slower than you could 

have worked 
.51 .53 

Note. CWB-C is the Counterproductive Work Behavior Checklist (Spector et al., 2006) and WDS is the 

Workplace Deviance scales (Bennett & Robinson, 2000). rs is Spearmanôs rank order correlation 

coefficient (rho).  Values in brackets are 90% confidence intervals for Spearmanôs rho.  Total internal 

consistency reliability for this set of items is Ŭ = .80; for only the WDS items Ŭ = .71; for only the CWB-C 

items Ŭ = .64. Item-total r is correlation of item with its single measure (or combined measures) not 

including that item. 
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Appendix 1-E 

Cognitive ability differences between working females and males 

 Female Male   

 N M SD N M SD 
SD 

ratio 

correct 

d 
90% CI 

Total g 789 -0.18 1.49 224 0.41 1.54 0.97 -0.41 -.55, -.28 

Math g 789 -0.25 1.62 224 0.82 1.57 1.03 -0.72 -.86, -.58 

Verbal g 789 0.01 1.59 224 0.08 1.63 0.98 -0.04 -.18, .09 

ETS Total 789 4.26 3.27 224 5.36 3.07 1.07 -0.40 -.55, -.25 

ETS Math 789 3.58 4.05 224 5.70 4.07 1.00 -0.59 -.74, -.44 

ETS Verbal 789 4.75 4.14 224 4.83 3.07 1.35 -0.03 -.18, .13 

ACT Total 789 27.01 3.50 224 28.04 3.71 0.94 -0.30 -.43, -.17 

ACT Math 789 26.57 3.82 224 28.34 4.02 0.95 -0.48 -.61, -.35 

ACT Eng. 789 55.42 8.20 224 56.19 8.43 0.97 -0.09 -.23, .04 

Note.  Total g, Math g, and Verbal g are composite variables created by standardizing ETS variables and 

ACT variables and taking the average of each respective pair. ETS = Education Testing Service test kit; 

ACT = American College Testing standardized test. ETS Total = composite of ETS Math and ETS Verbal 

tests. ACT Total is the registrar report or self-report ACT composite score; ACT Math is the math subtest 

score; ACT Eng. = the English subtest score. 
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Appendix 1-F 

Simple slopes interaction plots for gender moderation of self-rated BFAS predicting total 

CWB 
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Simple slopes interaction plots for gender moderation of self-rated BFAS predicting total 

CWB-O 

 

 



347 

 

 

 

 



348 

 

 

 

 

  



349 

 

 

Simple slopes interaction plots for gender moderation of self-rated BFAS predicting total 

CWB-I 
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Appendix 1-G 

Spearman intercorrelation matrix of study variables, uncorrected 
 

N 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 

1. CONSC. 1029 .87 .83,.86 .82,.85 .14,.24 .09,.19 .14,.24 -.34,-.24 -.27,-.18 -.34,-.25 

2. Indust. 1029 .85 .82 .37,.46 .08,.18 .02,.13 .09,.19 -.55,-.47 -.44,-.36 -.56,-.49 

3. Order. 1029 .84 .42 .81 .14,.24 .11,.21 .13,.23 -.02,.08 -.02,.08 -.02,.08 

4. AGREE. 1029 .19 .13 .19 .87 .85,.88 .86,.89 -.15,-.05 -.28,-.18 .01,.11 

5. Compas. 1029 .14 .08 .16 .87 .87 .48,.56 -.07,.04 -.14,-.04 .02,.12 

6. Polite. 1029 .19 .14 .18 .88 .52 .74 -.21,-.11 -.35,-.26 -.02,.08 

7. NEUROT. 1029 -.29 -.51 .03 -.10 -.02 -.16 .92 .09,.91 .88,.90 

8. Volatile. 1029 -.22 -.40 .03 -.23 -.09 -.30 .91 .90 .58,.65 

9. Withdrawal 1029 -.30 -.52 .03 .06 .07 .03 .89 .62 .85 

10. EXTRAV. 1029 .25 .32 .09 .10 .30 -.11 -.32 -.14 -.45 

11. assert. 1029 .23 .30 .09 -.15 .08 -.33 -.23 -.03 -.39 

12. enthus. 1029 .18 .23 .07 .34 .44 .15 -.32 -.20 -.37 

13. OPEN. 1029 .08 .13 .01 .31 .42 .12 -.09 -.10 -.07 

14. intell. 1029 .27 .36 .09 .14 .24 .00 -.29 -.22 -.30 

15. exper. 1029 -.11 -.11 -.07 .35 .43 .18 .11 .04 .15 

16. G total 581 .00 .03 -.02 .05 .15 -.04 -.01 -.02 .00 

17. Q total 581 .00 .05 -.03 -.01 .09 -.08 -.04 -.03 -.04 

18. V total 581 .00 .01 -.01 .10 .20 .01 .01 -.02 .03 

19. ACT total. 907 -.04 -.01 -.05 -.02 .07 -.07 .01 .03 -.01 

20. ACT math 581 -.03 .02 -.07 -.10 -.02 -.13 -.05 -.01 -.09 

21. ACTeng 581 -.06 -.03 -.06 .08 .20 -.02 .07 .06 .06 

22. ETS total 1029 .07 .06 .06 .04 .08 .00 -.05 -.07 -.03 

23. ETS QR 1029 .05 .05 .05 -.04 .01 -.07 -.05 -.05 -.05 

24. ETS VC 1029 .04 .03 .04 .10 .11 .09 -.05 -.08 .00 

25. Gender 1020 -.06 .03 -.13 -.25 -.21 -.23 -.25 -.19 -.26 

26. all CWB 1028 -.24 -.27 -.13 -.26 -.16 -.30 .19 .20 .15 

27. all CWB-O 1028 -.29 -.31 -.18 -.24 -.14 -.27 .19 .18 .16 

28. all CWB-I 1029 -.14 -.17 -.06 -.23 -.14 -.26 .15 .18 .10 

29. total WDS 1029 -.22 -.25 -.13 -.25 -.14 -.29 .17 .18 .13 

30. WDS org. 1029 -.29 -.30 -.18 -.22 -.11 -.27 .18 .17 .16 

31. WDS int. 1029 -.11 -.14 -.05 -.21 -.13 -.23 .11 .14 .06 

32. CWB-C 1028 -.21 -.25 -.11 -.24 -.14 -.26 .19 .20 .15 

33. CWB-C org 1028 -.24 -.26 -.15 -.21 -.14 -.23 .16 .16 .13 

34. CWB-C int 1028 -.14 -.18 -.05 -.21 -.12 -.24 .18 .19 .13 

35. sabotage 1028 -.12 -.13 -.08 -.13 -.10 -.12 .07 .07 .05 

36. withdraw 1028 -.23 -.24 -.14 -.15 -.07 -.19 .17 .16 .14 

37. prod. dev 1028 -.17 -.18 -.11 -.17 -.15 -.15 .09 .09 .06 

38. theft 1028 -.14 -.16 -.07 -.15 -.10 -.16 .10 .10 .08 

39. abuse 1028 -.14 -.18 -.05 -.21 -.12 -.24 .18 .19 .13 
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Continued. 

 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 19. 20. 

1. .20,.29 .18,.28 .13,.23 .03,.13 .22,.32 -.16,-.06 -.06,.07 -.06,.07 -.07,.07 -.09,.02 -.10,.03 

2. .27,.36 .26,.35 .18,.28 .08,.18 .31,.40 -.16,-.06 -.04,.10 -.02,.11 -.06,.08 -.07,.04 -.05,.09 

3. .04,.14 .03,.14 .02,.12 -.04,.06 .04,.15 -.12,-.02 -.09,.05 -.10,.04 -.08,.06 -.11,00 -.13,00 

4. .05,.16 -.20,-.10 .29,.38 .26,.35 .08,.19 .30,.39 -.02,.12 -.08,.06 .04,.17 -.07,.04 -.17,-.03 

5. .26,.35 .03,.13 .40,.48 .38,.46 .19,.28 .39,.48 .08,.22 .02,.16 .13,.26 .02,.13 -.08,.05 

6. -.16,-.06 -.37,-.28 .10,.20 .07,.17 -.05,.05 .13,.23 -.10,.03 -.15,-.01 -.05,.08 -.13,-.02 -.2,-.06 

7. -.37,-.27 -.27,-.18 -.36,-.27 -.15,-.04 -.34,-.24 .06,.16 -.08,.06 -.11,.03 -.06,.08 -.04,.07 -.12,.02 

8. -.19,-.09 -.08,.02 -.25,-.15 -.15,-.05 -.27,-.17 -.01,.09 -.09,.05 -.10,.03 -.09,.05 -.03,.08 -.08,.05 

9. -.49,-.41 -.43,-.34 -.42,-.33 -.12,-.02 -.35,-.25 .10,.20 -.07,.07 -.11,.02 -.04,.10 -.07,.04 -.16,-.02 

10. .90 .84,.86 .82,.85 .28,.37 .33,.42 .11,.21 -.06,.07 -.07,.06 -.05,.09 -.04,.07 -.07,.06 

11. .85 .86 .38,.47 .28,.37 .40,.48 .06,.16 -.04,.10 -.04,.09 -.04,.10 00,.11 -.07,.07 

12. .84 .42 .85 .17,.27 .14,.24 .11,.21 -.08,.05 -.10,.04 -.07,.07 -.07,.03 -.07,.07 

13. .32 .32 .22 .84 .76,.80 .83,.86 .24,.37 .18,.30 .28,.40 .20,.30 00,.13 

14. .38 .44 .19 .78 .80 .27,.36 .32,.44 .30,.42 .31,.43 .29,.39 .13,.26 

15. .16 .11 .17 .84 .31 .80 .09,.23 .01,.15 .15,.28 .04,.15 -.12,.01 

16. .01 .03 -.02 .30 .38 .16 .89 .94,.96 .95,.96 .74,.79 .53,.62 

17. -.01 .02 -.03 .24 .36 .08 .95 .86 .8,.85 .78,.83 .70,.76 

18. .02 .03 .00 .34 .37 .22 .96 .83 .83 .63,.71 .34,.45 

19. .02 .06 -.02 .25 .34 .10 .77 .81 .67 .96 .71,.78 

20. .00 .00 .00 .07 .19 -.06 .58 .73 .40 .75 .91 

21. .04 .03 .04 .28 .32 .18 .81 .73 .81 .81 .48 
22. .01 .05 -.02 .24 .30 .12 .77 .81 .68 .46 .38 

23. .03 .06 .00 .11 .21 .00 .50 .68 .30 .42 .43 

24. -.02 .02 -.04 .28 .28 .20 .69 .56 .75 .29 .14 

25. .04 .10 -.02 .00 .15 -.14 .16 .26 .02 .12 .19 

26. -.03 .05 -.11 -.07 -.07 -.05 -.02 .01 -.02 .00 .01 

27. -.06 .02 -.11 -.05 -.08 -.01 .00 .04 .03 .02 .06 

28. -.01 .07 -.09 -.07 -.04 -.07 -.04 -.03 -.05 -.01 -.03 

29. -.04 .05 -.12 -.05 -.05 -.04 -.01 .02 -.02 .01 .03 

30. -.06 .02 -.13 -.03 -.06 .01 .01 .06 .02 .02 .07 

31. .00 .06 -.07 -.06 -.03 -.07 -.02 -.02 -.05 .00 -.01 

32. -.03 .04 -.09 -.09 -.08 -.06 -.04 -.02 -.01 -.01 -.01 

33. -.04 .00 -.07 -.07 -.08 -.04 -.02 .01 .02 .01 .04 

34. -.01 .08 -.09 -.08 -.06 -.07 -.05 -.04 -.05 -.04 -.06 

35. -.03 -.01 -.04 -.07 -.05 -.06 -.05 -.02 -.08 -.02 .00 

36. .00 .03 -.03 -.02 -.05 .01 -.04 .00 .03 -.03 -.01 

37. -.09 -.05 -.10 -.09 -.11 -.04 .01 .03 .00 .04 .06 

38. -.02 .01 -.04 -.05 -.03 -.04 .02 .00 .06 .04 .05 

39. -.01 .08 -.09 -.08 -.06 -.07 -.05 -.04 -.05 -.04 -.06 
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Continued. 

 21. 22. 23. 24. 25. 26. 27. 28. 29 30. 31. 

1. -.12,.01 .02,.12 00,.10 -.01,.09 -.29,-.19 -.34,-.24 -.19,-.09 -.27,-.18 -.33,-.24 -.16,-.06 -.26,-.16 

2. -.1,.04 .01,.11 00,.10 -.02,.08 -.32,-.22 -.35,-.26 -.22,-.12 -.29,-.20 -.35,-.25 -.19,-.08 -.3,-.20 

3. -.13,.01 .01,.12 00,.10 -.01,.09 -.18,-.08 -.23,-.13 -.11,-.01 -.18,-.08 -.23,-.13 -.10,0 -.16,-.06 

4. .02,.15 -.01,.09 -.09,.01 .05,.15 -.31,-.22 -.28,-.19 -.28,-.18 -.30,-.20 -.27,-.17 -.26,-.16 -.28,-.19 

5. .13,.26 .03,.13 -.04,.06 .06,.16 -.20,-.10 -.19,-.09 -.19,-.09 -.19,-.09 -.16,-.06 -.18,-.08 -.19,-.09 

6. -.09,.05 -.05,.06 -.12,-.02 .03,.14 -.35,-.26 -.32,-.23 -.31,-.21 -.34,-.24 -.31,-.22 -.28,-.18 -.31,-.22 

7. 0,.14 -.11,00 -.10,00 -.10,00 .14,.24 .14,.24 .01,.20 .12,.22 .13,.23 .06,.16 .14,.24 

8. -.01,.13 -.12,-.02 -.10,00 -.13,-.03 .15,.25 .13,.23 .13,.23 .12,.22 .11,.21 .09,.19 .15,.24 

9. -.01,.12 -.08,.03 -.10,00 -.06,.05 .10,.20 .11,.21 .05,.15 .07,.18 .11,.21 .01,.11 .10,.20 

10. -.03,.11 -.04,.06 -.02,.08 -.07,.03 -.09,.02 -.11,00 -.06,.05 -.09,.02 -.11,-.01 -.06,.05 -.08,.03 

11. -.04,.1 00,.11 .01,.11 -.04,.07 00,.10 -.04,.07 .02,.13 00,.10 -.03,.07 .01,.11 -.01,.09 

12. -.03,.11 -.07,.03 -.05,.05 -.09,.02 -.16,-.06 -.16,-.06 -.14,-.04 -.17,-.06 -.18,-.08 -.12,-.02 -.14,-.04 

13. .22,.34 .19,.29 .06,.16 .23,.33 -.12,-.02 -.10,00 -.13,-.02 -.10,00 -.08,.02 -.11,-.01 -.14,-.03 

14. .25,.38 .26,.35 .16,.26 .23,.33 -.12,-.02 -.13,-.03 -.10,.01 -.10,00 -.11,-.01 -.08,.02 -.13,-.03 

15. .11,.24 .07,.17 -.05,.05 .15,.25 -.10,00 -.06,.04 -.13,-.02 -.09,.02 -.04,.06 -.12,-.01 -.11,-.01 

16. .78,.83 .74,.80 .44,.55 .66,.73 -.08,.03 -.06,.05 -.09,.02 -.06,.05 -.05,.06 -.07,.04 -.09,.01 

17. .7,.76 .79,.84 .64,.72 .51,.61 -.07,.08 -.03,.12 -.10,.05 -.05,.10 -.02,.13 -.09,.06 -.09,.06 

18. .78,.83 .64,.71 .24,.36 .72,.78 -.09,.06 -.05,.10 -.13,.02 -.09,.06 -.05,.10 -.12,.03 -.09,.06 

19. .78,.83 .41,.50 .37,.46 .24,.34 -.05,.06 -.04,.07 -.07,.04 -.04,.07 -.03,.07 -.05,.06 -.07,.04 

20. .43,.54 .32,.44 .37,.48 .07,.2 -.06,.09 -.01,.14 -.11,.04 -.04,.11 -.01,.14 -.09,.07 -.09,.06 

21. .92 .28,.40 .19,.31 .19,.32 -.05,.10 -.01,.14 -.10,.06 -.05,.10 -.01,.14 -.09,.06 -.06,.09 

22. .34 .72 .75,.79 .74,.78 -.10,00 -.08,.02 -.10,00 -.09,.01 -.07,.04 -.10,.01 -.10,00 

23. .25 .77 .70 .18,.28 -.08,.02 -.06,.04 -.09,.02 -.07,.04 -.05,.05 -.08,.03 -.09,.01 

24. .26 .76 .23 .64 -.04,.06 -.10,00 -.09,.01 -.10,00 -.10,00 -.08,.02 -.10,00 

25. .04 .14 .21 .01 -- .05,.15 .02,.12 .05,.15 .06,.16 00,.11 .07,.18 

26. .03 -.05 -.03 -.05 .10 .91 .86,.89 .88,.90 .94,.95 .81,.84 .78,.82 

27. .07 -.03 -.01 -.04 .07 .87 .86 .52,.59 .77,.81 .92,.94 .42,.50 

28. -.02 -.05 -.03 -.05 .10 .89 .55 .87 .86,.88 .50,.57 .93,.95 

29. .03 -.04 -.02 -.05 .11 .94 .79 .87 .83 .83,.86 .87,.89 

30. .07 -.02 .00 -.03 .05 .83 .93 .54 .84 .77 .45,.53 

31. -.01 -.05 -.03 -.05 .13 .80 .46 .94 .88 .49 .75 

32. .02 -.05 -.04 -.04 .06 .89 .83 .75 .69 .65 .54 

33. .05 -.04 -.03 -.04 .08 .76 .89 .46 .56 .66 .32 

34. -.02 -.05 -.04 -.04 .03 .82 .57 .86 .66 .48 .64 

35. -.04 -.05 -.05 -.02 .10 .45 .46 .35 .32 .33 .23 

36. .03 -.01 .00 -.03 .06 .59 .74 .31 .46 .59 .22 

37. .03 -.04 -.02 -.04 .08 .56 .63 .36 .42 .47 .27 

38. .10 -.03 -.02 -.02 .02 .54 .63 .33 .38 .44 .23 

39. -.02 -.05 -.04 -.04 .03 .82 .57 .86 .66 .48 .64 
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Continued. 

 32. 33. 34. 35. 36. 37. 38. 39. 

1. -.29,-.19 -.19,-.09 -.17,-.07 -.28,-.18 -.11,-.01 -.22,-.12 -.19,-.08 -.19,-.09 

2. -.30,-.21 -.23,-.13 -.18,-.08 -.29,-.19 -.02,.08 -.23,-.13 -.21,-.10 -.23,-.13 

3. -.20,-.09 -.10,0 -.13,-.03 -.19,-.09 -.18,-.08 -.16,-.06 -.12,-.02 -.01,0 

4. -.26,-.16 -.26,-.16 -.18,-.07 -.20,-.10 -.30,-.20 -.22,-.12 -.20,-.10 -.26,-.16 

5. -.19,-.09 -.17,-.07 -.15,-.05 -.12,-.01 -.26,-.16 -.20,-.10 -.15,-.05 -.17,-.07 

6. -.27,-.18 -.29,-.19 -.17,-.07 -.24,-.14 -.28,-.18 -.20,-.10 -.21,-.11 -.29,-.19 

7. .11,.21 .13,.23 .02,.12 .12,.22 -.30,-.20 .04,.14 .05,.15 .13,.23 

8. .11,.21 .14,.24 .02,.12 .11,.21 -.24,-.14 .04,.14 .05,.15 .14,.24 

9. .08,.18 .08,.18 0,.10 .09,.19 -.31,-.21 .01,.12 .03,.13 .08,.18 

10. -.09,.01 -.06,.05 -.08,.02 -.05,.05 -.01,.10 -.14,-.03 -.07,.03 -.06,.05 

11. -.05,.05 .02,.13 -.06,.04 -.02,.08 .04,.15 -.10,.01 -.04,.06 .02,.13 

12. -.12,-.02 -.14,-.04 -.09,.01 -.08,.02 -.08,.03 -.15,-.05 -.09,.01 -.14,-.04 

13. -.12,-.02 -.13,-.03 -.12,-.01 -.07,.03 -.05,.05 -.14,-.04 -.10,.01 -.13,-.03 

14. -.13,-.03 -.11,-.01 -.10,.01 -.10,0 .10,.20 -.16,-.06 -.08,.02 -.11,-.01 

15. -.09,.01 -.12,-.02 -.11,-.01 -.04,.06 -.19,-.08 -.09,.02 -.10,.01 -.12,-.02 

16. -.07,.04 -.11,0 -.10,0 -.09,.02 .11,.21 -.05,.06 -.04,.07 -.11,0 

17. -.07,.08 -.12,.04 -.10,.05 -.07,.08 .19,.33 -.04,.11 -.08,.08 -.12,.04 

18. -.05,.10 -.12,.03 -.15,0 -.05,.11 -.06,.09 -.08,.07 -.02,.13 -.12,.03 

19. -.04,.06 -.09,.02 -.08,.03 -.08,.02 .07,.17 -.02,.09 -.01,.09 -.09,.02 

20. -.04,.11 -.13,.02 -.07,.08 -.08,.07 .11,.26 -.02,.13 -.03,.12 -.13,.02 

21. -.02,.13 -.10,.05 -.12,.03 -.05,.10 -.04,.11 -.04,.11 .02,.17 -.10,.05 

22. -.09,.01 -.10,0 -.10,0 -.07,.04 .09,.19 -.09,.01 -.08,.02 -.10,0 

23. -.08,.03 -.09,.01 -.10,.01 -.05,.05 .16,.26 -.07,.03 -.07,.03 -.09,.01 

24. -.10,.01 -.09,.01 -.09,.01 -.08,.03 -.08,.03 -.09,.02 -.07,.03 -.09,.01 

25. .01,.12 .03,.13 -.02,.08 .05,.15 .01,.11 .02,.13 -.03,.07 -.02,.08 

26. .88,.90 .74,.78 .80,.83 .41,.49 .56,.63 .52,.59 .51,.58 .80,.83 

27. .81,.84 .88,.90 .53,.60 .41,.50 .72,.77 .60,.66 .60,.66 .53,.60 

28. .72,.77 .42,.50 .85,.88 .30,.39 .26,.36 .31,.40 .29,.38 .85,.88 

29. .66,.71 .52,.59 .63,.69 .27,.36 .41,.50 .37,.46 .33,.42 .63,.69 

30. .62,.68 .63,.69 .44,.52 .28,.37 .55,.62 .43,.51 .39,.48 .44,.52 

31. .51,.58 .28,.37 .61,.67 .19,.28 .17,.27 .22,.31 .18,.27 .61,.67 

32. .70 .88,.90 .87,.89 .51,.58 .64,.69 .61,.67 .64,.69 .87,.89 

33. .89 .74 .52,.59 .49,.56 .78,.81 .69,.74 .73,.77 .52,.59 

34. .88 .56 .77 .39,.47 .33,.42 .37,.46 .37,.46 1,1 

35. .54 .53 .43 .34 .19,.29 .22,.31 .28,.37 .39,.47 

36. .67 .80 .38 .24 .63 .38,.46 .33,.42 .33,.42 

37. .65 .72 .42 .26 .42 .41 .33,.42 .37,.46 

38. .66 .75 .42 .33 .37 .38 .52 .37,.46 

39. .88 .56 1.00 .43 .38 .42 .42 .77 

Note. Correlations are uncorrected. 90% confidence intervals are in the upper triangle. Cronbach alpha 

reliabilities for facets and Mosier reliabilities for composites are in italics on the diagonal. 
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Spearman intercorrelation matrix of study variables, fully corrected 
 

N 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 

1. CONSC. 1025 .87 .99,1.02 .98,1.02 .16,.27 .1,.22 .17,.3 -.38,-.27 -.3,-.19 -.4,-.29 

2. Indust. 1025 1 .82 .46,.57 .09,.21 .03,.15 .11,.24 -.63,-.54 -.51,-.41 -.67,-.58 

3. Order. 1025 1 .52 .81 .17,.28 .13,.25 .17,.3 -.02,.09 -.03,.1 -.03,.1 

4. AGREE. 1025 .22 .15 .23 .87 .98,1 1,1 -.17,-.05 -.31,-.2 .01,.13 

5. Compas. 1025 .16 .09 .19 1 .87 .6,.69 -.08,.04 -.16,-.04 .02,.14 

6. Polite. 1025 .24 .18 .23 1 .65 .74 -.25,-.13 -.42,-.31 -.03,.1 

7. NEUROT. 1025 -.32 -.59 .03 -.11 -.02 -.19 .92 .99,1.01 .99,1 

8. Volatile. 1025 -.25 -.47 .04 -.26 -.10 -.37 1 .90 .67,.74 

9. Withdrawal 1025 -.35 -.62 .04 .07 .08 .04 1 .71 .85 

10. EXTRAV. 1025 .28 .37 .11 .11 .34 -.13 -.35 -.16 -.51 

11. assert. 1025 .27 .36 .11 -.17 .09 -.41 -.26 -.03 -.46 

12. enthus. 1025 .21 .28 .08 .40 .51 .19 -.36 -.23 -.44 

13. OPEN. 1025 .09 .16 .01 .36 .49 .15 -.10 -.11 -.08 

14. intell. 1025 .32 .44 .11 .17 .29 .00 -.34 -.26 -.36 

15. exper. 1025 -.13 -.14 -.09 .42 .52 .23 .13 .05 .18 

16. G total 581 .00 .06 -.04 .09 .27 -.08 -.02 -.04 .00 

17. Q total 581 .00 .08 -.05 -.02 .15 -.14 -.06 -.05 -.07 

18. V total 581 .00 .02 -.02 .18 .35 .02 .02 -.04 .05 

19. ACT total. 907 -.07 -.02 -.09 -.04 .13 -.14 .02 .05 -.02 

20. ACT math 581 -.05 .03 -.12 -.16 -.03 -.23 -.08 -.02 -.15 

21. ACTeng 581 -.10 -.05 -.11 .14 .34 -.04 .12 .10 .11 

22. ETS total 1029 .15 .13 .13 .09 .17 .00 -.10 -.15 -.07 

23. ETS QR 1029 .10 .10 .10 -.08 .02 -.15 -.10 -.10 -.10 

24. ETS VC 1029 .09 .07 .10 .23 .25 .22 -.11 -.18 .00 

25. Gender 1000 -.06 .03 -.14 -.27 -.23 -.27 -.26 -.20 -.28 

26. all CWB 1024 -.27 -.31 -.15 -.29 -.18 -.37 .21 .22 .17 

27. all CWB-O 1024 -.34 -.37 -.22 -.28 -.16 -.34 .21 .20 .19 

28. all CWB-I 1024 -.16 -.20 -.07 -.26 -.16 -.32 .17 .20 .12 

29. total WDS 1025 -.26 -.30 -.16 -.29 -.16 -.37 .19 .21 .15 

30. WDS org. 1025 -.35 -.38 -.23 -.27 -.13 -.36 .21 .20 .20 

31. WDS int. 1025 -.13 -.17 -.06 -.24 -.15 -.29 .12 .16 .07 

32. CWB-C 1024 -.27 -.33 -.15 -.31 -.18 -.36 .24 .25 .19 

33. CWB-C org 1024 -.30 -.33 -.19 -.26 -.17 -.31 .19 .19 .16 

34. CWB-C int 1024 -.17 -.23 -.06 -.26 -.15 -.32 .21 .23 .16 

35. sabotage 1024 -.22 -.25 -.15 -.24 -.18 -.24 .13 .13 .09 

36. withdraw 1024 -.31 -.33 -.20 -.20 -.09 -.28 .22 .21 .19 

37. prod. dev 1024 -.28 -.31 -.19 -.28 -.25 -.27 .15 .15 .10 

38. theft 1024 -.21 -.25 -.11 -.22 -.15 -.26 .14 .15 .12 

39. abuse 1024 -.17 -.23 -.06 -.26 -.15 -.32 .21 .23 .16 
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Continued. 

 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 19. 20. 

1. .23,.34 .21,.32 .15,.27 .03,.15 .27,.38 -.19,-.07 -.14,.14 -.12,.12 -.14,.14 -.2,.06 -.17,.07 

2. .32,.43 .3,.41 .22,.33 .09,.22 .39,.5 -.2,-.07 -.09,.2 -.04,.21 -.12,.16 -.16,.12 -.09,.16 

3. .05,.16 .05,.17 .02,.15 -.05,.07 .05,.17 -.15,-.02 -.18,.11 -.18,.08 -.16,.12 -.23,.05 -.24,.01 

4. .06,.17 -.23,-.11 .34,.45 .31,.41 .11,.23 .36,.47 -.05,.23 -.14,.11 .04,.3 -.17,.1 -.28,-.04 

5. .29,.39 .03,.15 .46,.56 .44,.54 .23,.35 .46,.56 .14,.39 .02,.27 .22,.46 -.01,.25 -.15,.09 

6. -.2,-.07 -.47,-.36 .13,.25 .09,.21 -.07,.07 .17,.3 -.23,.07 -.27,-.01 -.13,.17 -.27,.01 -.35,-.1 

7. -.4,-.3 -.31,-.2 -.41,-.31 -.16,-.04 -.39,-.28 .07,.19 -.15,.12 -.18,.06 -.11,.15 -.11,.15 -.2,.04 

8. -.21,-.1 -.09,.02 -.28,-.17 -.17,-.06 -.32,-.2 -.01,.11 -.17,.1 -.17,.07 -.17,.1 -.08,.18 -.14,.1 

9. -.56,-.47 -.51,-.4 -.49,-.38 -.14,-.02 -.42,-.31 .12,.24 -.14,.14 -.19,.06 -.08,.19 -.15,.12 -.27,-.02 

10. .90 .95,.98 .94,.98 .31,.42 .39,.5 .13,.25 -.12,.15 -.14,.11 -.1,.17 -.1,.17 -.12,.12 

11. .97 .86 .44,.54 .32,.43 .48,.58 .07,.19 -.09,.19 -.09,.16 -.08,.19 -.03,.24 -.12,.12 

12. .96 .49 .85 .2,.32 .17,.29 .15,.27 -.18,.1 -.17,.08 -.14,.14 -.17,.1 -.12,.12 

13. .37 .37 .26 .84 .92,.97 1,1 .41,.6 .27,.48 .46,.64 .31,.53 -.01,.23 

14. .45 .53 .23 .95 .80 .33,.44 .54,.71 .47,.64 .52,.69 .47,.65 .19,.42 

15. .19 .13 .21 1 .39 .80 .16,.42 .01,.26 .27,.5 .05,.31 -.23,.03 

16. .02 .06 -.04 .51 .63 .30      

17. -.02 .03 -.05 .39 .57 .14      

18. .04 .05 .00 .56 .61 .39      

19. .04 .11 -.04 .43 .57 .18      

20. .00 .00 .00 .11 .31 -.10      

21. .07 .05 .07 .46 .53 .32      

22. .02 .11 -.04 .48 .59 .26      

23. .06 .12 .00 .22 .42 .00      

24. -.05 .05 -.09 .58 .60 .45      

25. .04 .11 -.02 .00 .17 -.16 .17 .29 .03 .25 .34 

26. -.03 .06 -.13 -.08 -.08 -.06 -.11 -.06 -.12 -.05 -.02 

27. -.07 .02 -.13 -.06 -.10 -.01 -.13 -.10 -.16 -.05 -.03 
28. -.01 .08 -.10 -.08 -.05 -.08 -.04 -.02 -.04 -.05 -.03 
29. -.05 .06 -.14 -.06 -.06 -.05 -.09 -.05 -.13 -.02 .02 

30. -.07 .02 -.16 -.04 -.08 .01 -.06 -.02 -.08 -.04 .00 

31. .00 .07 -.08 -.07 -.04 -.08 -.14 -.09 -.17 -.02 .00 
32. -.04 .05 -.12 -.12 -.11 -.08 -.10 -.09 -.10 -.10 -.09 
33. -.05 .00 -.09 -.09 -.10 -.05 .02 -.02 .02 -.06 -.05 

34. -.01 .10 -.11 -.10 -.08 -.09 -.16 -.14 -.17 -.09 -.10 

35. -.05 -.02 -.07 -.13 -.10 -.12 -.09 -.11 -.06 -.14 -.08 
36. .00 .04 -.04 -.03 -.07 .01 -.02 -.06 .00 -.11 -.15 
37. -.15 -.08 -.17 -.15 -.19 -.07 .11 .07 .10 .05 .07 

38. -.03 .02 -.06 -.08 -.05 -.06 .10 .06 .12 .09 .06 

39. -.01 .10 -.11 -.10 -.08 -.09 -.16 -.14 -.17 -.09 -.10 
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Continued. 

 21. 22. 23. 24. 25. 26. 27. 28. 29 30. 31. 

1. -.23,.03 -.01,.3 -.05,.25 -.08,.26 -.12,-.01 -.32,-.21 -.39,-.28 -.22,-.1 -.32,-.2 -.41,-.3 -.19,-.07 

2. -.19,.08 -.03,.29 -.05,.25 -.11,.25 -.02,.09 -.37,-.26 -.42,-.31 -.26,-.14 -.36,-.24 -.44,-.32 -.23,-.11 

3. -.24,.03 -.04,.29 -.05,.26 -.09,.27 -.2,-.09 -.21,-.09 -.27,-.16 -.13,-.01 -.22,-.1 -.29,-.16 -.12,0 

4. .01,.26 -.08,.24 -.23,.07 .06,.38 -.32,-.22 -.35,-.24 -.33,-.22 -.32,-.21 -.35,-.24 -.33,-.21 -.3,-.19 

5. .22,.44 .01,.32 -.13,.17 .08,.41 -.28,-.17 -.24,-.12 -.22,-.1 -.22,-.1 -.22,-.11 -.2,-.07 -.21,-.09 

6. -.18,.1 -.17,.17 -.31,.01 .04,.39 -.32,-.21 -.42,-.31 -.4,-.28 -.38,-.26 -.43,-.31 -.42,-.29 -.35,-.23 

7. -.01,.24 -.26,.05 -.24,.05 -.28,.06 -.31,-.21 .15,.26 .16,.27 .11,.22 .14,.25 .15,.27 .07,.18 

8. -.03,.23 -.3,.01 -.24,.05 -.34,-.01 -.25,-.15 .17,.27 .15,.26 .15,.26 .15,.27 .14,.26 .1,.22 

9. -.03,.23 -.22,.1 -.25,.05 -.18,.18 -.33,-.23 .11,.23 .13,.25 .06,.18 .09,.21 .14,.26 .01,.13 

10. -.06,.19 -.14,.18 -.09,.21 -.22,.13 -.01,.1 -.09,.02 -.13,-.01 -.07,.05 -.11,.01 -.13,-.01 -.06,.06 

11. -.08,.18 -.06,.26 -.03,.27 -.13,.22 .05,.16 0,.11 -.04,.08 .02,.14 0,.12 -.04,.09 .01,.13 

12. -.06,.2 -.2,.12 -.15,.15 -.27,.08 -.08,.03 -.18,-.07 -.19,-.07 -.16,-.05 -.2,-.08 -.22,-.1 -.14,-.02 

13. .35,.55 .35,.59 .07,.36 .46,.68 -.06,.06 -.14,-.02 -.12,0 -.14,-.02 -.12,0 -.1,.03 -.13,-.01 

14. .43,.62 .47,.68 .28,.54 .47,.7 .11,.22 -.14,-.02 -.16,-.03 -.11,.01 -.12,0 -.14,-.01 -.1,.03 

15. .19,.43 .1,.41 -.16,.16 .3,.58 -.21,-.1 -.12,0 -.07,.05 -.15,-.02 -.11,.01 -.05,.08 -.15,-.02 

16.     .04,.29 -.24,.03 -.26,.01 -.18,.1 -.23,.05 -.2,.09 -.28,.01 

17.     .18,.39 -.18,.06 -.22,.03 -.14,.11 -.18,.08 -.15,.11 -.22,.05 

18.     -.09,.16 -.25,.01 -.29,-.03 -.17,.1 -.26,.01 -.22,.07 -.31,-.03 

19.     .12,.36 -.18,.08 -.19,.08 -.19,.08 -.16,.12 -.18,.11 -.16,.13 

20.     .23,.43 -.14,.1 -.15,.09 -.15,.09 -.11,.14 -.13,.13 -.13,.13 

21.     -.11,.14 -.23,.03 -.23,.03 -.18,.08 -.22,.05 -.19,.08 -.25,.03 

22.     .17,.44 -.26,.05 -.26,.06 -.2,.12 -.25,.08 -.21,.13 -.28,.06 

23.     .23,.47 -.17,.13 -.17,.13 -.17,.13 -.15,.15 -.16,.16 -.2,.12 

24.     -.04,.06 -.11,0 -.1,.01 -.11,0 -.12,0 -.1,.03 -.11,0 

25. .02 .31 .36 -.16 -- .05,.16 .02,.13 .05,.16 .06,.18 0,.12 .09,.2 

26. -.10 -.10 -.02 -.18 .10 .91 .97,1 .99,1 1,1 .97,1 .89,.93 

27. -.10 -.11 -.02 -.07 .08 .98 .86 .59,.68 .91,.96 1,1 .49,.58 

28. -.05 -.04 -.02 -.17 .11 1 .64 .87 1,1 .61,.7 1,1 

29. -.09 -.09 .00 -.10 .12 1 .94 1 .83 1,1 1,1 

30. -.06 -.05 .00 -.17 .06 .99 1 .66 1 .77 .56,.65 

31. -.11 -.12 -.04 -.13 .14 .91 .54 1 1 .61 .75 

32. -.12 -.10 -.02 .00 .07 1 1 .96 .91 .89 .75 

33. -.04 -.02 -.02 -.20 .09 .92 1 .57 .71 .87 .43 

34. -.13 -.14 -.04 -.11 .03 .98 .70 1 .83 .62 .84 

35. -.06 -.14 -.10 .03 .17 .81 .85 .64 .60 .65 .46 

36. -.04 .00 -.02 -.03 .08 .78 1 .42 .64 .85 .32 

37. .05 -.09 -.12 .06 .12 .92 1 .60 .72 .84 .49 

38. .04 .06 .00 -.20 .03 .79 .94 .49 .58 .70 .37 

39. -.13 -.14 -.04 .11 .03 .98 .70 1 .83 .62 .84 

 

 

 

 

 

 



359 

 

 

 

Continued. 

 32. 33. 34. 35. 36. 37. 38. 39. 

1. -.33,-.21 -.36,-.24 -.23,-.11 -.31,-.13 -.38,-.24 -.37,-.2 -.28,-.13 -.23,-.11 

2. -.39,-.27 -.39,-.27 -.29,-.16 -.34,-.15 -.4,-.27 -.4,-.22 -.32,-.17 -.29,-.16 

3. -.21,-.08 -.26,-.13 -.13,0 -.25,-.05 -.27,-.12 -.28,-.1 -.19,-.03 -.13,0 

4. -.37,-.24 -.32,-.2 -.32,-.2 -.33,-.15 -.27,-.13 -.37,-.2 -.3,-.15 -.32,-.2 

5. -.24,-.11 -.24,-.11 -.21,-.08 -.28,-.09 -.16,-.03 -.33,-.17 -.22,-.07 -.21,-.08 

6. -.43,-.29 -.37,-.24 -.38,-.25 -.34,-.14 -.35,-.21 -.36,-.18 -.34,-.18 -.38,-.25 

7. .17,.3 .13,.25 .15,.27 .03,.22 .16,.29 .06,.23 .07,.22 .15,.27 

8. .19,.31 .13,.26 .17,.29 .03,.22 .15,.28 .06,.23 .07,.22 .17,.29 

9. .13,.26 .1,.23 .1,.22 0,.19 .12,.26 .01,.19 .04,.2 .1,.22 

10. -.1,.03 -.11,.01 -.07,.05 -.15,.04 -.07,.07 -.23,-.06 -.1,.05 -.07,.05 

11. -.01,.12 -.06,.06 .04,.16 -.11,.08 -.03,.11 -.17,0 -.06,.09 .04,.16 

12. -.18,-.05 -.15,-.02 -.17,-.05 -.17,.02 -.11,.03 -.26,-.08 -.14,.02 -.17,-.05 

13. -.18,-.05 -.15,-.02 -.16,-.04 -.23,-.03 -.1,.04 -.24,-.07 -.15,0 -.16,-.04 

14. -.17,-.04 -.17,-.04 -.14,-.01 -.19,0 -.14,0 -.28,-.1 -.13,.03 -.14,-.01 

15. -.15,-.01 -.12,.01 -.15,-.02 -.21,-.02 -.06,.09 -.16,.02 -.14,.02 -.15,-.02 

16. -.25,.05 -.13,.17 -.3,-.01 -.3,.13 -.18,.14 -.1,.3 -.09,.27 -.3,-.01 

17. -.23,.05 -.15,.12 -.27,-.01 -.3,.09 -.2,.09 -.11,.25 -.1,.22 -.27,-.01 

18. -.25,.05 -.13,.16 -.31,-.03 -.27,.16 -.16,.16 -.09,.29 -.06,.28 -.31,-.03 

19. -.24,.05 -.2,.09 -.23,.05 -.34,.07 -.26,.05 -.14,.24 -.08,.26 -.23,.05 

20. -.22,.05 -.18,.08 -.23,.03 -.27,.12 -.29,-.01 -.11,.25 -.1,.22 -.23,.03 

21. -.26,.03 -.18,.1 -.26,.01 -.26,.15 -.19,.11 -.14,.24 -.12,.21 -.26,.01 

22. -.27,.09 -.2,.15 -.3,.04 -.38,.12 -.19,.19 -.32,.14 -.15,.26 -.3,.04 

23. -.19,.15 -.18,.14 -.2,.12 -.33,.15 -.2,.15 -.33,.1 -.19,.19 -.2,.12 

24. -.11,.01 -.11,.01 -.11,.01 -.13,.06 -.11,.03 -.28,.22 -.17,.28 -.37,-.01 

25. .01,.13 .03,.15 -.02,.09 .08,.26 .01,.14 .04,.2 -.04,.1 -.02,.09 

26. 1,1 .89,.95 .96,1 .73,.88 .73,.82 .86,.97 .73,.84 .96,1 

27. 1,1 1,1 .66,.74 .77,.92 .97,1.04 1,1 .89,.99 .66,.74 

28. .93,.99 .52,.62 1,1 .56,.73 .36,.48 .53,.68 .42,.56 1,1 

29. .87,.94 .66,.75 .79,.86 .51,.69 .58,.69 .65,.79 .51,.64 .79,.86 

30. .84,.92 .83,.91 .57,.67 .55,.73 .8,.89 .76,.91 .63,.76 .57,.67 

31. .69,.79 .36,.49 .8,.88 .36,.55 .25,.39 .4,.57 .29,.45 .8,.88 

32. .70 1,1 1,1 1,1 .97,1 1,1 1,1 1,1 

33. 1 .74 .69,.78 .97,1 1,1 1,1 1,1 .69,.78 

34. 1 .74 .77 .76,.92 .48,.61 .67,.82 .6,.73  

35. 1 1 .84 .34 .41,.62 .57,.82 .67,.89 .76,.92 

36. 1 1 .55 .52 .63 .74,.91 .57,.72 .48,.61 

37. 1 1 .75 .70 .83 .41 .73,.92 .67,.82 

38. 1 1 .66 .79 .65 .82 .52 .6,.73 

39. 1 .74 1 .84 .55 .75 .66 .77 

Note. Correlations are corrected for unreliability (measurement error) in personality and CWB, and 

corrected for unreliability (measurement error) and indirect range restriction in cognitive ability using 

population standard deviations. 90% confidence intervals are in the upper triangle. Cronbach alpha 

reliabilities for facets and Mosier reliabilities for composites are in italics on the diagonal. 
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Appendix 1-H 

90% confidence intervals for Table 1.12 

 

Total g 
Total 

Math 

Total 

Verb. 

Total 

Comb 

ACT 

ACT 

Math 
ACT Eng. ETS Total 

ETS 

Quant. 

ETS 

Verb. 

Total CWB -.04,.09 -.04,.09 -.12,-.01 -.05,.07 -.03,.10 -.03,.10 -.13,-.02 -.12,-.01 -.11,.01 

CWB-O -.07,.05 -.06,.06 -.13,-.01 -.05,.07 -.05,.07 -.05,.07 -.15,-.03 -.14,-.02 -.13,-.01 

CWB-I -.02,.11 -.02,.11 -.12,.01 -.05,.07 -.02,.11 -.01,.12 -.13,-.01 -.12,.01 -.11,.02 

Total Workplace Dev. -.05,.11 -.04,.13 -.13,-.01 -.06,.09 -.03,.15 -.03,.15 -.11,.03 -.09,.06 -.12,.01 

Workplace Deviance ï O .01,.14 .01,.14 -.10,.03 -.05,.08 .02,.16 .03,.17 -.07,.06 -.06,.07 -.10,.03 

Workplace Deviance ï I -.15,.04 -.13,.05 -.21,-.02 -.11,.07 -.11,.07 -.13,.05 -.18,.01 -.15,.04 -.18,.01 

Total CWB Checklist -.09,.05 -.09,.05 -.12,.02 -.09,.05 -.08,.06 -.07,.08 -.13,.01 -.12,.02 -.13,.01 

CWB Checklist ï O -.05,.09 -.07,.07 -.10,.05 -.07,.07 -.02,.11 -.01,.12 -.15,.02 -.13,.03 -.15,.02 

CWB Checklist ï I -.16,-.01 -.13,.02 -.17,-.02 -.13,.02 -.16,-.01 -.14,.01 -.14,.01 -.13,.02 -.13,.02 

Sabotage -.11,.02 -.09,.04 -.11,.02 -.10,.03 -.06,.06 -.07,.05 -.12,.01 -.12,.01 -.09,.04 

Withdrawal -.05,.07 -.06,.06 -.06,.06 -.09,.03 -.07,.05 -.05,.07 -.07,.05 -.06,.06 -.09,.03 

Prod. Deviance -.03,.10 -.02,.11 -.06,.06 -.03,.10 .01,.13 -.02,.11 -.10,.02 -.08,.04 -.10,.02 

Theft -.02,.11 -.06,.06 -.06,.06 -.02,.11 -.01,.12 .04,.17 -.09,.03 -.08,.04 -.09,.03 

Abuse -.13,-.01 -.11,.02 -.14,-.02 -.11,.02 -.13,-.01 -.12,.01 -.12,.01 -.11,.02 -.11,.02 
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Appendix 1-I  

Correlations between BFAS and cognitive ability variables 

 

ETS 

Quant. 

ETS 

Verb. 

ETS 

Total 

ACT 

Math 
ACT 

Eng. 

Total 

Comb. 

ACT 
Total 

Math 

Total 

Verb. Total g 

Conscientiousness .09 .07 .13 -.05 -.09 -.07 .00 .00 .00 

   Industriousness .09 .05 .11 .03 -.04 -.02 .08 .02 .05 

   Orderliness .09 .07 .11 -.11 -.09 -.08 -.05 -.02 -.03 

Agreeableness -.07 .18 .07 -.16 .12 -.03 -.02 .15 .08 

   Compassion .02 .19 .15 -.03 .29 .12 .14 .29 .25 

   Politeness -.13 .16 .00 -.20 -.03 -.12 -.13 .02 -.07 

Neuroticism -.09 -.09 -.09 -.08 .10 .02 -.06 .02 -.02 

   Volatility  -.09 -.14 -.13 -.02 .09 .05 -.05 -.03 -.03 

   Withdrawal -.09 .00 -.06 -.14 .09 -.02 -.06 .05 .00 

Extraversion .05 -.04 .02 .00 .06 .03 -.02 .03 .02 

   Assertiveness .00 -.07 -.04 .00 .06 -.03 -.05 .00 -.03 

   Enthusiasm .11 .04 .09 .00 .04 .10 .03 .05 .05 

Openness .20 .47 .42 .11 .40 .39 .37 .48 .47 

   Intellect .37 .47 .51 .29 .45 .51 .53 .52 .57 

   Experiencing .00 .34 .22 -.10 .26 .16 .13 .32 .26 

Note. Total g N = 581; total math N = 581; total verbal N = 581; total ETS N = 1,029; ETS quantitative N = 1,029; ETS verbal N = 1,029; total combined ACT N 

= 907; ACT math N = 581; ACT English N = 581. Bolded values have 90% confidence intervals excluding zero. Correlations are corrected for unreliability and 

indirect range restriction in cognitive ability. 
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Appendix 1-J 

Comparisons between sample BFAS and a population sample 

 Sample 

N 

Sample 

M 

Sample 

SD 
Pop. N Pop. M 

Pop. 

SD 

SD 

ratio 
d 90% CI 

Correct. 

d 

Correct. 

90% CI 

Conscientiousness 1,043 3.55 .48 1,971 3.48 .59 .82 .13 .07,.19 .14 .07,.21 

   Industriousness 1,043 3.34 .61 1,971 3.40 .73 .83 -.09 -.15,-.03 -.10 -.17,-.03 

   Orderliness 1,043 3.76 .57 1,971 3.55 .63 .90 .34 .28,.40 .38 .31,.45 

Agreeableness 1,043 3.96 .44 1,971 3.83 .56 .78 .25 .19,.31 .27 .20,.34 

   Compassion 1,043 4.00 .50 1,971 3.88 .68 .73 .19 .13,.25 .20 .14,.27 

   Politeness 1,043 3.91 .51 1,971 3.78 .61 .83 .23 .17,.29 .27 .19,.34 

Neuroticism 1,043 2.93 .69 1,971 2.90 .77 .90 .04 -.02,.10 .04 -.02,.11 

   Volatility  1,043 2.75 .78 1,971 2.82 .87 .89 -.08 -.14,-.02 -.08 -.15,-.02 

   Withdrawal 1,043 3.12 .75 1,971 2.98 .80 .94 .18 .12,.24 .20 .13,.26 

Extraversion 1,043 3.49 .57 1,971 3.38 .62 .91 .19 .13,.25 .20 .13,.27 

   Assertiveness 1,043 3.36 .71 1,971 3.35 .74 .97 .02 -.04,.08 .02 -.05,.09 

   Enthusiasm 1,043 3.63 .60 1,971 3.40 .71 .84 .34 .28,.40 .37 .30,.44 

Openness 1,043 3.73 .46 1,971 3.77 .54 .85 -.07 -.13,-.01 -.08 -.14,-.01 

   Intellect 1,043 3.68 .54 1,971 3.73 .67 .81 -.08 -.14,-.02 -.09 -.16,-.02 

   Experiencing 1,043 3.78 .56 1,971 3.80 .62 .91 -.03 -.09,.03 -.03 -.10,.04 
Note. BFAS = Big Five Aspect Scales. Pop. = Population. 90% CI = 90% confidence interval. Standardized mean difference (d) was calculated as Sample ï 

Population. Correct. d = corrected for measurement unreliability in the Sample. Population sample data is from DeYoung, Carey, Krueger, & Ross, 2016 and 

from personal communication with Colin DeYoung. 
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Comparison between sample BFAS and an external student sample 

 Sample 

N 

Sample 

M 

Sample 

SD 

External 

N 

External 

M 

External 

SD 

SD 

ratio 
d 90% CI 

Correct. 

d 

Correct. 

90% CI 

Conscientiousness 1,043 3.55 .48 1,213 3.40 .52 0.92 .30 .23,.37 .32 .25,.40 

   Industriousness 1,043 3.34 .61 1,213 3.19 .63 0.97 .24 .17,.31 .27 .19,.34 

   Orderliness 1,043 3.76 .57 1,213 3.61 .62 0.92 .25 .18,.32 .28 .20,.36 

Agreeableness 1,043 3.96 .44 1,213 3.96 .46 0.96 .00 -.07,.07 .00 -.07,.07 

   Compassion 1,043 4.00 .50 1,213 4.11 .55 0.91 -.21 -.28,-.14 -.23 -.30,-.15 

   Politeness 1,043 3.91 .51 1,213 3.81 .54 0.94 .19 .12,.26 .22 .14,.30 

Neuroticism 1,043 2.93 .69 1,213 2.98 .66 1.05 -.07 -.14,0 -.07 -.15,0 

   Volatility  1,043 2.75 .78 1,213 2.82 .79 0.99 -.09 -.16,-.02 -.09 -.17,-.02 

   Withdrawal 1,043 3.12 .75 1,213 3.13 .70 1.07 -.01 -.08,.06 -.01 -.09,.06 

Extraversion 1,043 3.49 .57 1,213 3.46 .59 0.97 .05 -.02,.12 .05 -.02,.13 

   Assertiveness 1,043 3.36 .71 1,213 3.33 .69 1.03 .04 -.03,.11 .04 -.03,.12 

   Enthusiasm 1,043 3.63 .60 1,213 3.60 .68 0.88 .05 -.02,.12 .05 -.02,.13 

Openness 1,043 3.73 .46 1,213 3.66 .50 0.92 .15 .08,.22 .16 .09,.24 

   Intellect 1,043 3.68 .54 1,213 3.57 .60 0.90 .19 .12,.26 .21 .13,.29 

   Experiencing 1,043 3.78 .56 1,213 3.74 .63 0.89 .07 0,.14 .08 0,.16 
Note. BFAS = Big Five Aspect Scales. 90% CI = 90% confidence interval. Standardized mean difference (d) was calculated as Sample ï External. Correct. d = 

corrected for measurement unreliability in the Sample. External = external student sample to this study; data is from personal communication from Colin 

DeYoung. 
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Appendix 2-A 

Correlations between self-rated BFAS and other-rated BFAS 
 

Other 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

Self Ŭ/Mos. .86 .85 .71 .88 .86 .79 .91 .88 .83 .90 .86 .85 .86 .85 .80 

Conscientiousness .87 .54 .49 .50 .02 .05 -.01 -.15 -.07 -.19 .15 .24 .00 .07 .27 -.14 

    Industriousness .83 .46 .50 .33 -.02 .01 -.06 -.29 -.16 -.37 .29 .40 .07 .05 .24 -.16 

    Orderliness .81 .46 .31 .53 .06 .06 .05 .07 .06 .07 -.07 -.02 -.10 .08 .22 -.06 

Agreeableness .88 -.09 -.13 -.03 .31 .36 .17 .10 -.01 .19 .09 -.08 .24 .15 -.02 .25 

    Compassion 88 -.07 -.07 -.06 .27 .39 .05 .18 .08 .23 .16 .00 .28 .15 -.01 .25 

    Politeness .75 -.09 -.16 .01 .28 .24 .27 -.01 -.11 .08 -.01 -.16 .15 .12 -.03 .21 

Neuroticism .92 -.02 -.11 .07 .02 -.05 .11 .39 .27 .45 -.16 -.16 -.12 .08 -.01 .14 

    Volatility  .90 -.03 -.11 .05 -.06 -.11 .04 .38 .34 .34 -.04 -.05 -.03 .00 -.09 .08 

    Withdrawal .85 -.01 -.09 .09 .10 .04 .16 .35 .15 .49 -.26 -.26 -.20 .16 .08 .18 

Extraversion .90 .05 .15 -.09 .00 .23 -.27 -.34 .01 -.28 .52 .48 .41 .09 .06 .09 

    Assertiveness .86 .10 .25 -.08 -.12 .13 -.39 -.15 .03 -.31 .55 .64 .28 .17 .20 .10 

    Enthusiasm .85 -.04 .00 -.08 .12 .26 -.09 -.10 -.01 -.17 .37 .19 .44 -.01 -.11 .07 

Openness .84 .09 .18 -.03 .10 .20 -.02 -.07 -.08 -.04 .29 .29 .20 .54 .38 .48 

    Intellect .81 .34 .43 .16 .14 .20 .03 -.20 -.18 -.18 .30 .35 .16 .47 .55 .20 

    Experiencing .79 -.17 -.12 -.20 .05 .12 -.06 .08 .04 .11 .19 .15 .18 .45 .10 .60 

Note. Self-rater and other-rater BFAS N = 152.  Correlations are corrected for unreliability in both X and Y.  Self-rated BFAS is down the side and other-rated 

BFAS is along the top.  1 = other-rated Conscientiousness; 2 = other-rated Industriousness; 3 = other-rated Orderliness; 4 = other-rated Agreeableness; 5 = other-

rated Compassion; 6 = other-rated Politeness; 7 = other-rated Neuroticism; 8 = other-rated Volatility; 9 = other-rated Withdrawal; 10 = other-rated Extraversion; 

11 = other-rated Assertiveness; 12 = other-rated Enthusiasm; 13 = other-rated Openness; 14 = other-rated Intellect; 15 = other-rated Experiencing.  Internal 

consistency reliability (Ŭ) for aspects and Mosier (Mos.) reliability for composite domains are listed in italics. The boxed values on the diagonal are self-other 

correlations for the same variable, and the greyed values are correlations between self-rated domain and its other-rated aspects (on the upper triangle), and other-

rated domain and its self-rated aspects (on the lower triangle). 
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Appendix 2-B 

Effect sizes for gender moderation of BFAS in predicting CCB, excluding outliers 

Self-rated BFAS and self-report CCB  

self-report CCB 
Fem. 

Intcpt 

Fem. 

Slope 

Male 

Intcpt. 

Male 

Slope 

dMod_Signed 

(SE) 

dMod_Unsigned 

(SE) 
dMin 

Score with 

Min. d 
dMax 

Score with 

Max. d 

   Industriousness 1.75 -.14 1.84 -.15 -.24(.06) .24(.06) .08 1.23 .13 1.28 

   Orderliness 1.59 -.07 1.58 -.07 -.11(.07) .12(.06) .06 1.09 .15 1.35 

   Compassion 1.29 .01 1.29 .02 -.15(.06) .16(.05) .07 1.19 .30 1.58 

   Politeness 1.75 -.11 1.72 -.10 -.01(.06) .08(.04) .03 .72 .30 1.33 

   Volatility  1.14 .06 1.20 .06 -.26(.07) .26(.07) .10 1.70 .13 1.74 

   Withdrawal 1.13 .06 1.16 .07 -.27(.07) .27(.07) .11 1.14 .14 1.16 

   Assertiveness 1.21 .03 1.25 .03 -.13(.07) .14(.06) .06 1.59 .14 1.87 

   Enthusiasm 1.35 -.01 1.24 .03 -.16(.07) .19(.06) .05 .81 .46 1.80 

   Intellect 1.4 -.02 1.40 -.01 -.19(.07) .19(.06) .08 1.15 .14 1.29 

   Experiencing 1.19 .03 1.24 .03 -.18(.06) .18(.06) .08 1.42 .15 1.61 

self-report CCB-O 
Fem. 

Intcpt 

Fem. 

Slope 

Male 

Intcpt. 

Male 

Slope 

dMod_Signed 

(SE) 

dMod_Unsigned 

(SE) 
dMin 

Score with 

Min. d 
dMax 

Score with 

Max. d 

   Industriousness 1.83 -.15 1.87 -.15 .07(-.27) .06(.05) -.21 1.70 -.49 1.70 

   Orderliness 1.65 -.08 1.64 -.08 .01(.06) .07(.04) .03 .90 .20 1.38 

   Compassion 1.31 .01 1.27 .02 -.07(.06) .1(.04) .04 .93 .31 1.51 

   Politeness 1.74 -.10 1.65 -.08 .08(.07) .1(.05) .05 .95 .25 1.32 

   Volatility  1.18 .06 1.22 .06 -.17(.06) .17(.06) .07 1.41 .14 1.61 

   Withdrawal 1.13 .07 1.19 .06 -.22(.07) .22(.07) .08 1.21 .14 1.25 

   Assertiveness 1.3 .02 1.30 .02 -.05(.07) .08(.05) .03 1.05 .25 1.87 

   Enthusiasm 1.41 -.02 1.26 .03 -.05(.07) .13(.05) .02 .67 .46 1.66 

   Intellect 1.45 -.03 1.38 .00 -.08(.06) .11(.05) .03 .66 .27 1.19 

   Experiencing 1.19 .04 1.21 .04 -.09(.06) .1(.05) .04 1.11 .16 1.56 

self-report CCB-I 
Fem. 

Intcpt 

Fem. 

Slope 

Male 

Intcpt. 

Male 

Slope 

dMod_Signed 

(SE) 

dMod_Unsigned 

(SE) 
dMin 

Score with 

Min. d 
dMax 

Score with 

Max. d 

   Industriousness 1.76 -.14 2.11 -.20 .07(-.41) .07(.15) -.27 1.80 -.86 1.70 

   Orderliness 1.52 -.06 1.60 -.04 -.23(.07) .23(.07) .08 1.36 .12 1.44 

   Compassion 1.4 -.02 1.49 -.01 -.26(.07) .26(.07) .10 1.50 .15 1.58 

   Politeness 2.17 -.22 2.27 -.23 -.12(.08) .14(.06) .06 1.09 .30 1.52 

   Volatility  1.23 .08 1.23 .08 -.34(.06) .34(.06) .12 1.24 .13 1.25 
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   Withdrawal 1.15 .10 1.15 .10 -.3(.07) .31(.07) .12 1.36 .16 1.39 

   Assertiveness 0.93 .11 1.11 .09 -.21(.07) .21(.07) .09 1.13 .17 1.20 

   Enthusiasm 1.28 .01 1.24 .05 -.27(.06) .27(.06) .11 1.78 .14 1.87 

   Intellect 1.38 -.02 1.56 -.03 -.25(.06) .25(.06) .09 1.26 .14 1.35 

   Experiencing 1.27 .01 1.53 -.03 -.26(.07) .26(.07) .10 1.47 .14 1.57 

Self-rated BFAS and other-report CCB  

other-report CCB 
Fem. 

Intcpt 

Fem. 

Slope 

Male 

Intcpt. 

Male 

Slope 

dMod_Signed 

(SE) 

dMod_Unsigned 

(SE) 

dMin Score with 

Min. d 

dMax Score with 

Max. d 

   Industriousness 1.35 -.05 1.61 -.10 -.31(.11) .31(.11) .14 1.36 .18 1.46 

   Orderliness 1.37 -.05 1.47 -.06 .12(-.51) .11(.08) -.34 2.10 -.93 2.10 

   Compassion 1.11 .02 1.20 .02 -.32(.12) .32(.12) .14 1.16 .24 1.24 

   Politeness 1.37 -.05 1.37 -.03 -.23(.11) .24(.11) .10 1.05 .25 1.15 

   Volatility  1.13 .02 1.04 .10 -.33(.12) .34(.11) .14 1.00 .24 1.09 

   Withdrawal 1.17 .00 1.05 .08 -.33(.12) .33(.12) .15 1.41 .20 1.51 

   Assertiveness 1.09 .03 1.28 .00 -.31(.12) .32(.12) .12 1.50 .23 1.68 

   Enthusiasm 1.11 .02 1.11 .05 -.32(.12) .34(.11) .12 .77 .33 1.01 

   Intellect 1.15 .01 1.53 -.07 -.3(.13) .31(.12) .13 1.09 .29 1.23 

   Experiencing 1.04 .04 .99 .08 -.33(.11) .33(.11) .14 1.25 .28 1.32 

other-report CCB-O 
Fem. 

Intcpt 

Fem. 

Slope 

Male 

Intcpt. 

Male 

Slope 

dMod_Signed 

(SE) 

dMod_Unsigned 

(SE) 

dMin Score with 

Min. d 

dMax Score with 

Max. d 

   Industriousness 1.44 -.07 1.70 -.12 .11(-.51) .1(.14) -.39 1.90 -.88 1.90 

   Orderliness 1.44 -.06 1.57 -.08 -.23(.12) .24(.11) .09 1.07 .28 1.29 

   Compassion 1.14 .02 1.17 .03 -.29(.13) .3(.12) .14 1.08 .25 1.25 

   Politeness 1.4 -.05 1.38 -.02 -.21(.12) .22(.12) .11 1.11 .29 1.28 

   Volatility  1.15 .02 1.07 .09 -.32(.12) .32(.11) .13 1.23 .20 1.28 

   Withdrawal 1.17 .01 1.05 .09 -.33(.12) .34(.11) .14 1.40 .17 1.52 

   Assertiveness 1.14 .02 1.33 -.01 -.27(.13) .28(.12) .12 1.46 .28 1.72 

   Enthusiasm 1.14 .02 1.10 .06 -.28(-.29) .3(.32) -.04 2.61 -.55 4.32 

   Intellect 1.19 .01 1.60 -.08 -.25(.11) .26(.11) .11 1.05 .22 1.23 

   Experiencing 1.04 .05 .99 .09 -.32(.11) .33(.11) .14 1.24 .22 1.30 

other-report CCB-I 
Fem. 

Intcpt 

Fem. 

Slope 

Male 

Intcpt. 

Male 

Slope 

dMod_Signed 

(SE) 

dMod_Unsigned 

(SE) 

dMin Score with 

Min. d 

dMax Score with 

Max. d 

   Industriousness 1.28 -.02 1.60 -.08 -.22(.13) .23(.11) .11 1.29 .26 1.48 

   Orderliness 1.39 -.05 1.47 -.04 -.21(.13) .23(.11) .10 1.10 .26 1.33 

   Compassion 1.17 .01 1.73 -.10 -.24(.13) .28(.12) .07 .65 .50 .86 

   Politeness 1.68 -.12 1.62 -.08 -.14(.11) .17(.09) .05 .69 .35 1.00 
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   Volatility  1.17 .01 .95 .15 -.24(.13) .25(.12) .12 1.27 .26 1.50 

   Withdrawal 1.34 -.04 1.20 .05 -.22(.14) .24(.12) .11 1.19 .29 1.52 

   Assertiveness 0.92 .08 1.35 .00 -.2(.14) .24(.11) .10 .76 .36 .96 

   Enthusiasm 1.1 .03 1.34 .00 -.23(.12) .25(.11) .11 1.03 .32 1.32 

   Intellect 1.15 .02 1.53 -.05 -.21(.14) .23(.12) .11 1.01 .34 1.28 

   Experiencing 1.1 .03 1.12 .06 -.21(.12) .27(.12) .04 .56 .45 .68 

 

Gender differences in Counterproductive College Behavior, excluding outliers 

Self-report CCB 

 Females Males      

Variable N M SD N M SD SD ratio d 90% CI 
corrected 

d 

corrected 

90% CI 

Total CCB 1274 1.32 .20 425 1.35 .23 .87 -.14 -.23,-.05 -.15 -.25,-.05 

CCB-O 1274 1.35 .20 425 1.36 .22 .91 -.05 -.14,.04 -.05 -.15,.04 

CCB-I 1274 1.31 .44 425 1.44 .54 .81 -.28 -.37,-.19 -.34 -.46,-.23 

Incivility  1274 1.31 .44 425 1.44 .54 .81 -.28 -.37,-.19 -.34 -.46,-.23 

Withdrawal 1274 2.41 .77 425 2.39 .83 .93 .03 -.06,.12 .03 -.07,.13 

Theft/Sabotage 1274 1.04 .09 425 1.06 .1 .90 -.22 -.31,-.13 -.29 -.41,-.17 

Negligence/Outcomes 1274 1.01 .03 425 1.02 .09 .33 -.19 -.28,-.10 -.24 -.36,-.12 

Illegal Behaviors 1274 1.10 .15 425 1.15 .21 .71 -.30 -.29,-.21 -.34 -.44,-.23 

Academic Deviance 1274 1.18 .21 425 1.19 .22 .95 -.05 -.14,.04 -.05 -.16,.05 

Other-report CCB 

 Females Males      

Variable N M SD N M SD SD ratio d 90% CI 
corrected 

d 

corrected 

90% CI 

Total CCB 510 1.18 .20 147 1.27 .29 .69 -.40 -.56,-.24 -.41 -.57,-.25 

CCB-O 510 1.21 .21 147 1.3 .29 .72 -.39 -.55,-.23 -.48 -.68,-.29 

CCB-I 508 1.20 .39 145 1.33 .58 .67 -.30 -.46,-.15 -.34 -.51,-.16 

Incivility  508 1.20 .39 145 1.33 .58 .67 -.30 -.46,-.15 -.34 -.51,-.16 

Withdrawal 510 1.74 .74 146 1.94 .85 .87 -.26 -.42,-.11 -.27 -.44,-.11 

Theft/Sabotage 508 1.02 .08 144 1.06 .15 .53 -.40 -.56,-.24 -.44 -.62,-.27 

Negligence/Outcomes 508 1.12 .18 146 1.18 .21 .86 -.32 -.48,-.17 -.35 -.52,-.18 
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Illegal Behaviors 509 1.07 .14 144 1.13 .23 .61 -.37 -.53,-.22 -.40 -.57,-.23 

Academic Deviance 508 1.09 .16 144 1.16 .32 .50 -.34 -.50,-.19 -.36 -.53,-.20 
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Appendix 2-C 

Descriptive statistics for CCB variables excluding extreme scores 

  Self-Report Other-report 

Variable # items Ŭ/Mos M SD Ŭ/Mos M SD 

Withdrawal Behavior 15 .86 2.40 .78 .90 1.74 .71 

     Lack of Effect 6 .76 2.37 .92 .83 1.57 .73 

     Withdrawal 9 .78 2.42 .80 .84 1.91 .81 

Theft/Sabotage 16 .58 1.04 .09 .41 1.03 .08 

     Theft 6 .44 1.04 .13 .34 1.03 .11 

     Sabotage 10 .46 1.05 .12 .30 1.03 .09 

Negligence/Outcomes 14 .63 1.01 .06 .78 1.12 .15 

     Negligence 10 .62 1.39 .30 .66 1.24 .29 

     Outcomes 4 .24 1.01 .07 .82 1.01 .05 

Illegal Behavior 20 .79 1.11 .17 .85 1.08 .15 

     Physical Violence 3 .37 1.01 .08 .06 1.01 .09 

     Property Damage 4 .24 1.01 .08 .23 1.01 .07 

     Severe Deviance 5 .16 1.02 .13 .30 1.02 .13 

     Substance Abuse 8 .82 1.42 .63 .83 1.27 .55 

Academic Deviance 38 .83 1.19 .20 .89 1.09 .15 

     Academic Dishonesty 6 .53 1.17 .25 .55 1.08 .17 

     Support Acad. Dishon. 8 .53 1.24 .33 .46 1.13 .25 

     Misrepresentation 15 .71 1.20 .24 .66 1.10 .17 

     Lying 9 .52 1.13 .20 .52 1.06 .16 

Incivility  13 .67 1.33 42 .57 1.18 .31 

     Interpersonal Incivility 10 .58 1.23 .37 .54 1.13 .24 

     Disruptive Behavior 3 .43 1.42 .64 .46 1.24 .51 

CCB-O 103 .90 1.35 .20 .93 1.21 .20 

CCB-I 13 .67 1.33 .42 .57 1.18 .31 

Total CCB 126 .90 1.32 .20 .99 1.18 .17 
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Note. Self-report N = 1,763; other-report N = 761. Support Acad. Dishon. = Support Academic Dishonesty.  

Minimum score = 1; Maximum score = 7.  Indented variables are CCB facets and sit directly below their 

composite dimension.  CCB-O is the average of Withdrawal Behavior, Theft/Sabotage; 

Negligence/Outcomes; Illegal Behavior; and Academic Deviance. CCB-I = Incivility.  Total CCB is an 

average of the six composite dimensions. 
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Appendix 2-D 

 

Confidence intervals for corrected correlations between BFAS and CCB 

 

Self-rated BFAS and self-report CCB 

 CCB total CCB-O CCB-I withdrawal 
theft/ 

sabotage 
negligence/ 

outcomes 
illegal 

behavior 
academic 

deviance 
incivility  

Conscientiousness -.42,-.34 -.46,-.39 -.22,-.12 -.50,-.43 -.12,-.01 -.15,-.05 -.25,-.17 -.23,-.14 -.22,-.12 

     Industriousness -.46,-.39 -.50,-.43 -.27,-.17 -.54,-.47 -.13,-.03 -.13,-.03 -.25,-.17 -.27,-.19 -.27,-.17 

     Orderliness -.25,-.17 -.28,-.20 -.11,-.01 -.30,-.22 -.08,.03 -.15,-.05 -.18,-.09 -.12,-.03 -.11,-.01 

Agreeableness -.19,-.11 -.16,-.07 -.25,-.16 -.13,-.04 -.27,-.17 -.20,-.10 -.17,-.08 -.19,-.10 -.25,-.16 

     Compassion -.03,.05 -.01,.07 -.10,.00 .01,.10 -.18,-.08 -.15,-.05 -.01,.08 -.08,.01 -.10,.00 

     Politeness -.28,-.20 -.25,-.17 -.35,-.26 -.21,-.13 -.31,-.21 -.23,-.13 -.27,-.18 -.25,-.17 -.35,-.26 

Neuroticism .19,.27 .20,.28 .11,.21 .23,.31 .01,.12 00,.10 .03,.12 .11,.20 .11,.21 

     Volatility  .17,.25 .17,.25 .14,.23 .17,.26 .05,.16 .01,.11 .08,.17 .11,.20 .14,.23 

     Withdrawal .15,.23 .18,.26 .04,.13 .22,.30 -.03,.08 -.05,.05 -.03,.06 .06,.14 .04,.13 

Extraversion .01,.09 -.02,.06 .09,.18 -.06,.02 -.05,.05 -.04,.06 .12,.21 .02,.11 .09,.18 

     Assertiveness .07,.16 .02,.10 .17,.27 -.01,.07 .04,.14 .04,.14 .15,.23 .02,.11 .17,.27 

     Enthusiasm -.05,.03 -.07,.01 -.04,.06 -.10,-.01 -.14,-.04 -.10,.00 .05,.13 .01,.10 -.04,.06 

Openness -.01,.07 0,.08 -.06,.04 .02,.11 -.08,.03 -.07,.02 .02,.11 -.15,-.07 -.06,.04 

     Intellect -.06,.02 -.07,.01 -.04,.06 -.09,.00 -.04,.06 -.05,.05 .03,.12 -.16,-.08 -.04,.06 

     Experiencing .04,.13 .07,.16 -.06,.04 .11,.19 -.09,.01 -.09,.01 .01,.10 -.11,-.02 -.06,.04 

Self-rated BFAS and other-report CCB 

 
CCB total CCB-O CCB-I withdrawal 

theft/ 

sabotage 

negligence/ 

outcomes 

illegal 

behavior 

academic 

deviance 
incivility  

Conscientiousness -.32,-.19 -.41,-.27 -.12,.03 -.39,-.26 -.09,.05 -.32,-.18 -.26,-.12 -.13,.01 -.12,.03 

     Industriousness -.30,-.17 -.39,-.24 -.12,.03 -.36,-.23 -.09,.05 -.27,-.14 -.25,-.11 -.14,.00 -.12,.03 

     Orderliness -.27,-.14 -.34,-.19 -.12,.03 -.32,-.19 -.08,.06 -.28,-.15 -.21,-.07 -.11,.03 -.12,.03 

Agreeableness -.13,.01 -.14,.02 -.21,-.06 -.12,.02 -.14,.01 -.10,.04 -.07,.07 -.13,.01 -.21,-.06 

     Compassion -.07,.07 -.07,.09 -.14,.01 -.06,.08 -.12,.03 -.08,.06 .02,.16 -.10,.04 -.14,.01 
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     Politeness -.18,-.05 -.20,-.04 -.24,-.10 -.17,-.04 -.15,.00 -.11,.03 -.13,.01 -.16,-.03 -.24,-.10 

Neuroticism .04,.17 .05,.21 -.05,.10 .08,.21 -.10,.04 .00,.15 -.01,.13 -.04,.10 -.05,.10 

     Volatility  .05,.18 .07,.23 0,.15 .08,.21 -.18,-.04 -.01,.14 .05,.19 -.03,.11 .00,.15 

     Withdrawal -.02,.12 .02,.18 -.13,.02 .04,.17 -.14,.01 -.01,.14 -.08,.06 -.06,.08 -.13,.02 

Extraversion .05,.18 .03,.19 .07,.22 .00,.14 -.03,.12 -.03,.11 .10,.24 .04,.17 .07,.22 

     Assertiveness .04,.17 .01,.17 .10,.24 -.03,.11 -.02,.13 -.05,.09 .07,.21 .03,.16 .10,.24 

     Enthusiasm .02,.16 .02,.18 .00,.15 .00,.14 -.05,.09 -.05,.09 .06,.20 .00,.14 .00,.15 

Openness .04,.17 .04,.20 .00,.15 .03,.16 -.07,.07 .04,.18 .03,.17 -.04,.10 .00,.15 

     Intellect -.03,.11 -.04,.12 .00,.15 -.06,.08 -.08,.06 -.06,.08 .00,.14 -.05,.09 .00,.15 

     Experiencing .06,.19 .08,.24 -.02,.13 .07,.20 -.07,.07 .08,.22 .03,.17 -.04,.10 -.02,.13 

Other-rated BFAS and self-report CCB 

 
CCB total CCB-O CCB-I withdrawal 

theft/ 

sabotage 

negligence/ 

outcomes 

illegal 

behavior 

academic 

deviance 
incivility  

Conscientiousness -.32,-.05 -.37,-.10 -.10,.22 -.44,-.17 -.09,.27 -.13,.21 -.28,.02 -.22,.07 -.10,.22 

     Industriousness -.29,-.02 -.33,-.06 -.15,.18 -.39,-.12 -.19,.16 -.17,.17 -.27,.03 -.19,.10 -.15,.18 

     Orderliness -.27,.01 -.33,-.06 -.04,.28 -.38,-.11 -.01,.34 -.12,.22 -.23,.07 -.21,.08 -.04,.28 

Agreeableness -.11,.17 -.09,.19 -.21,.12 -.12,.17 -.22,.14 -.16,.18 -.14,.16 -.13,.17 -.21,.12 

     Compassion .02,.29 -.02,.26 .01,.33 -.06,.23 -.07,.28 .02,.35 -.01,.29 -.06,.23 .01,.33 

     Politeness -.21,.07 -.16,.12 -.36,-.04 -.18,.11 -.30,.05 -.28,.06 -.24,.06 -.16,.14 -.36,-.04 

Neuroticism .09,.36 .10,.37 .01,.33 .09,.37 .16,.49 -.01,.33 .16,.44 -.04,.25 .01,.33 

     Volatility  .04,.31 .04,.31 .01,.33 .03,.31 .07,.42 -.02,.32 .12,.41 -.08,.21 .01,.33 

     Withdrawal .07,.34 .10,.37 -.07,.26 .08,.36 .18,.51 -.04,.29 .11,.40 -.04,.25 -.07,.26 

Extraversion -.02,.26 -.07,.21 .16,.47 -.11,.18 -.02,.33 .07,.40 -.03,.27 -.05,.24 .16,.47 

     Assertiveness -.06,.22 -.12,.16 .16,.47 -.16,.14 -.01,.34 .06,.39 -.04,.26 -.14,.16 .16,.47 

     Enthusiasm -.03,.25 -.06,.22 .07,.39 -.10,.19 -.09,.27 .05,.38 -.07,.23 .01,.30 .07,.39 

Openness -.02,.26 -.02,.26 .01,.33 -.05,.24 .06,.40 -.12,.22 .05,.34 -.17,.13 .01,.33 

     Intellect -.04,.24 -.06,.22 .06,.38 -.08,.21 -.05,.30 -.21,.13 -.03,.27 -.13,.17 .06,.38 

     Experiencing -.05,.23 -.03,.25 -.09,.24 -.05,.24 .02,.37 -.07,.27 .05,.34 -.19,.11 -.09,.24 

Other-rated BFAS and other-report CCB 
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CCB total CCB-O CCB-I withdrawal 

theft/ 

sabotage 

negligence/ 

outcomes 

illegal 

behavior 

academic 

deviance 
incivility  

Conscientiousness -.33,.06 -.43,.03 -.25,.18 -.41,-.02 -.34,.08 -.37,.04 -.40,.00 -.25,.16 -.25,.18 

     Industriousness -.44,-.07 -.57,-.14 -.43,-.02 -.51,-.14 -.47,-.06 -.52,-.13 -.42,-.02 -.31,.09 -.43,-.02 

     Orderliness -.19,.21 -.25,.23 -.07,.35 -.24,.16 -.18,.25 -.20,.22 -.28,.14 -.16,.25 -.07,.35 

Agreeableness -.15,.25 -.20,.27 -.27,.16 -.21,.19 -.39,.03 -.23,.19 -.37,.04 -.09,.31 -.27,.16 

     Compassion -.06,.33 -.08,.39 -.21,.23 -.11,.29 -.26,.17 -.20,.22 -.20,.22 -.02,.38 -.21,.23 

     Politeness -.27,.13 -.34,.13 -.32,.11 -.32,.08 -.48,-.09 -.28,.14 -.45,-.06 -.21,.20 -.32,.11 

Neuroticism -.04,.35 -.01,.45 -.03,.39 .01,.40 .05,.46 -.03,.38 .10,.48 -.10,.30 -.03,.39 

     Volatility  -.11,.29 -.09,.38 -.12,.31 -.07,.33 -.05,.37 -.15,.27 .07,.46 -.11,.29 -.12,.31 

     Withdrawal -.04,.35 -.02,.44 -.06,.36 -.02,.38 .10,.49 .05,.45 .02,.42 -.14,.27 -.06,.36 

Extraversion .00,.38 -.06,.41 -.12,.31 -.05,.35 -.23,.19 -.25,.17 -.02,.39 -.04,.36 -.12,.31 

     Assertiveness -.11,.29 -.17,.31 -.12,.31 -.13,.27 -.20,.22 -.33,.08 -.03,.38 -.12,.28 -.12,.31 

     Enthusiasm .03,.41 -.01,.45 -.14,.29 -.03,.37 -.28,.15 -.20,.22 -.07,.34 .03,.42 -.14,.29 

Openness -.15,.25 -.20,.27 -.16,.27 -.18,.22 -.18,.25 -.16,.26 -.15,.27 -.02,.38 -.16,.27 

     Intellect -.16,.24 -.24,.24 -.15,.28 -.22,.18 -.28,.15 -.27,.15 -.20,.22 -.11,.29 -.15,.28 

     Experiencing -.09,.31 -.10,.36 -.15,.28 -.09,.31 -.06,.36 .00,.40 -.08,.33 .06,.45 -.15,.28 

Note. 90% confidence intervals are for correlations corrected for unreliability in CCB. 
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Appendix 2-E 

BFAS and CCB intercorrelations without extreme scores, corrected for unreliability in the criterion 

 

 

 

 

 

self other self other self other self other self other self other self other self other self other

self -0.39 -0.24 -0.43 -0.3 -0.2 -0.05 -0.47 -0.34 -0.05 -0.03 -0.09 -0.26 -0.21 -0.15 -0.15 -0.03 -0.2 -0.05

other -0.16 -0.1 -0.23 -0.18 0.09 0.2 -0.32 -0.21 0.17 -0.14 -0.04 -0.23 -0.06 -0.15 0 0.07 0.09 0.2

self -0.42 -0.23 -0.46 -0.28 -0.23 -0.04 -0.52 -0.33 -0.05 -0.02 -0.06 -0.23 -0.2 -0.15 -0.19 -0.05 -0.23 -0.04

other -0.17 -0.21 -0.22 -0.27 0 0 -0.29 -0.3 0.08 -0.28 -0.06 -0.34 -0.06 -0.15 0 -0.03 0 0

self -0.23 -0.18 -0.25 -0.22 -0.11 -0.05 -0.28 -0.25 -0.03 -0.03 -0.09 -0.22 -0.16 -0.11 -0.08 0 -0.11 -0.05

other -0.11 0.02 -0.19 -0.05 0.15 0.32 -0.27 -0.09 0.21 0.03 0 -0.07 -0.03 -0.12 0 0.14 0.15 0.32

self -0.14 -0.09 -0.11 -0.07 -0.18 -0.17 -0.17 -0.06 -0.22 -0.09 -0.11 -0.05 -0.08 -0.02 -0.11 -0.12 -0.18 -0.17

other -0.01 0.05 -0.01 0.02 -0.05 0.09 -0.04 -0.02 0.09 -0.05 0.08 0.01 0 -0.08 0.04 0.2 -0.05 0.09

self 0.02 -0.02 0.04 0 -0.04 -0.09 0.05 0.01 -0.14 -0.06 -0.06 -0.02 0.05 0.04 0 -0.07 -0.04 -0.09

other 0.12 0.12 0.09 0.1 0.16 0.09 0.05 0.07 0.17 0.03 0.16 -0.02 0.08 0.05 0.13 0.24 0.16 0.09

self -0.26 -0.15 -0.22 -0.13 -0.29 -0.23 -0.17 -0.13 -0.24 -0.11 -0.14 -0.06 -0.2 -0.09 -0.2 -0.13 -0.29 -0.23

other -0.16 -0.05 -0.13 -0.07 -0.24 0.05 -0.13 -0.11 -0.03 -0.09 -0.06 0.03 -0.09 -0.17 -0.05 0.07 -0.24 0.05

self 0.22 0.07 0.24 0.1 0.13 -0.01 0.26 0.14 0.05 -0.11 0.01 0.06 0.08 0.04 0.12 -0.01 0.13 -0.01

other 0.26 0.12 0.29 0.16 0.15 -0.07 0.27 0.18 0.3 0.06 0.11 0.17 0.24 0.16 0.11 0.01 0.15 -0.07

self 0.21 0.07 0.2 0.1 0.17 -0.01 0.22 0.14 0.08 -0.11 0.03 0.03 0.1 0.07 0.1 0.11 0.17 0.05

other 0.24 0.12 0.24 0.17 0.17 -0.07 0.24 0.2 0.26 -0.03 0.1 0.08 0.23 0.2 0.1 0.01 0.17 -0.07

self 0.18 0.04 0.21 0.08 0.07 -0.08 0.24 0.12 0.02 -0.08 -0.01 0.07 0.04 0 0.08 -0.02 0.18 -0.08

other 0.23 0.08 0.25 0.11 0.1 -0.05 0.25 0.11 0.28 0.17 0.11 0.23 0.19 0.08 0.11 0.02 0.1 -0.05

self 0.06 0.1 0.02 0.08 0.13 0.13 -0.03 0.05 0.01 0.09 0.01 0.02 0.15 0.12 0.1 0.1 0.13 0.13

other 0.14 0.23 0.09 0.21 0.24 0.28 0.05 0.21 0.18 -0.03 0.14 -0.06 0.11 0.18 0.13 0.23 0.24 0.28

self 0.12 0.09 0.06 0.06 0.21 0.16 0 0.02 0.09 0.09 0.05 0.01 0.18 0.12 0.09 0.1 0.21 0.16

other 0.11 0.2 0.05 0.17 0.28 0.3 0.01 0.16 0.12 -0.06 0.1 -0.08 0.1 0.17 0.05 0.19 0.28 0.3

self 0 0.08 -0.02 0.07 0.02 0.05 -0.06 0.07 -0.07 0.06 -0.03 0.02 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.06 0.02 0.05

other 0.14 0.22 0.13 0.22 0.15 0.17 0.08 0.22 0.2 0.02 0.14 0 0.09 0.15 0.16 0.21 0.15 0.17

self 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.07 0.02 0 0.08 0.07 -0.01 -0.03 -0.01 0.07 0.11 0.09 -0.09 0.02 0.02 0

other 0.13 0.11 0.14 0.09 0.11 0.05 0.11 0.05 0.22 -0.12 0.19 0.06 0.24 0.11 -0.01 0.23 0.11 0.05

self -0.03 0.01 -0.05 0 0.02 0.03 -0.06 -0.01 0 -0.02 0.01 -0.05 0.09 0.05 -0.11 0.02 0.02 0.03

other 0.11 0.06 0.09 0 0.16 0.24 0.08 -0.03 0.18 -0.16 0.1 -0.09 0.18 0.1 0 0.13 0.16 0.24

self 0.11 0.09 0.13 0.11 0.02 -0.03 0.17 0.13 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 0.14 0.09 -0.09 -0.04 0.01 0.02 -0.03

other 0.09 0.1 0.12 0.13 0.02 -0.13 0.1 0.11 0.16 -0.03 0.21 0.16 0.19 0.07 -0.02 0.22 0.02 -0.01

Orderliness

total CCB CCB-O CCB-I Withdrawal Behavior Illegal Behavior Academic Deviance Incivility

Conscientiousness

Industriousness

Theft/Sabotage Negligence/Outcomes

Experiencing

Agreeableness

Compassion

Politeness

Neuroticism

Withdrawal

Volatility

Extraversion

Assertiveness

Enthusiasm

Openness

Intellect
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Appendix 2-F 

Confidence Intervals for Spearman correlations between Counterproductive College Behavior and cognitive ability 

 Self-report CCB Other-report CCB 

Variable Total g Math g Verbal g Total g Math g Verbal g 

Total CCB -.04,.14 -.04,.12 -.06,.12 .07,.35 .04,.29 .05,.31 

CCB-O -.09,.09 -.08,.08 -.09,.09 .02,.36 .02,.31 .00,.32 

CCB-I .03,.24 .06,.24 -.01,.19 .13,.42 .09,.36 .10,.38 

Academic Deviance -.23,-.04 -.19,-.02 -.22,-.04 .03,.33 .03,.28 .00,.28 

Illegal Behaviors -.10,.10 -.10,.07 -.09,.09 -.12,.19 -.12,.15 -.11,.18 

Negligence/Outcomes -.17,.05 -.15,.04 -.14,.07 -.03,.27 -.03,.24 -.05,.24 

Withdrawal Behaviors -.01,.22 -.01,.19 -.03,.19 -.11,.21 -.11,.17 -.08,.21 

Theft/Sabotage -.04,.15 -.05,.11 -.04,.14 .02,.31 .02,.27 .00,.28 

Incivility  .03,.24 .06,.24 -.01,.19 .13,.42 .09,.36 .10,.38 
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Appendix 2-G 

Correlations between self-report CCB and other-report CCB 

 CCB Total CCB-O withdrawal theft/sab. negligence illegal acad. dev. CCB-I incivility  

CCB Total .29 .32 .32 .13 .16 .36 .16 .21 .21 

 
.22,.36 .24,.4 .25,.39 .05,.2 .09,.23 .29,.43 .08,.23 .14,.29 .14,.29 

CCB-O .31 .36 .32 .14 .16 .44 .20 .24 .24 

 
.25,.38 .28,.44 .25,.39 .06,.21 .09,.23 .38,.5 .13,.27 .16,.31 .16,.31 

withdrawal .27 .29 .36 .12 .19 .28 .09 .14 .14 

 
.2,.33 .21,.37 .29,.43 .04,.2 .11,.26 .2,.35 .02,.17 .07,.22 .07,.22 

theft.sab .23 .26 .21 .14 .11 .23 .21 .19 .19 

 
.14,.31 .15,.36 .12,.29 .05,.24 .02,.21 .13,.31 .12,.3 .1,.29 .1,.29 

negligence .13 .14 .07 .06 .08 .24 .07 .17 .17 

 
.04,.21 .04,.24 -.02,.15 -.04,.15 -.01,.17 .16,.33 -.02,.15 .08,.26 .08,.26 

illegal .29 .33 .26 .10 .10 .53 .14 .20 .20 

 
.22,.36 .24,.41 .18,.33 .02,.18 .02,.18 .46,.59 .06,.22 .12,.28 .12,.28 

acad.dev .21 .25 .22 .10 .08 .29 .20 .16 .16 

 
.14,.28 .17,.34 .14,.29 .02,.18 .01,.16 .22,.37 .12,.27 .08,.24 .08,.24 

CCB-I .15 .13 .10 .05 .04 .17 .09 .22 .22 

 
.07,.23 .04,.23 .02,.19 -.03,.14 -.05,.13 .09,.25 .01,.17 .13,.31 .13,.31 

incivility  .15 .13 .10 .05 .04 .17 .09 .22 .22 

 
.07,.23 .04,.23 .02,.19 -.03,.14 -.05,.13 .09,.25 .01,.17 .13,.31 .13,.31 

Note. N = 629. Self-report CCB is on the rows and other-report CCB is on the columns. Correlations are corrected for unreliability in both self-report and other-

report CCB. 90% confidence intervals are below correlations. Withdrawal = withdrawal behaviors; theft/sab. = theft/sabotage; illegal = illegal behaviors; acad. 

dev. = academic deviance. 
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Appendix 2-H 

Correlations between self-rated BFAS and cognitive ability 

 

ETS 

Math 

ETS 

Verbal 

ETS 

Total 

ACT 

Math 

ACT 

Eng. 

ACT 

Total 
Math g Verbal g Total g 

Conscientiousness .12 .04 .13 -.01 -.08 -.03 .03 .00 .02 

 .05,.18 -.04,.11 .06,.2 -.09,.06 -.16,.01 -.1,.04 -.05,.11 -.09,.09 -.08,.11 

     Industriousness .15 .06 .15 .04 -.05 .02 .07 .02 .05 

 .08,.21 -.02,.13 .08,.22 -.04,.12 -.13,.04 -.05,.09 -.01,.16 -.07,.11 -.04,.14 

     Orderliness .07 .02 .08 -.06 -.08 -.07 .00 -.02 .00 

 0,.13 -.06,.09 0,.15 -.14,.02 -.16,.01 -.13,0 -.08,.08 -.11,.07 -.09,.09 

Agreeableness -.05 .08 .00 -.17 .08 -.08 -.03 .15 .07 

 -.11,.02 0,.15 -.07,.07 -.25,-.1 -.01,.16 -.15,-.01 -.11,.05 .06,.24 -.02,.16 

     Compassion -.02 .09 .04 -.09 .22 .05 .07 .26 .19 

 -.08,.05 .02,.17 -.04,.11 -.16,-.01 .14,.3 -.02,.12 -.01,.16 .18,.34 .1,.27 

     Politeness -.07 .06 -.02 -.19 -.03 -.15 -.09 .03 -.03 

 -.13,0 -.02,.13 -.09,.06 -.26,-.11 -.12,.05 -.21,-.08 -.17,-.01 -.06,.12 -.13,.06 

Neuroticism -.17 -.11 -.17 -.09 .09 -.03 -.07 .02 -.02 

 -.23,-.1 -.19,-.04 -.24,-.1 -.16,-.01 .01,.18 -.1,.04 -.16,.01 -.07,.11 -.11,.08 

     Volatility -.15 -.15 -.19 -.04 .08 -.02 -.07 -.02 -.05 

 -.21,-.08 -.22,-.08 -.26,-.12 -.12,.04 -.01,.16 -.09,.05 -.16,.01 -.11,.07 -.14,.04 

     Withdrawal -.13 -.04 -.09 -.12 .09 -.03 -.06 .07 .00 

 -.2,-.07 -.11,.04 -.17,-.02 -.19,-.04 .01,.18 -.1,.04 -.14,.02 -.02,.16 -.09,.09 

Extraversion .02 -.09 -.04 -.04 .02 .00 -.03 -.02 -.03 

 -.05,.08 -.17,-.02 -.11,.04 -.12,.04 -.07,.1 -.07,.07 -.11,.05 -.11,.07 -.13,.06 

     Enthusiasm -.03 -.13 -.11 -.07 -.03 -.10 -.11 -.08 -.10 

 -.1,.03 -.2,-.06 -.19,-.04 -.15,.01 -.12,.05 -.17,-.03 -.18,-.02 -.17,.01 -.19,-.01 

     Assertiveness .08 .00 .08 .01 .06 .12 .06 .07 .07 

 .02,.15 -.07,.07 0,.15 -.06,.09 -.02,.15 .05,.18 -.02,.14 -.02,.16 -.02,.16 

Openness .12 .45 .36 .06 .37 .36 .31 .49 .45 

 .05,.18 .39,.5 .3,.43 -.02,.14 .29,.43 .3,.42 .23,.38 .43,.56 .37,.52 

     Intellect .29 .43 .48 .26 .42 .53 .48 .53 .55 
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 .23,.35 .37,.49 .42,.53 .18,.33 .35,.48 .48,.57 .42,.54 .47,.59 .49,.61 

     Experiencing -.07 .31 .15 -.13 .20 .10 .07 .32 .24 

 -.13,0 .24,.38 .08,.22 -.21,-.05 .12,.28 .03,.17 -.01,.16 .24,.4 .15,.32 

Note. Spearman correlations were corrected for unreliability and indirect range restriction in the criteria. ETS variables N = 1,755; ACT Math N = 914; ACT 

Eng. N = 914; ACT Total N = 1521; Math g N = 914; Verbal g N = 914; Total g N = 914. 
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Appendix 2-I  

Gender differences in cognitive ability 

 
Fem N Fem M 

Fem 

SD 
Male N Male M 

Male 

SD 

SD 

ratio 
d 90% CI 

corrected 

d 
90% CI 

Total g 671 -.05 .67 235 .07 .71 .94 -.18 -.31,-.05 -.23 -.39,-.07 

Math g 671 -.06 .65 235 .18 .69 .94 -.36 -.49,-.23 -.43 -.58,-.28 

Verbal g 671 -.03 .76 235 -.03 .77 .99 .00 -.13,.12 .00 -.15,.15 

ETS Total 1286 4.32 3.2 427 5.29 3.16 1.01 -.30 -.39,-.21 -.38 -.5,-.26 

ETS Math 1286 3.7 3.98 427 5.53 4.19 .95 -.45 -.54,-.36 -.53 -.65,-.42 

ETS Verbal 1286 4.75 4.16 427 4.82 3.79 1.10 -.02 -.11,.07 -.02 -.13,.08 

ACT Total 1115 27.26 3.36 372 28.18 3.52 .95 -.27 -.37,-.17 -.34 -.47,-.22 

ACT Math 671 26.56 3.82 235 28.36 3.73 1.02 -.47 -.60,-.34 -.56 -.72,-.41 

ACT Eng. 671 27.63 4.44 235 27.61 4.67 .95 .00 -.13,.12 .00 -.15,.15 
Note. Corrected d is corrected for unreliability (measurement error) in the criteria. 
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Appendix 2-J 

 

Closeness of acquaintance as a moderator of self-rated BFAS predicting other-report CCB 

 
  Interpersonal CCB Organizational CCB Total CCB 

Model ɓ SE R ȹ R 
Adj 

R2 

ȹ 

R2 
ɓ SE R ȹ R 

Adj 

R2 

ȹ 

R2 
ɓ SE R ȹ R 

Adj

.R2 

ȹ 

R2 

1 Industriousness -.02 .04 .00  .00  -.08 .03 .10  .01  -.03 .01 .14  .02  

 Orderliness -.03 .04     -.03 .04     -.01 .01     

2 Industriousness -.17 .20 .10 .10 .01 .01 -.11 .16 .10 .00 .01 .00 -.05 .05 .14 .00 .02 .00 

 Orderliness .10 .21     .12 .17     .04 .06     

 Acquaintance -.01 .00     -.00 .00     -.00 .00     

 Indust. X Acq. .00 .00     .00 .00     .00 .00     

 Order. X Acq. -.00 .00     -.00 .00     -.00 .00     

                    

1 Compassion .03 .05 .10  .01  .02 .04 .00  .00  .02 .01 .10  .01  

 Politeness -.14 .05     -.08 .04     -.04 .01     

2 Compassion .19 .19 .14 .04 .02 .01 -.08 .16 .00 .00 .00 .00 .02 .05 .10 .00 .01 .00 

 Politeness .09 .23     .08 .19     .02 .06     

 Acquaintance -.01 .00     -.00 .00     -.00 .00     

 Comp. X Acq. -.00 .00     .00 .00     .00 .00     

 Polite. X Acq. -.00 .00     -.00 .00     .00 .00     

                    

1 Volatility  .15 .05 .10  .01  .07 .04 .00  .00  .03 .01 .00  .00  

 Withdrawal -.17 .05     -.06 .04     -.02 .01     

2 Volatility  .28 .25 .17 .07 .03 .02 .11 .21 .00 .00 .00 .00 .01 .07 .00 .00 .00 .00 

 Withdrawal -.20 .24     -.18 .19     -.01 .07     

 Acquaintance -.01 .00     -.00 .00     -.00 .00     

 Volat. X Acq. -.00 .00     -.00 .00     .00 .00     

 Withdr. X Acq. .00 .00     .00 .00     -.00 .00     

                    

1 Assertiveness .12 .04 .10  .01  .04 .03 .00  .00  .02 .01 .00  .00  

 Enthusiasm -.02 .04     .02 .03     .01 .01     
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2 Assertiveness .05 .19 .14 .04 .02 .01 -.05 .16 .00 .00 .00 .00 -.02 .05 .00 .00 .00 .00 

 Enthusiasm .18 .17     .04 .14     .04 .05     

 Acquaintance -.01 .00     -.00 .00     -.00 .00     

 Assert. X Acq. .00 .00     .00 .00     .00 .00     

 Enthus. X Acq. -.00 .00     -.00 .00     -.00 .00     

                    

1 Intellect .03 .04 .00  .00  -.01 .03 .00  .00  .00 .01 .00  .00  

 Experiencing .00 .04     .03 .03     .01 .01     

2 Intellect .03 .20 .00 .10 .01 .01 -.02 .16 .00 .00 .00 .00 .01 .05 .00 .00 .00 .00 

 Experiencing .02 .20     -.10 .16     .02 .05     

 Acquaintance -.01 .00     -.00 .00     -.00 .00     

 Intellect X Acq. .00 .00     .00 .00     -.00 .00     

 Exper. X Acq. -.00 .00     .00 .00     -.00 .00     

Note. N = 620. BFAS = Big Five Aspect Scales; CCB = counterproductive college behavior. Acq. = Personal Acquaintance Measure. ɓ = standardized 

coefficient; SE = standard error of the standardized coefficient; R = multiple R; ȹ R = change in multiple R from model 1 to model 2; Adj R2 = adjusted R-

squared; ȹ R2 = change in adjusted R-squared from model 1 to model 2. 
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Appendix 2-K 

 

Moderation effects of closeness of acquaintance on other-report CCB predicting self-

report CCB 

 
  self-report CCB-I 

Model ɓ SE R ȹ R 
Adj 

R2 
ȹ R2 

1 CCB-I .16 .04 .14  .02  

2 CCB-I -.31 .19 .17 .03 .03 .01 

 Acquaintance .00 .00     

 CCB-I X Acq. .01 .00     

  self-report CCB-O 

Model ɓ SE R ȹ R 
Adj 

R2 
ȹ R2 

1 CCB-O .22 .03 .28  .08  

2 CCB-O -.47 .14 .33 .05 .11 .03 

 Acquaintance .00 .00     

 CCB-O X Acq. .02 .00     

  self-report Total CCB 

Model ɓ SE R ȹ R 
Adj 

R2 
ȹ R2 

1 Total CCB .21 .03 .26  .07  

2 Total CCB -.27 .13 .30 .04 .09 .02 

 Acquaintance -.01 .00     

 Total CCB X Acq. .01 .00     

Note. N = 624. CCB = counterproductive college behavior; CCB-I = interpersonal counterproductive 

college behavior; CCB-O = organizational counterproductive college behavior. Acq. = Personal 

Acquaintance Measure. Other-report CCB were used as predictors of self-report CCB. ɓ = standardized 

coefficient; SE = standard error of the standardized coefficient; R = multiple R; ȹ R = change in multiple R 

from model 1 to model 2; Adj R2 = adjusted R-squared; ȹ R2 = change in adjusted R-squared from model 1 

to model 2. 
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Appendix 2-L 

Uncorrected correlations between CCB and CWB 

 Self-report CCB 

 
CCB 

Total 
CCB-O CCB-I 

Acad. 

Dev. 

Illegal 

Behav. 
Neg./Out Withdrwl 

Theft/ 

Sabotage 
Incivility  

CWB Total .59 .58 .42 .47 .35 .16 .50 .27 .42 

CWB-O .59 .59 .36 .46 .35 .16 .53 .27 .36 

CWB-I .43 .40 .40 .36 .25 .12 .33 .19 .40 

Wkplc. Dev.-O .57 .56 .35 .42 .33 .14 .52 .24 .35 

Wkplc. Dev.-I .35 .32 .35 .29 .23 .09 .26 .17 .35 

CWBC-O .50 .51 .29 .43 .31 .15 .44 .26 .29 

CWBC-I .41 .39 .37 .33 .23 .13 .33 .16 .37 

Prod. Dev. .35 .35 .21 .31 .21 .09 .31 .15 .21 

Withdrawal .44 .45 .22 .38 .27 .13 .41 .21 .22 

Sabotage .19 .19 .16 .13 .15 .04 .14 .16 .16 

Theft .31 .33 .19 .27 .18 .11 .24 .18 .19 

Abuse .41 .39 .37 .33 .23 .13 .33 .16 .37 

 Other-report CCB 

 CCB 

Total 
CCB-O CCB-I 

Acad. 

Dev. 

Illegal 

Behav. 
Neg./Out Withdrwl 

Theft/ 

Sabotage 
Incivility  

CWB Total .12 .13 .09 .06 .17 .10 .11 .04 .09 

CWB-O .14 .17 .09 .07 .21 .13 .14 .03 .09 

CWB-I .05 .06 .05 .04 .06 .06 .05 .05 .05 

Wkplc. Dev.-O .14 .15 .08 .04 .18 .12 .14 .00 .08 

Wkplc. Dev.-I .04 .04 .07 .02 .06 .05 .03 .03 .07 

CWBC-O .12 .15 .08 .12 .20 .10 .10 .05 .08 

CWBC-I .02 .04 .02 .06 .02 .03 .01 .05 .02 

Prod. Dev. .05 .07 .06 .05 .09 .07 .03 .05 .06 

Withdrawal .13 .14 .08 .10 .18 .09 .12 .05 .08 

Sabotage -.05 -.01 -.04 -.01 .01 -.03 -.06 -.07 -.04 

Theft .06 .07 .05 .02 .10 .02 .06 -.01 .05 

Abuse .02 .04 .02 .06 .02 .03 .01 .05 .02 
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Confidence intervals for corrected correlations between CCB and CWB 

 Self-report CCB 

 
CCB 

Total 
CCB-O CCB-I 

Acad. 

Dev. 

Illegal 

Behav. 
Neg./Out Withdrwl 

Theft/ 

Sabotage 
Incivility  

CWB Total .56,.63 .54,.61 .38,.46 .43,.51 .30,.39 .11,.21 .46,.54 .22,.31 .38,.46 

CWB-O .56,.63 .55,.62 .31,.40 .42,.50 .30,.39 .11,.21 .49,.57 .23,.32 .31,.40 

CWB-I .38,.47 .36,.44 .35,.44 .31,.40 .21,.30 .07,.17 .29,.38 .14,.24 .35,.44 

Wkplc. Dev.-O .54,.61 .52,.59 .30,.39 .38,.46 .28,.37 .09,.19 .48,.56 .19,.29 .3,.39 

Wkplc. Dev.-I .30,.39 .27,.37 .31,.4 .25,.34 .18,.28 .04,.14 .21,.31 .12,.22 .31,.40 

CWBC-O .46,.54 .47,.55 .24,.34 .38,.47 .26,.35 .10,.20 .40,.48 .21,.30 .24,.34 

CWBC-I .37,.45 .34,.43 .32,.41 .28,.37 .18,.27 .08,.18 .28,.37 .11,.21 .32,.41 

Prod. Dev. .31,.40 .30,.39 .16,.26 .26,.35 .16,.25 .04,.14 .27,.36 .09,.20 .16,.26 

Withdrawal .40,.48 .41,.49 .17,.27 .33,.42 .22,.32 .08,.18 .36,.45 .16,.26 .17,.27 

Sabotage .14,.24 .14,.24 .11,.21 .08,.18 .10,.20 -.01,.10 .09,.19 .11,.21 .11,.21 

Theft .26,.35 .28,.37 .14,.24 .23,.32 .13,.23 .06,.16 .19,.29 .13,.23 .14,.24 

Abuse .37,.45 .34,.43 .32,.41 .28,.37 .18,.27 .08,.18 .28,.37 .11,.21 .32,.41 

 Other-report CCB 

 CCB 

Total 
CCB-O CCB-I 

Acad. 

Dev. 

Illegal 

Behav. 
Neg./Out Withdrwl 

Theft/ 

Sabotage 
Incivility  

CWB Total .04,.21 .05,.22 .01,.18 -.02,.15 .09,.26 .02,.19 .03,.20 -.05,.12 .01,.18 

CWB-O .06,.23 .08,.25 .00,.18 -.02,.15 .13,.30 .04,.22 .05,.22 -.06,.12 .00,.18 

CWB-I -.03,.14 -.03,.15 -.04,.13 -.05,.12 -.03,.15 -.03,.15 -.04,.14 -.04,.14 -.04,.13 

Wkplc. Dev.-O .05,.22 .06,.23 -.01,.17 -.05,.12 .09,.26 .03,.21 .05,.22 -.08,.09 -.01,.17 

Wkplc. Dev.-I -.05,.12 -.05,.13 -.02,.15 -.07,.11 -.03,.15 -.04,.13 -.06,.12 -.05,.12 -.02,.15 

CWBC-O .03,.21 .06,.23 -.01,.17 .03,.20 .11,.28 .01,.19 .01,.18 -.04,.13 -.01,.17 

CWBC-I -.06,.11 -.05,.12 -.07,.11 -.03,.14 -.07,.10 -.06,.11 -.07,.1 -.04,.13 -.07,.11 

Prod. Dev. -.03,.14 -.01,.16 -.03,.15 -.03,.14 .00,.17 -.02,.15 -.06,.11 -.03,.14 -.03,.15 

Withdrawal .04,.21 .05,.23 -.01,.17 .02,.19 .09,.26 .00,.17 .03,.20 -.04,.14 -.01,.17 

Sabotage -.13,.04 -.10,.08 -.13,.05 -.10,.07 -.07,.10 -.12,.06 -.14,.03 -.16,.02 -.13,.05 

Theft -.02,.15 -.02,.15 -.04,.14 -.06,.11 .01,.19 -.07,.11 -.02,.15 -.10,.08 -.04,.14 

Abuse -.06,.11 -.05,.12 -.07,.11 -.03,.14 -.07,.10 -.06,.11 -.07,.10 -.04,.13 -.07,.11 

Note. Confidence intervals are 90%. 
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Appendix 2-M 

CCB composites from full scales and composites from shortened scales correlations with BFAS 

 Composites from full scales Composites from shortened scales 

 CCB-I CCB-O CCB total CCB-I CCB-O CCB total 

Conscientiousness -.07 -.43 -.43 -.17 -.40 -.36 

     Industriousness -.03 -.51 -.51 -.20 -.43 -.39 

     Orderliness -.08 -.24 -.24 -.09 -.24 -.22 

Agreeableness -.19 -.16 -.17 -.18 -.14 -.17 

     Compassion -.14 .05 .05 -.06 .00 -.02 

     Politeness -.18 -.32 -.33 -.26 -.24 -.28 

Neuroticism 0 .32 .32 .12 .22 .21 

     Volatility  .07 .29 .29 .15 .20 .20 

     Withdrawal -.08 .28 .27 .06 .20 .17 

Extraversion .13 .03 .04 .10 .01 .05 

     Assertiveness .19 .08 .09 .16 .06 .11 

     Enthusiasm .03 -.04 -.04 .01 -.04 -.02 

Openness -.02 .05 .05 -.03 .03 .01 

     Intellect .02 -.13 -.13 -.02 -.05 -.04 

     Experiencing -.04 .2 .2 -.03 .09 .05 
Note. N = 173 for composites from full scales. N = 1,574 for composites from shortened scales. Correlations are uncorrected. Confidence intervals are not 

presented, as differences in sample size render significance comparisons moot. Acad. Dis. = Academic Dishonesty, Disrupt. = Disruptive Behavior, Interpers. = 

Interpersonal Incivility, Misrep. = Misrepresentation, Phys. Vio. = Physical Violence, Property = Property Damage, Criminal = Severe Criminal Behavior, 

Substance = Substance Abuse, Sup. Dis. = Support Academic Dishonesty. Full scales are on the rows and shortened scales are on the columns. 
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Comparison of Cronbach alpha reliabilities between shortened and full self-report CCB scales 

Scale 

n items 

short scale 

alpha for 

short scale 

n items 

full scale 

alpha for 

full scale 

Academic Dishonesty 8 .55 13 .75 

Disruptive Behavior 3 .52 3 .54 

Interpersonal Incivility 10 .63 12 .77 

Lack of Effort 6 .77 7 .76 

Lying 9 .55 9 .49 

Misrepresentation 15 .71 15 .77 

Negligence 10 .62 10 .65 

Outcomes 4 .36 8 .01 

Physical Violence 3 .58 4 0 

Property Damage 4 .45 6 0 

Sabotage 10 .52 10 .54 

Severe Criminal Behavior 5 .21 8 .43 

Substance Abuse 8 .81 8 .85 

Support Acad. Dishonesty 6 .56 7 .60 

Theft 6 .46 8 .64 

Withdrawal 9 .78 13 .89 
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Appendix 2-N 

 

Descriptive Statistics for Careless Responders and Comparison with Study 2 Sample 

 

Careless responders age and gender descriptive statistics 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. Study 1 is a subsample of Study 2. 

  

Gender Study 1 Study 2 

female  192 333 

male 91 178 

other  4 8 

no response (NA) 16 27 

TOTAL 303 546 

Age Study 1 Study 2 

mean (years) 20.1 20 

SD (years) 2.1 2.5 

min (years) 18 18 

max (years) 35 53 
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Careless responders cognitive ability descriptive statistics and standardized mean differences with Study 2 sample 

 Careless Responders Study 2 Sample    
Variable N M SD N M SD U ratio d 90% CI 

ETS Total 546 2.99 3.91 1,755 4.56 3.23 1.21 -0.46 -.54, -.38 

ETS Math 546 2.18 4.64 1,755 4.13 4.09 1.13 -0.46 -.54 ,-.38 

ETS Verbal 546 3.69 4.71 1,755 4.79 4.09 1.15 -0.26 -.34, -.18 

ACT Total Combined 386 26.27 3.80 1,521 27.48 3.45 1.11 -0.34 -.44, -.25 

ACT Math 195 26.99 4.30 914 27.02 3.89 1.11 -0.01 -.14, .12 

ACT English 195 25.69 4.98 914 27.61 4.50 1.10 -0.42 -.55, -.29 

          

registrar ACT 190 26.35 4.00 754 27.6 3.41 1.17 -0.35 -.49, -.22 

Note. Study 2 sample was used as a comparison because Study 1 sample is a subset of Study 2. Registrar ACT = ACT composite scores from registrar records 

only. U ratio is careless responder SD divided by Study 2 sample SD. 
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Careless responders Big Five Aspect Scales descriptive statistics and standardized mean differences with Study 2 sample 

 

 Careless Responders Study 2 Sample 

Variable N Ŭ/Mosier M SD N Ŭ/Mosier M SD U ratio d 90% CI 

Conscientiousness 530 .82 3.35 .46 1,763 .87 3.45 .51 .90 -.20 -.28, -.12 

    Industriousness 530 .73 3.25 .52 1,763 .83 3.27 .61 .85 -.03 -.11, .05 

    Orderliness 530 .76 3.44 .55 1,763 .81 3.64 .59 .93 -.34 -.42, -.26 

Agreeableness 531 .86 3.56 .46 1,763 .88 3.88 .45 1.02 -.71 -.80, -.63 

    Compassion 531 .83 3.57 .53 1,763 .88 3.91 .52 1.02 -.65 -.73, -.57 

    Politeness 531 .72 3.56 .52 1,763 .75 3.84 .51 1.02 -.55 -.63, -.47 

Neuroticism 530 .86 2.92 .52 1,763 .92 2.89 .66 .79 .05 -.03, .13 

    Volatility  531 .82 2.82 .62 1,763 .90 2.73 .76 .82 .12 .04, .20 

    Withdrawal 530 .74 3.02 .56 1,763 .85 3.05 .70 .80 -.04 -.12, .04 

Extraversion 530 .85 3.36 .47 1,763 .90 3.49 .55 .85 -.24 -.32, -.16 

    Assertiveness 530 .77 3.27 .54 1,763 .86 3.35 .66 .82 -.13 -.21, -.05 

    Enthusiasm 530 .79 3.45 .57 1,763 .85 3.63 .64 .89 -.29 -.37, -.21 

Openness 530 .81 3.43 .44 1,763 .84 3.66 .45 .98 -.51 -.59, -.43 

    Intellect 531 .73 3.41 .5 1,763 .81 3.66 .52 .96 -.49 -.57, -.41 

    Experiencing 530 .73 3.44 .55 1,763 .79 3.67 .60 .92 -.39 -.47, -.31 
Note. Study 2 sample was used as a comparison because Study 1 sample is a subset of Study 2. Comparisons are for self-rated BFAS only; there was an 

insufficient N (N = 27) for careless responders with other-rated BFAS. U ratio is careless responder SD divided by Study 2 sample SD. 
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Careless responders Counterproductive College Behavior descriptive statistics and standardized mean differences with Study 2 sample 

Self-report CCB 

 
Careless Responders 

Self-Report 

Study 2 Sample 

Self-Report 

   

Variable Ŭ/Mos. N M SD Ŭ/Mos. N M SD U ratio d 90% CI 

Withdrawal Behavior .89 546 2.04 .87 .86 1,763 2.42 .79 1.10 -.47  

     Lack of Effect .80 546 1.97 .94 .77 1,763 2.39 .93 1.01 -.45  

     Withdrawal .84 546 2.12 .92 .78 1,763 2.44 .81 1.14 -.38  

Theft/Sabotage .97 546 1.18 .64 .58 1,763 1.04 .10 6.40 .43  

     Theft .92 546 1.18 .64 .46 1,763 1.04 .13 4.92 .42  

     Sabotage .96 546 1.18 .65 .52 1,763 1.02 .14 4.64 .47  

Negligence/Outcomes .95 546 1.15 .64 .63 1,763 1.15 .25 2.52 .16  

     Negligence .9 546 1.42 .64 .62 1,763 1.39 .31 2.16 -.57  

     Outcomes .93 546 1.16 .65 .36 1,763 1.01 .08 8.13 .43  

Illegal Behavior .88 546 1.21 .63 .63 1,763 1.12 .18 3.61 .11  

     Physical Violence .91 546 1.15 .67 .62 1,763 1.01 .11 6.73 .99  

     Property Damage .94 546 1.15 .65 .36 1,763 1.01 .09 7.11 .81  

     Severe Deviance .94 546 1.16 .65 .80 1,763 1.05 .13 5.23 .60  

     Substance Abuse .89 546 1.38 .74 .58 1,763 1.25 .64 1.08 .09  

Academic Deviance .98 546 1.27 .64 .45 1,763 1.19 .22 2.95 .22  

     Academic Dishonesty .93 546 1.26 .68 .21 1,763 1.17 .26 2.46 .18  

     Support Acad. Dishon. .88 546 1.31 .69 .81 1,763 1.42 .35 2.11 -.11  

     Misrepresentation .95 546 1.27 .65 .83 1,763 1.20 .21 3.43 .33  

     Lying .93 546 1.24 .64 .55 1,763 1.13 .24 3.54 .60  

Incivility  .91 546 1.37 .74 .56 1,763 1.35 .47 1.85 1.17  

     Interpersonal Incivility .87 546 1.33 .72 .71 1,763 1.24 .40 2.35 1.27  

     Disruptive Behavior .75 546 1.41 .85 .55 1,763 1.46 .71 1.30 .86  

CCB-O .98 546 1.37 .62 .90 1,763 1.36 .21 2.95 .03  

CCB-I .91 546 1.37 .74 .67 1,763 1.35 .55 1.35 .03  

Total CCB .97 546 1.36 .62 .90 1,763 1.32 .21 2.95 .11  
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Note. Support Acad. Dishon. = Support Academic Dishonesty.  Minimum score = 1; Maximum score = 7.  Indented variables are CCB facets and sit directly 

below their composite dimension.  CCB-O is the average of Withdrawal Behavior, Theft/Sabotage; Negligence/Outcomes; Illegal Behavior; and Academic 

Deviance. CCB-I = Incivility.  Total CCB is an average of the six composite dimensions. U ratio is careless responder SD divided by Study 2 sample SD. 
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Other-report CCB 

 
Careless Responders 

Other-Report 

Study 2 Sample 

Other-Report 

   

Variable Ŭ/Mos. N M SD Ŭ/Mos. N M SD U ratio d 90% CI 

Withdrawal Behavior .87 133 1.65 .72 .91 761 1.79 .77 .94 -.18  

     Lack of Effect .84 132 1.49 .70 .84 761 1.61 .79 .89 -.15  

     Withdrawal .86 133 1.82 .84 .91 761 1.96 .86 .98 -.16  

Theft/Sabotage .62 132 1.04 .12 .83 761 1.04 .17 .71 .00  

     Theft .45 131 1.04 .16 .74 761 1.04 .19 .84 .00  

     Sabotage .64 132 1.04 .14 .70 761 1.04 .17 .82 .00  

Negligence/Outcomes -- 132 1.13 .17 .85 761 1.15 .24 -- --  

     Negligence .66 132 1.25 .33 .75 761 1.27 .36 .92 -.06  

     Outcomes -- 132 1.01 .05 .82 761 1.01 .13 -- --  

Illegal Behavior -- 132 1.06 .13 .87 761 1.09 .22 -- --  

     Physical Violence -- 130 1.01 .09 .77 761 1.02 .19 -- --  

     Property Damage .09 130 1.02 .11 .68 761 1.02 .12 .92 .00  

     Severe Deviance 0 132 1.02 .13 .58 761 1.03 .19 .68 -.05  

     Substance Abuse .76 132 1.21 .43 .85 761 1.30 .58 .74 -.16  

Academic Deviance .99 132 1.11 .24 .90 761 1.12 .24 1.00 -.04  

     Academic Dishonesty .79 132 1.11 .29 .74 761 1.10 .31 .94 .03  

     Support Acad. Dishon. .71 131 1.15 .33 .62 761 1.15 .31 1.06 .00  

     Misrepresentation .86 131 1.12 .27 .82 761 1.13 .29 .93 -.03  

     Lying .63 131 1.08 .21 .72 761 1.08 .22 .95 .00  

Incivility  .76 132 1.25 .51 .80 761 1.25 .51 1.00 .00  

     Interpersonal Incivility .69 131 1.16 .33 .75 761 1.17 .41 .80 -.03  

     Disruptive Behavior .7 130 1.31 .82 .63 761 1.33 .75 1.09 -.03  

CCB-O -- 131 1.20 .23 .67 761 1.23 .25 -- --  

CCB-I .72 132 1.25 .51 .80 761 1.25 .50 1.02 .00  

Total CCB -- 133 1.18 .22 .95 761 1.21 .27 -- --  

Note. Support Acad. Dishon. = Support Academic Dishonesty.  Minimum score = 1; Maximum score = 7.  Indented variables are CCB facets and sit directly 

below their composite dimension.  CCB-O is the average of Withdrawal Behavior, Theft/Sabotage; Negligence/Outcomes; Illegal Behavior; and Academic 

Deviance. CCB-I = Incivility.  Total CCB is an average of the six composite dimensions. Cells with two dashes indicate uncalculatable alpha (items negative 

correlated or only one item with variance). U ratio is careless responder SD divided by Study 2 sample SD. 
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Careless Responder Self-report compared to Careless Responder Other-report CCB 

 
Careless Responders 

Self-Report 

Careless Responder 

Other-Report 

   

Variable Ŭ/Mos. N M SD Ŭ/Mos. N M SD U ratio d 90% CI 

Withdrawal Behavior .89 546 2.04 .87 .87 133 1.65 .72 1.21 .46  

     Lack of Effect .80 546 1.97 .94 .84 132 1.49 .70 1.34 .53  

     Withdrawal .84 546 2.12 .92 .86 133 1.82 .84 1.10 .33  

Theft/Sabotage .97 546 1.18 .64 .62 132 1.04 .12 5.33 .24  

     Theft .92 546 1.18 .64 .45 131 1.04 .16 4.00 .24  

     Sabotage .96 546 1.18 .65 .64 132 1.04 .14 4.64 .24  

Negligence/Outcomes .95 546 1.15 .64 -- 132 1.13 .17 3.76 .03  

     Negligence .9 546 1.42 .64 .66 132 1.25 .33 1.94 .29  

     Outcomes .93 546 1.16 .65 -- 132 1.01 .05 13.00 .26  

Illegal Behavior .88 546 1.21 .63 -- 132 1.06 .13 4.85 .26  

     Physical Violence .91 546 1.15 .67 -- 130 1.01 .09 7.44 .23  

     Property Damage .94 546 1.15 .65 .09 130 1.02 .11 5.91 .22  

     Severe Deviance .94 546 1.16 .65 0 132 1.02 .13 5.00 .24  

     Substance Abuse .89 546 1.38 .74 .76 132 1.21 .43 1.72 .25  

Academic Deviance .98 546 1.27 .64 .99 132 1.11 .24 2.67 .27  

     Academic Dishonesty .93 546 1.26 .68 .79 132 1.11 .29 2.34 .24  

     Support Acad. Dishon. .88 546 1.31 .69 .71 131 1.15 .33 2.09 .25  

     Misrepresentation .95 546 1.27 .65 .86 131 1.12 .27 2.41 .25  

     Lying .93 546 1.24 .64 .63 131 1.08 .21 3.05 .27  

Incivility  .91 546 1.37 .74 .76 132 1.25 .51 1.45 .17  

     Interpersonal Incivility .87 546 1.33 .72 .69 131 1.16 .33 2.18 .26  

     Disruptive Behavior .75 546 1.41 .85 .7 130 1.31 .82 1.04 .12  

CCB-O .98 546 1.37 .62 -- 131 1.20 .23 2.70 .30  

CCB-I .91 546 1.37 .74 .72 132 1.25 .51 1.45 .17  

Total CCB .97 546 1.36 .62 -- 133 1.18 .22 2.82 .32  

Note. Support Acad. Dishon. = Support Academic Dishonesty.  Minimum score = 1; Maximum score = 7.  Indented variables are CCB facets and sit directly 

below their composite dimension.  CCB-O is the average of Withdrawal Behavior, Theft/Sabotage; Negligence/Outcomes; Illegal Behavior; and Academic 
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Deviance. CCB-I = Incivility.  Total CCB is an average of the six composite dimensions. Cells with two dashes indicate uncalculatable alpha (items negative 

correlated or only one item with variance). U ratio is careless responder sef-report SD divided by careless responder other-report SD. 
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Careless Responder self-report CWB descriptive statistics and standardized mean differences with Study 1 sample self-report CWB 

  
  Careless Responders Study 1 Sample    

Ŭ/Mosier N M SD N M SD U ratio d 90% CI 

Composite CWB                     

CWB total .97 302 1.49 .8 1,042 1.41 .44 1.82 .15  
CWB-O total .94 302 1.45 .82 1,042 1.35 .44 1.86 .18  
CWB-I total .95 302 1.53 .8 1,041 1.48 .49 1.63 .09  

Workplace Deviance                     

Workplace deviance total .95 302 1.59 .86 1,042 1.49 .49 1.76 .17  
Workplace deviance ï O .9 302 1.46 .92 1,042 1.68 .61 1.51 -.32  
Workplace deviance ï I .91 302 1.71 .89 1,042 1.31 .49 1.82 .66  

CWB-Checklist                     

CWBC total .97 302 1.24 .46 1,042 1.17 .19 2.42 .25  
CWBC-O .95 302 1.26 .47 1,042 1.19 .21 2.24 .24  
CWBC-I .96 302 1.19 .46 1,042 1.11 .17 2.71 .30  
Sabotage .89 302 1.15 .51 1,042 1.03 .14 3.64 .44  
Withdrawal .78 302 1.45 .57 1,042 1.47 .47 1.21 -.04  
Prod. Dev. .83 302 1.25 .55 1,042 1.17 .33 1.67 .20  
Theft .9 302 1.17 .47 1,042 1.08 .18 2.61 .33  
Abuse .96 302 1.19 .46 1,042 1.11 .17 2.71 .30   

Note. For this table, measures were left in their original response metric (7-point frequency scale for Workplace Deviance and 5-point frequency scale for CWB-

C). For analyses, all scores were standardized, and CWB total, CWB-O total, and CWB-I total composites were created using standardized variable. 
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Appendix 3-A 

 

From Foldes (2006), Senior Leader Wrongdoing Model used as Politician Misconduct Categories and Composites 

 

Composite 

Name 

Category Name Category Description 

Organizational 

Misconduct 

Misuse of organizational 

resources 

Wrongdoing that involves the inappropriate use of any of the 

organizationôs resources, including money, time, physical property, 

and/or intellectual property. 

 

Discrimination Wrongdoing that involves treatment or consideration based on a class 

or category rather than individual merit. 

 

Interpersonal incivility & 

aggression 

Wrongdoing that involves being uncivil or discourteous towards 

others either in public or one-on-one meetings or encounters. Can 

include verbal abuse, discrediting others, and casting dispersion based 

on factors both related and unrelated to work. 

 

Nepotism Wrongdoing that involves favoritism and/or patronage shown to 

relatives, close friends, and those with whom the senior leader is 

engaged in intimate relations. 

 

Interpersonal 

Misconduct 

Lying & breaking agreements Wrongdoing that involves a lack of demonstrated follow-through on 

agreements, covering up for others, and blatant lying. 

 

Misuse of power in the 

organization 

Wrongdoing that involves using oneôs senior position and associated 

authority to negatively impact others at work. It may include derailing 

another employeeôs career, retaliation, or overstepping the reasonable 

bounds of authority. 

 



397 

 

 

Misrepresentation/manipulation 

of information 

Wrongdoing that involves presenting false information, 

misrepresenting information, hiding/withholding information, 

destroying information, or compelling others to do any of the former. 

Self-gratifying 

Misconduct 

Sexual harassment Wrongdoing that involves unwelcome sexual advances, requests for 

sexual favors, and other verbal or physical conduct of a sexual nature. 

Submitting to or rejecting this conduct may either explicitly or 

implicitly affect an individualôs employment, unreasonably interferes 

with an individualôs work performance, or create an intimidating, 

hostile, or offensive work environment for the target and/or others. 

 

Alcohol use Wrongdoing that involves drinking alcohol while at work in 

unsanctioned ways. This behavior may affect an individualôs 

employment, unreasonably interfere with an individualôs work 

performance, or create an intimidating, hostile, or offensive work 

environment. 

 

Condone wrongdoing in others Observing/witnessing others engaging in wrongdoing and ignoring it. 
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Appendix 3-B 

Values of rwg(j) descriptives and comparisons 

Standardized mean differences in rwg(j) between female and male politicians 

  Female Male   

  n mean sd n mean sd Cohen's d 90%CI 

Interviews 

Industriousness 68 .84 .27 86 .90 .13 -.29 [-.57,-.02] 

Orderliness 68 .82 .26 86 .88 .11 -.31 [-.59,-.04] 

Compassion 68 .74 .33 86 .73 .32 .03 [-.24,.30] 

Politeness 68 .65 .33 86 .71 .29 -.19 [-.46,.08] 

Volatility  68 .74 .26 86 .77 .26 -.12 [-.39,.15] 

Withdrawal 68 .70 .32 86 .80 .21 -.38 [-.66,-.11] 

Assertiveness 68 .78 .30 86 .81 .24 -.11 [-.38,.16] 

Enthusiasm 68 .72 .33 86 .75 .24 -.11 [-.38,.16] 

Intellect 68 .77 .31 86 .76 .28 .03 [-.24,.30] 

Experiencing 68 .74 .29 86 .73 .27 .04 [-.23,.31] 

Speeches 

Industriousness 67 .86 .22 83 .81 .27 .20 [-.07,.48] 

Orderliness 67 .85 .22 83 .78 .27 .28 [.01,.56] 

Compassion 67 .73 .31 83 .68 .34 .15 [-.12,.43] 

Politeness 67 .74 .27 83 .69 .32 .17 [-.10,.45] 

Volatility  67 .72 .33 83 .69 .32 .09 [-.18,.36] 

Withdrawal 67 .71 .34 83 .74 .28 -.10 [-.37,.17] 

Assertiveness 67 .81 .27 83 .74 .33 .23 [-.04,.51] 

Enthusiasm 67 .70 .29 83 .70 .31 .00 [-.27,.27] 

Intellect 67 .75 .31 83 .72 .29 .10 [-.17,.38] 

Experiencing 67 .67 .34 83 .75 .29 -.26 [-.54,.01] 

Note. Bolded values have 90% confidence intervals excluding zero. 
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Standardized mean differences in rwg(j) between female and male politicians 

  Democrat Republican   

  n mean sd n mean sd Cohen's d 90%CI 

Interviews 

Industriousness 80 0.88 0.19 74 .86 .22 .10 [-.17,.37] 

Orderliness 80 0.83 0.21 74 .87 .17 -.21 [-.48,.06] 

Compassion 80 0.78 0.29 74 .69 .36 .28 [.01,.55] 

Politeness 80 0.68 0.31 74 .68 .31 .00 [-.27,.27] 

Volatility  80 0.78 0.22 74 .74 .30 .15 [-.12,.42] 

Withdrawal 80 0.76 0.27 74 .75 .27 .04 [-.23,.31] 

Assertiveness 80 0.85 0.18 74 .73 .33 .46 [.19,.74] 

Enthusiasm 80 0.74 0.31 74 .74 .25 .00 [-.27,.27] 

Intellect 80 0.79 0.27 74 .74 .32 .17 [-.1,.44] 

Experiencing 80 0.73 0.30 74 .74 .26 -.04 [-.31,.23] 

Speeches 

Industriousness 79 0.84 0.25 71 .83 .24 .04 [-.23,.31] 

Orderliness 79 0.84 0.23 71 .78 .27 .24 [-.03,.52] 

Compassion 79 0.72 0.34 71 .69 .31 .09 [-.18,.36] 

Politeness 79 0.72 0.30 71 .70 .30 .07 [-.2,.34] 

Volatility  79 0.70 0.35 71 .70 .30 .00 [-.27,.27] 

Withdrawal 79 0.71 0.34 71 .74 .28 -.10 [-.37,.17] 

Assertiveness 79 0.79 0.28 71 .74 .33 .16 [-.11,.43] 

Enthusiasm 79 0.70 0.33 71 .71 .27 -.03 [-.3,.24] 

Intellect 79 0.75 0.28 71 .71 .31 .14 [-.13,.41] 

Experiencing 79 0.69 0.33 71 .75 .30 -.19 [-.47,.08] 
Note. Bolded values have 90% confidence intervals excluding zero. 
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Standardized mean differences in rwg(j) between interview-based ratings and speech-based ratings 

 Interview-based ratings Speech-based ratings   

 n mean sd n mean sd Cohen's d 90%CI 

Industriousness 153 .87 .21 150 .84 .25 .13 [-.06,.32] 

Orderliness 153 .85 .20 150 .81 .25 .18 [-.01,.37] 

Compassion 153 .73 .33 150 .71 .32 .06 [-.13,.25] 

Politeness 153 .68 .31 150 .71 .30 -.10 [-.29,.09] 

Volatility  153 .76 .26 150 .70 .33 .20 [.01,.39] 

Withdrawal 153 .76 .27 150 .73 .31 .10 [-.09,.29] 

Assertiveness 153 .80 .27 150 .77 .31 .10 [-.09,.29] 

Enthusiasm 153 .74 .28 150 .70 .30 .14 [-.05,.33] 

Intellect 153 .76 .30 150 .73 .30 .10 [-.09,.29] 

Experiencing 153 .74 .28 150 .71 .32 .10 [-.09,.29] 
Note. Bolded values have 90% confidence intervals excluding zero. 
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Tables of rwg(j) for politicians by video type by BFAS aspect 

Interviews 

Politician Indust. Order. Comp. Polite. Volat. Wdrw. Assert. Enthus. Intell. Exper. Avg. 

Adrian Smith .91 .93 .00 .25 .67 .84 .00 .68 .00 .00 .43 

Allyson Schwartz .93 .89 .95 .94 .97 .89 .68 .87 .86 .97 .89 

Andre Carson 1.00 .79 .98 .93 .67 .82 .71 .93 .75 .93 .85 

Andy Barr .90 .96 .95 .95 .89 .79 .96 .85 .90 .99 .91 

Ann Kirkpatrick .92 .89 .93 .78 .74 .85 .83 .94 .85 .87 .86 

Ann Wagner .99 .98 .95 .96 .86 .96 .85 .96 .96 .88 .93 

Barbara Comstock .53 .00 .89 .61 .83 .00 .00 .82 .85 .75 .53 

Ben Lujan .89 .85 .82 .45 .98 .99 .96 .00 .00 .00 .59 

Betty McCollum .96 .97 .97 .94 .86 .92 .89 .93 .98 .95 .94 

Bill Foster .95 .90 .85 .95 .93 .88 .89 .89 .81 .90 .89 

Bill Huizenga .83 .95 .96 .96 .95 .51 .89 .79 .68 .61 .81 

Blaine Luetkemeyer .78 .80 .00 .00 .90 .00 .42 .59 .00 .84 .43 

Bonnie Watson Coleman .95 .96 .61 .30 .57 .89 .93 .94 .95 .89 .80 

Brad Ashford .97 .95 .96 .93 .97 .81 .77 .79 .99 .95 .91 

Brad Wenstrup .97 .96 .81 .00 .96 .93 .00 .96 .85 .71 .71 

Bruce Braley .93 .98 .98 .89 .97 .97 .99 .96 .96 .94 .96 

Bruce Poliquin .97 .97 .94 .89 .68 .85 .75 .73 .85 .89 .85 

Candice Miller .00 .57 .00 .81 .86 .00 .00 .51 .00 .89 .36 

Carol Shea Porter .97 .85 .54 .75 .00 .00 .96 .45 .94 .67 .61 

Carolyn McCarthy .90 .89 .69 .70 .98 .74 .87 .98 .95 .78 .85 

Cathy McMorris .93 .97 .96 .85 .88 .91 .96 .96 .88 .90 .92 

Chaka Fattah .96 .96 .75 .92 .93 .99 .98 .94 .99 .94 .93 

Chellie Pingree .93 .96 .00 .74 .79 .83 .89 .00 .45 .57 .62 

Cheri Bustos .94 .94 .97 .99 .91 .94 .82 .96 .93 .91 .93 
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Politician Indust. Order. Comp. Polite. Volat. Wdrw. Assert. Enthus. Intell. Exper. Avg. 

Chris Murphy .96 .75 .54 .96 .75 .45 .87 .98 .71 .71 .77 

Claire McCaskill .65 .00 .81 .00 .00 .45 .61 .86 .00 .00 .34 

Colleen Hanabusa .00 .45 .00 .00 .74 .38 .68 .00 .00 .00 .23 

Curt Clawson .71 .61 .94 .00 .00 .45 .00 .98 .00 .82 .45 

Cynthia Lummis .98 .97 .96 .94 .98 .98 .75 .79 .98 .98 .93 

Dan Donovan .97 .93 .88 .79 .87 .97 .95 .75 .97 .92 .90 

Dan Lipinski .85 .95 .96 .99 .89 .88 .89 .97 .89 .95 .92 

Dan Lungren .99 .98 .98 .96 .98 .96 .98 .96 .98 .96 .97 

Dan Maffei .98 .79 .86 .91 .80 .83 .93 .00 .91 .53 .75 

Dan Newhouse .93 .63 .85 .85 .79 .94 .87 .82 .96 .88 .85 

Darrell Issa .88 .89 .96 .91 .51 .90 .91 .90 .95 .94 .88 

Dave Brat .93 .97 .00 .78 .04 .62 .87 .60 .47 .88 .62 

David Joyce .98 .98 .96 .83 1.00 .95 .77 .83 .93 .86 .91 

David Loebsack .97 .96 .88 .95 .98 .94 .94 .88 .95 .94 .94 

Deb Fischer .77 .81 .68 .00 .00 .00 .00 .83 .71 .83 .46 

Debbie Stabenow .00 .74 .65 .00 .65 .00 .74 .00 .57 .90 .42 

Debbie Wasserman .91 .57 .96 .00 .71 .61 .86 .79 .85 .00 .63 

Denny Heck .96 .89 .00 .45 .20 .45 .82 .91 .93 .91 .65 

Diana DeGette .99 .99 .98 .91 .94 .99 .99 .96 .96 .93 .96 

Diane Black .00 .95 .00 .00 .38 .45 .00 .00 .00 .77 .26 

Dina Titus .92 .95 .91 .45 .49 .90 .95 .92 .89 .92 .83 

Doris Matsui 1.00 .97 .93 .91 .94 .94 .94 .99 .87 .54 .90 

Earl Carter .98 .97 .00 .71 .91 .67 .98 .75 .79 .34 .71 

Elise Stefanik .99 .96 .93 .89 .79 .67 .98 .97 .97 .87 .90 

Emanuel Cleaver .99 .89 .96 .86 .94 .83 .88 .38 .30 .71 .77 

Frank Guinta .96 .88 .77 .38 .99 .99 .96 .71 .96 .38 .80 

Frank LoBiondo .93 .90 .93 .85 .93 .86 .77 .94 .90 .85 .88 
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Politician Indust. Order. Comp. Polite. Volat. Wdrw. Assert. Enthus. Intell. Exper. Avg. 

Frederica Wilson .89 .82 .96 .00 .87 .61 .34 .87 .82 .94 .71 

Gabby Giffords .94 .91 .95 .45 .93 .90 .89 .89 .81 .83 .85 

Grace Napolitano .96 .81 .91 .83 .81 .20 .97 .79 .98 .00 .73 

Gresham Barrett .95 .79 .79 .77 .93 .83 .98 .30 .81 .83 .80 

Gwen Graham .96 .91 .96 .94 .91 .96 .79 .89 .85 .94 .91 

Gwen Moore .98 .93 .96 .82 .97 .97 .98 .94 .98 .94 .95 

H. Morgan Griffith .74 .86 .93 .38 .89 .74 .77 .45 .77 .57 .71 

Hank Johnson .93 .88 .96 .74 .79 .91 .96 .77 .30 .90 .81 

Henry Cuellar .88 .98 .68 .57 .90 .96 .85 .90 .99 .96 .87 

Ileana Ros Lehtinen .98 .94 .00 .82 .97 .98 .97 .20 .97 .34 .72 

Jackie Speier .91 .00 .82 .00 .45 .71 .79 .00 .00 .00 .37 

Jackie Walorski .98 .97 .98 .93 .96 .85 .99 .98 .93 .89 .94 

James Langevin .93 .91 .61 .89 .88 .97 .84 .88 .75 .86 .85 

Jan Schakowsky .91 .94 .85 .79 .78 .87 .92 .45 .37 .81 .77 

Jared Polis .96 .98 .77 .91 .96 .94 .97 .93 .93 .88 .92 

Jean Shaheen .96 .96 .94 .90 .51 .00 .97 .96 .81 .96 .80 

Jeff Denham .90 .82 .04 .83 .92 .86 .75 .57 .00 .82 .65 

Jim Cooper .65 .45 .74 .00 .45 .88 .88 .90 .86 .89 .67 

Jim Matheson .93 .82 .87 .68 .88 .86 .97 .81 .94 .63 .84 

Jim McDermott .98 .94 .96 .96 .91 .98 .89 .97 .93 .94 .94 

Jim McGovern .97 .89 .71 .00 .96 1.00 .97 .85 .91 .89 .81 

Jim Moran .91 .93 .93 .81 .90 .85 .94 .81 .90 .77 .87 

John Barrow .68 .90 .91 .00 .00 .93 .77 .68 .85 .30 .60 

John Carney .97 .98 .98 .96 .77 .85 .83 .90 .95 .85 .90 

John Culberson .91 .98 .91 .93 .79 .45 .97 .82 .94 .99 .87 

John Fleming .71 .88 .75 .88 .89 .79 .45 .96 .23 .84 .74 

John Kline .92 .88 .89 .68 .70 .70 .81 .87 .68 .00 .71 



404 

 

 

Politician Indust. Order. Comp. Polite. Volat. Wdrw. Assert. Enthus. Intell. Exper. Avg. 

John Larson .97 .95 .85 .71 .97 .93 .07 .89 .71 .79 .78 

John Moolenaar .91 .96 .00 .89 .28 .91 .92 .78 .80 .00 .65 

John Sarbanes .07 .84 .93 .82 .96 .86 .76 .62 .80 .40 .71 

Julia Brownley .90 .88 .98 .74 .81 .93 .96 .79 .95 .77 .87 

Karen Bass .74 .38 .07 .38 .81 .30 .95 .00 .45 .00 .41 

Katherine Clark .86 .91 .93 .38 .86 .86 .99 .86 .74 .98 .84 

Kathleen Rice .95 .90 .65 .91 .71 .83 .96 .79 .91 .00 .76 

Kathy Castor .83 .95 .91 .85 .77 .91 .30 .95 .90 .74 .81 

Kay Granger .76 .74 .71 .00 .00 .90 .98 .88 .88 .55 .64 

Keith Rothfus .81 .86 .84 .92 .90 .93 .92 .77 .83 .93 .87 

Ken Buck .98 .91 .86 .71 .91 .96 .77 .95 .95 .68 .87 

Kendrick Meek .96 .91 .96 .77 .96 .97 .98 .74 .95 .20 .84 

Kevin McCarthy .94 .89 .88 .95 .96 .98 .93 .89 .85 .90 .92 

Kristi Noem .97 .96 .94 .81 .97 .93 .91 .94 .98 .95 .93 

Krysten Sinema .95 .96 .71 .91 .79 .37 .90 .17 .95 .69 .74 

Linda Sanchez .96 .00 .93 .45 .85 .88 .95 .00 .00 .85 .59 

Lisa Murkowski .00 .00 .77 .00 .00 .00 .30 .45 .00 .30 .18 

Lois Frankel .86 .92 .74 .75 .71 .43 .93 .88 .90 .89 .80 

Loretta Sanchez .81 .91 .91 .54 .74 .23 .65 .55 .04 .54 .59 

Lynn Jenkins .91 .81 .81 .89 .77 .79 .00 .20 .93 .65 .68 

Marcia Fudge .96 .89 .98 .90 .65 .93 .79 .88 .90 .95 .88 

Marcy Kaptur .99 .94 .98 .14 .65 .90 .97 .74 .93 .90 .81 

Mark Pocan .86 .73 .91 .81 .95 .69 .66 .68 .82 .58 .77 

Markwayne Mullin .83 .96 .79 .79 .93 .74 .94 .89 .81 .74 .84 

Marsha Blackburn .95 .98 .83 .79 .86 .95 .93 .79 .91 .94 .89 

Martha McSally .84 .94 .76 .90 .79 .86 .85 .75 .70 .75 .81 

Martha Roby .96 .93 .97 .20 .38 .81 .94 .98 .95 .65 .78 
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Politician Indust. Order. Comp. Polite. Volat. Wdrw. Assert. Enthus. Intell. Exper. Avg. 

Mary Fallin .93 .97 .95 .79 .93 .95 .95 .96 .93 .98 .93 

Matt Salmon .95 .88 .96 .67 .58 .93 .94 .85 .93 .92 .86 

Melissa Bean .98 .83 .81 .95 .86 .20 .00 .00 .98 .83 .64 

Mia Love .99 .94 .91 .68 .83 .95 .94 .94 .96 .71 .88 

Michael Capuano .97 .57 .00 .00 .44 .00 .98 .64 .45 .60 .46 

Michele Bachmann .93 .94 .00 .34 .96 .94 .54 .91 1.00 .71 .73 

Michelle Lujan-Grisham .86 .93 .96 .76 .94 .65 .96 .93 .91 .86 .88 

Mike Coffman .55 .73 .25 .67 .00 .78 .00 .54 .00 .81 .43 

Mike Conaway .87 .90 .29 .74 .82 .74 .82 .86 .47 .68 .72 

Mike Quigley .90 .34 .81 .83 .87 .85 .74 .88 .88 .91 .80 

Mimi Walters .98 .98 .98 .96 .75 .99 .98 .97 1.00 .96 .95 

Niki Tsongas .95 .98 .00 .89 .83 .91 .97 .89 .90 .88 .82 

Nita Lowey .94 .87 .34 .76 .63 .91 .96 .92 .85 .71 .79 

Patrick McHenry .89 .89 .89 .86 .77 .71 .79 .00 .83 .95 .76 

Pete Gallego .98 .98 .98 .97 .96 .98 .97 .99 .97 .97 .97 

Ralph Hall .91 .85 .90 .00 .71 .74 .86 .89 .96 .95 .78 

Raul Grijalva .96 .96 .94 .89 .71 .66 .89 .92 .92 .84 .87 

Reid Ribble .94 .88 .00 .66 .00 .90 .96 .75 .17 .92 .62 

Renee Ellmers .99 .98 .97 .67 .97 .45 .93 .98 .97 .94 .88 

Richard Neal .98 .87 .89 .74 .96 .95 .97 .89 .94 .42 .86 

Rick Larsen .65 .95 .89 .88 .65 .88 .99 .61 .96 .95 .84 

Rob Bishop .95 .85 .71 .65 .65 .93 .98 .90 .91 .96 .85 

Sam Graves .94 .97 .85 .93 .93 .97 .20 .87 .97 .96 .86 

Seth Moulton .95 .88 .94 .89 .97 .74 .97 .96 .81 .79 .89 

Sheila Jackson Lee .93 .98 .67 .92 .90 .93 .97 .93 .96 .89 .91 

Shelley Moore Capito .98 .95 .77 .81 .91 .86 .95 .83 .95 .81 .88 

Steve Chabot .96 .91 .92 .86 .94 .88 .94 .77 .80 .88 .89 
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Politician Indust. Order. Comp. Polite. Volat. Wdrw. Assert. Enthus. Intell. Exper. Avg. 

Steve Cohen .93 .74 .00 .55 .70 .77 .92 .70 .79 .25 .64 

Steve Womack .96 .91 .63 .26 .79 .56 .81 .13 .89 .81 .67 

Susan Brooks .96 .95 .98 .77 .71 .95 .95 .96 .98 .94 .91 

Susan Davis .83 .61 .00 .77 .94 .38 .99 .20 .79 .91 .64 

Ted Deutch .98 .99 .97 .85 .83 .96 .93 .85 .93 .89 .92 

Ted Poe .90 .97 .63 .51 .78 .85 .95 .37 .60 .68 .72 

Terri Sewell .94 .88 .95 .81 .89 .97 .98 .96 .90 .96 .92 

Thaddeus McCotter .79 .95 .81 .95 .77 .71 .98 .89 .96 .90 .87 

Thomas Massie .67 .97 .00 .85 .77 .00 .90 .00 .00 .14 .43 

Thomas Petri .97 .89 .86 .86 .79 .81 .93 .42 .65 .72 .79 

Todd Akin .98 .96 .00 .83 .00 .38 .88 .71 .88 .30 .59 

Tom Carper .90 .86 .99 .74 .61 .83 .74 .88 .88 .83 .83 

Tom Cole .96 .93 .57 .90 .85 .91 .93 .71 .94 .65 .83 

Tom Graves .96 .96 .71 .00 .96 .34 .54 .98 .85 .79 .71 

Tom MacArthur .87 .88 .97 .83 .83 .89 .96 .87 .85 .00 .79 

Tom Marino .90 .90 .88 .93 .85 .86 .89 .77 .94 .83 .87 

Tom McClintock .98 .97 .82 .75 .98 .93 .45 .71 .91 .98 .85 

Tom Rooney .95 .74 .95 .81 .88 .68 .71 .68 .88 .61 .79 

Vicki Hartzler .96 .74 .91 .89 .96 .88 .90 .94 .89 .93 .90 

Virginia Foxx .07 .77 .00 .89 .45 .88 .07 .68 .38 .61 .48 

Yvette Clarke .96 .95 .94 .79 .95 .89 .98 .85 .99 .97 .93 

           Avg 

Average .87 .85 .73 .68 .76 .75 .80 .74 .76 .73 .77 

SD .21 .20 .33 .31 .26 .27 .27 .28 .30 .28 .28 

Note. Traits are from the Big Five Aspect Scales. Indust. = Industriousness, Order. = Orderliness, Comp. = Compassion, Polite. = Politeness, Volat. = Volatility, 

Wdrw. = Withdrawal, Assert. = Assertiveness, Enthus. = Enthusiasm, Intell. = Intellect, Exper. = Experiencing, Avg. = Average. 
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Speeches 

Politician Indust. Order. Comp. Polite. Volat. Wdrw. Assert. Enthus. Intell. Exper. Avg. 

Adrian Smith .79 .57 .61 .38 .88 .61 .00 .61 .38 .00 .48 

Allyson Schwartz .96 .96 .83 .91 .85 .96 .96 .95 .65 .51 .85 

Andre Carson .96 .96 .97 .87 .62 .95 .67 .92 .91 .97 .88 

Andy Barr .45 .57 .89 .95 .20 .94 .96 .65 .96 .89 .75 

Ann Kirkpatrick .89 .98 .81 .74 .85 .85 .95 .93 .30 .74 .80 

Ann Wagner .93 .00 .07 .00 .51 .95 .97 .83 .95 .89 .61 

Barbara Comstock .98 .95 .81 .95 .91 .93 .85 .89 .88 .89 .90 

Ben Lujan .96 .85 .93 .75 .93 .93 .84 .95 .89 .86 .89 

Betty McCollum .45 .82 .87 .91 .99 .97 .91 .82 .45 .85 .80 

Bill Foster .96 .20 .00 .00 .00 .93 .87 .00 .45 .00 .34 

Bill Huizenga 1.00 .98 .68 .57 .93 .65 .51 .83 .96 .68 .78 

Blaine Luetkemeyer NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Bonnie Watson Coleman .93 .81 .96 .68 .74 .45 .89 .00 .95 .00 .64 

Brad Ashford .95 .90 .74 .71 .85 .51 .93 .65 .83 .07 .71 

Brad Wenstrup .77 .30 .88 .89 .91 .96 .85 .00 .00 .86 .64 

Bruce Braley .98 .91 .94 .97 1.00 .93 .97 .96 .97 .93 .95 

Bruce Poliquin .96 .90 .07 .45 .00 .86 .90 .61 .00 .89 .57 

Candice Miller .95 .94 .57 .93 .90 .99 .95 .83 .74 .68 .85 

Carol Shea Porter .98 .99 .34 .61 .91 .67 .97 .85 .93 .00 .72 

Carolyn McCarthy .00 .38 .00 .89 .00 .61 .88 .00 .68 .74 .42 

Cathy McMorris .97 .85 .65 .54 .86 .93 .97 .50 .77 .23 .73 

Chaka Fattah .81 .85 .85 .89 .00 .00 .71 .93 .79 .38 .62 

Chellie Pingree .95 .88 .67 .79 .89 .90 .74 .71 .91 .83 .83 

Cheri Bustos .94 .91 .94 .99 .98 .71 .96 .93 .98 .99 .93 

Chris Murphy .99 .98 .96 .96 .86 .97 .94 .95 .98 .88 .95 

Claire McCaskill .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 
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Politician Indust. Order. Comp. Polite. Volat. Wdrw. Assert. Enthus. Intell. Exper. Avg. 

Colleen Hanabusa .98 .99 .96 .79 .97 .93 .97 .87 .75 .91 .91 

Curt Clawson .96 .85 .00 .91 .67 .00 .91 .91 .97 .85 .70 

Cynthia Lummis .51 .68 .51 .94 .97 .96 .86 .88 .57 .89 .78 

Dan Donovan .91 .71 .00 .89 .75 .67 .00 .07 .80 .60 .54 

Dan Lipinski .96 .95 .65 .74 .90 .91 .81 .89 .85 .85 .85 

Dan Lungren .97 .65 .81 .74 .81 .90 .98 .71 .86 .83 .83 

Dan Maffei .96 .93 .96 .00 .93 .00 .45 .93 .93 .96 .70 

Dan Newhouse NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Darrell Issa .96 .99 .38 .88 .57 .94 .68 .38 .93 .86 .76 

Dave Brat .96 .98 .68 .95 .45 .81 .99 .77 .89 .91 .84 

David Joyce .97 .93 .83 .07 .65 .90 .95 .00 .45 .00 .58 

David Loebsack .45 .89 .81 .90 .89 .57 .00 .00 .83 .77 .61 

Deb Fischer .98 .90 .91 .86 .79 .86 .91 .45 .74 .68 .81 

Debbie Stabenow .00 .88 .45 .51 .00 .00 .00 .38 .51 .68 .34 

Debbie Wasserman .96 .00 .00 .45 .00 .00 .95 .07 .77 .20 .34 

Denny Heck .96 .91 .99 .98 .85 .97 .97 .91 .67 .94 .91 

Diana DeGette .98 .89 .89 .54 .99 .82 .97 .87 .00 .00 .69 

Diane Black .99 .85 .54 .79 .97 .71 1.00 .93 .91 .94 .86 

Dina Titus .96 .96 .91 .74 .77 .89 .38 .68 .85 .83 .80 

Doris Matsui .85 .96 .85 .95 .93 .94 .94 .85 .89 .91 .90 

Earl Carter .92 .84 .84 .50 .88 .93 .00 .44 .94 .87 .71 

Elise Stefanik .95 .88 .88 .91 .90 .95 .14 .85 .94 .82 .82 

Emanuel Cleaver .98 .95 .96 .95 .77 .93 .98 .91 .91 .96 .93 

Frank Guinta .95 .85 .99 .81 .85 .96 .96 .71 .30 .90 .83 

Frank LoBiondo .96 .98 .81 .07 .93 .30 .98 .89 .71 .71 .73 

Frederica Wilson .96 .75 .91 .91 .00 .89 .93 .75 .97 .87 .79 

Gabby Giffords .91 .91 .95 .95 .71 .00 .94 .20 .00 .00 .56 
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Politician Indust. Order. Comp. Polite. Volat. Wdrw. Assert. Enthus. Intell. Exper. Avg. 

Grace Napolitano .97 .93 .96 .75 .00 .71 .99 .69 .92 .86 .78 

Gresham Barrett .95 .95 .85 .88 .68 .61 .89 .89 .95 .89 .85 

Gwen Graham .94 .95 .88 .94 .90 .74 .89 .00 .83 .00 .71 

Gwen Moore .90 .77 .96 .65 .90 .93 .90 .90 .96 .51 .84 

H. Morgan Griffith .95 .96 .86 .91 .95 .96 .99 .89 .89 .96 .93 

Hank Johnson .00 .77 .20 .00 .00 .83 .00 .81 .45 .79 .38 

Henry Cuellar .93 .65 .00 .61 .51 .88 .90 .30 .65 .00 .54 

Ileana Ros Lehtinen NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Jackie Speier .91 .95 .83 .83 .94 .71 .94 .95 .97 .96 .90 

Jackie Walorski .96 .90 .86 .88 .98 .89 .83 .96 .90 .88 .90 

James Langevin .94 .98 .99 .98 .97 .98 .97 .98 .99 .67 .94 

Jan Schakowsky .97 .97 .91 .96 .89 .00 .88 .87 .94 .88 .83 

Jared Polis .75 .00 .94 1.00 .89 .93 .93 .94 .00 .94 .73 

Jean Shaheen .96 .93 .97 .89 .93 .96 .81 .86 .85 .81 .90 

Jeff Denham .68 .30 .00 .61 .30 .71 .00 .71 .00 .96 .43 

Jim Cooper .81 .88 .57 .81 .68 .00 .88 .96 .61 .77 .70 

Jim Matheson .82 .95 .55 .28 .71 .74 .97 .68 .87 .55 .71 

Jim McDermott .95 .85 .68 .93 .95 .77 .96 .00 .83 .77 .77 

Jim McGovern .97 .82 .97 .93 .87 .96 .54 .98 .98 .98 .90 

Jim Moran .91 .97 .67 .79 .00 .82 .98 .82 .87 .97 .78 

John Barrow .96 .95 .97 .57 .85 .96 .94 .88 .86 .81 .87 

John Carney .95 .86 .96 .94 .97 .96 .98 .90 .96 .90 .94 

John Culberson .96 .07 .65 .77 .85 .91 .00 .94 .93 .98 .71 

John Fleming .75 .94 .80 .78 .00 .67 .58 .83 .51 .90 .67 

John Kline .91 .91 .91 .94 .95 .91 .97 .94 .96 .95 .94 

John Larson .67 .91 .40 .90 .92 .51 .91 .65 .40 .87 .71 

John Moolenaar .95 .79 .90 .93 .88 .81 .74 .83 .85 .83 .85 
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Politician Indust. Order. Comp. Polite. Volat. Wdrw. Assert. Enthus. Intell. Exper. Avg. 

John Sarbanes .98 .95 .00 .96 .83 .93 .81 .68 .51 .79 .74 

Julia Brownley .88 .96 .93 .91 .94 .94 .45 .85 .71 .96 .85 

Karen Bass .97 .96 .99 .81 .95 .93 .95 .95 .98 .91 .94 

Katherine Clark .95 .92 .77 .89 .87 .62 .76 .55 .91 .87 .81 

Kathleen Rice .94 .92 .92 .65 .73 .89 .96 .88 .95 .83 .87 

Kathy Castor .57 .90 .65 .74 .30 .90 .00 .30 .00 .74 .51 

Kay Granger .93 .83 .90 .90 .73 .91 .97 .75 .92 .83 .87 

Keith Rothfus .71 .88 .89 .91 .65 .65 .61 .71 .20 .89 .71 

Ken Buck .91 .61 .96 .79 .91 .88 .83 .85 .77 .93 .84 

Kendrick Meek .91 .94 .88 .94 .85 .97 .94 .93 .83 .90 .91 

Kevin McCarthy .97 .00 .30 .30 .00 .00 .90 .98 .68 .96 .51 

Kristi Noem .57 .96 .95 .79 .00 .51 .95 .86 .95 .85 .74 

Krysten Sinema .95 .82 .81 .00 .17 .75 .92 .00 .75 .00 .52 

Linda Sanchez .89 .94 .99 .00 .00 .00 .89 .71 .91 .89 .62 

Lisa Murkowski .91 .97 .86 .96 .85 .81 .91 .77 .86 .89 .88 

Lois Frankel .96 .88 .95 .96 .94 .93 .98 .90 .88 .91 .93 

Loretta Sanchez .97 .98 .00 .61 .90 .81 .81 .94 .71 .96 .77 

Lynn Jenkins .99 .96 .86 .96 .81 .90 .96 .38 .93 .71 .85 

Marcia Fudge .96 .97 .97 .82 .96 .96 .97 .97 .96 .98 .95 

Marcy Kaptur .96 .97 .20 .32 .93 .84 .85 .85 .93 .83 .77 

Mark Pocan .78 .95 .92 .00 .78 .85 .89 .69 .89 .82 .76 

Markwayne Mullin .99 .89 .38 .79 .51 .79 .86 .51 .95 .77 .74 

Marsha Blackburn .91 .85 .93 .97 .93 .82 .85 .75 .87 .00 .79 

Martha McSally .86 .89 .88 .71 .74 .00 .00 .86 .65 .95 .65 

Martha Roby .96 .93 .96 .96 .89 .91 .91 .86 .95 .97 .93 

Mary Fallin .94 .88 .98 .90 .89 .93 .96 .85 .94 .91 .92 

Matt Salmon .90 .97 .61 .75 .88 .87 .75 .94 .82 .94 .84 
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Politician Indust. Order. Comp. Polite. Volat. Wdrw. Assert. Enthus. Intell. Exper. Avg. 

Melissa Bean .94 .85 .97 .71 .67 .75 .89 .61 .94 .61 .79 

Mia Love .85 .99 .00 .20 .71 .07 .77 .71 .00 .20 .45 

Michael Capuano .29 .84 .77 .92 .97 .81 .95 .79 .75 .80 .79 

Michele Bachmann .98 .98 .54 .87 .91 .00 .82 .34 .00 .89 .63 

Michelle Lujan-Grisham .76 .93 .84 .87 .80 .00 .74 .73 .91 .87 .75 

Mike Coffman .00 .00 .85 .96 .00 .71 .97 .93 .79 .97 .62 

Mike Conaway .94 .79 .83 .81 .61 .00 .96 .45 .89 .77 .70 

Mike Quigley .98 .98 .93 .93 .89 .96 .98 .96 .96 .87 .94 

Mimi Walters .95 .89 .96 .78 .95 .89 .97 .79 .91 .81 .89 

Niki Tsongas .82 .93 .85 .97 .96 .91 .85 .97 .97 .94 .91 

Nita Lowey .97 .98 .97 .68 .78 .96 .96 .67 .93 .68 .86 

Patrick McHenry .88 .94 .88 .90 .77 .38 .77 .83 .07 .00 .64 

Pete Gallego .78 .98 .00 .69 .80 .94 .91 .76 .94 .93 .77 

Ralph Hall .32 .72 .89 .80 .78 .84 .82 .82 .61 .00 .66 

Raul Grijalva .83 .91 .96 .77 .91 .00 .00 .74 .45 .38 .60 

Reid Ribble .94 .98 .91 .71 .75 .94 .97 .91 .96 .89 .90 

Renee Ellmers .72 .93 .84 .92 .67 .89 .81 .87 .75 .79 .82 

Richard Neal .85 .94 .00 .82 .88 .80 .83 .00 .00 .45 .56 

Rick Larsen .91 .95 .77 .84 .93 .80 .83 .94 .86 .93 .88 

Rob Bishop .99 .97 .93 .94 .00 .93 .97 .71 .97 .97 .84 

Sam Graves .87 .57 .94 .85 .89 .91 .83 .83 .92 .91 .85 

Seth Moulton .94 .96 .85 .86 .96 .99 .97 .96 .95 .95 .94 

Sheila Jackson Lee .98 .98 .97 .88 .00 .90 .95 .81 .96 .45 .79 

Shelley Moore Capito .89 .95 .00 .45 .89 .97 .98 .71 .00 .00 .58 

Steve Chabot .97 .96 .86 .90 .87 .93 .69 .69 .92 .86 .86 

Steve Cohen NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Steve Womack .81 .37 .56 .17 .83 .76 .96 .00 .75 .87 .61 
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Politician Indust. Order. Comp. Polite. Volat. Wdrw. Assert. Enthus. Intell. Exper. Avg. 

Susan Brooks .98 .93 .74 .94 .86 .95 .96 .96 .96 .96 .92 

Susan Davis .95 .73 .00 .85 .71 .94 .95 .87 .83 .94 .77 

Ted Deutch .82 .51 .97 .70 .00 .75 .90 .95 .95 .77 .73 

Ted Poe .87 .95 .87 .88 .80 .81 .95 .92 .94 .97 .89 

Terri Sewell .90 .91 .79 .00 .88 .97 .71 .94 .88 .79 .78 

Thaddeus McCotter .83 .07 .95 .00 .61 .51 .57 .89 .30 .68 .54 

Thomas Massie .89 .59 .89 .37 .60 .61 .00 .61 .81 .82 .62 

Thomas Petri .98 .93 .87 .98 .93 .93 .82 .98 .82 .99 .92 

Todd Akin .74 .77 .74 .00 .00 .61 .00 .00 .20 .00 .31 

Tom Carper .93 .94 .95 .93 .95 .74 .79 .90 .81 .79 .87 

Tom Cole .91 .84 .76 .65 .94 .91 .94 .94 .74 .96 .86 

Tom Graves .96 .92 .97 .80 .95 .94 .94 .90 .80 .89 .91 

Tom MacArthur .00 .82 .00 .00 .34 .71 .85 .00 .91 .54 .42 

Tom Marino .00 .96 .00 .94 .87 .71 .71 .93 .71 .96 .68 

Tom McClintock .92 .95 .00 .49 .95 .85 .83 .87 .86 .70 .74 

Tom Rooney .00 .87 .82 .00 .79 .75 .00 .34 .82 .71 .51 

Vicki Hartzler .91 .99 .90 .83 .86 .95 .94 .91 .96 .95 .92 

Virginia Foxx .61 .30 .81 .30 .00 .00 .00 .86 .00 .07 .30 

Yvette Clarke .93 .89 .81 .98 .96 .07 .45 .20 .90 .00 .62 

           Avg. 

Average .84 .82 .71 .72 .70 .73 .77 .71 .74 .72 .75 

SD .24 .24 .32 .29 .32 .31 .30 .30 .29 .31 .30 

Note. Traits are from the Big Five Aspect Scales. Indust. = Industriousness, Order. = Orderliness, Comp. = Compassion, Polite. = Politeness, Volat. = Volatility, 

Wdrw. = Withdrawal, Assert. = Assertiveness, Enthus. = Enthusiasm, Intell. = Intellect, Exper. = Experiencing, Avg. = Average. 
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Number of rwg(j) = 0 for each BFAS aspect 

Interviews Indust. Order.  Comp. Polite. Volat. Wdrw. Assert. Enthus. Intell . Exper. 

# of rwg(j) = 0 5 5 20 19 10 10 10 12 14 12 

% of rwg(j) = 0 3.3% 3.3% 13.1% 12.4% 6.5% 6.5% 6.5% 7.8% 9.2% 7.8% 

Speeches Indust. Order.  Comp. Polite. Volat. Wdrw. Assert. Enthus. Intell . Exper. 

# of rwg(j) = 0 8 6 18 13 21 17 16 14 13 17 

% of rwg(j) = 0 5.3% 4.0% 11.9% 8.6% 13.9% 11.3% 10.6% 9.3% 8.6% 11.3% 

 

Comparison of percent rwg(j) = 0 for BFAS aspects between Interviews and Speeches 

Apsect INT SP dif 

Industriousness 3.3% 5.3% -2.0% 

Orderliness 3.3% 4.0% -0.7% 

Compassion 13.1% 11.9% 1.2% 

Politeness 12.4% 8.6% 3.8% 

Volatility  6.5% 13.9% -7.4% 

Withdrawal 6.5% 11.3% -4.7% 

Assertiveness 6.5% 10.6% -4.1% 

Enthusiasm 7.8% 9.3% -1.4% 

Intellect 9.2% 8.6% 0.5% 

Experiencing 7.8% 11.3% -3.4% 
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Appendix 3-C 

BFAS aspects rwg(j) regressed onto politician characteristics 

  Interviews Speeches 

Industriousness rwg(j) Estimate SE Estimate SE 

Gender -.06 .03 .05 .04 

Party .04 .03 .01 .04 

Age .00 .00 .00 .00 

Tenure .00 .00 .00 .00 

Orderliness rwg(j)     

Gender -.06 .03 .06 .04 

Party -.03 .03 .05 .04 

Age .00 .00 .00 .00 

Tenure .00 .00 .00 .00 

Compassion rwg(j)     

Gender .01 .05 .05 .06 

Party .10 .05 .03 .06 

Age -.01 .00 .00 .00 

Tenure .00 .00 .00 .00 

Politeness rwg(j)     

Gender -.07 .05 .04 .05 

Party .03 .05 .00 .05 

Age .00 .00 .00 .00 

Tenure .00 .00 .00 .00 

Volatility  rwg(j)     

Gender -.03 .04 .03 .06 

Party .06 .04 .00 .06 

Age -.01 .00 .00 .00 

Tenure .00 .00 .00 .00 

Withdrawal rwg(j)     

Gender -.09 .04 -.04 .05 

Party .03 .05 -.02 .05 

Age .00 .00 .00 .00 

Tenure .00 .00 .00 .00 

Assertiveness rwg(j)     

Gender -.04 .04 .06 .05 

Party .13 .04 .04 .05 

Age .00 .00 .00 .00 

Tenure .00 .00 .00 .00 

Enthusiasm rwg(j)     

Gender -.04 .05 .01 .05 

Party .00 .05 -.02 .05 

Age .00 .00 .00 .00 

Tenure .00 .00 .00 .00 

Intellect rwg(j)     
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Gender .00 .05 .02 .05 

Party .05 .05 .04 .05 

Age .00 .00 .00 .00 

Tenure .00 .00 .00 .00 

Experiencing rwg(j)     

Gender .00 .05 -.08 .05 

Party -.02 .05 -.04 .05 

Age .00 .00 .00 .00 

Tenure .00 .00 .00 .00 
Note. Estimates are beta (standardized) coefficients. Bolded estimates have 90% confidence intervals 

excluding zero. Gender is coded as Male = 1, Female = 2. Party is coded as Republic = 1, Democrat = 2. 
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Appendix 3-D 

50-item Big Five Aspect Scales for other-raters  

This person gets angry easily. 

This person rarely gets irritated. [R] 

This person gets upset easily. 

This person keeps their emotions under control. [R] 

This person is not easily annoyed. [R] 

This person feels comfortable with himself/herself [R] 

This person feels threatened easily. 

This person rarely feels depressed. [R] 

This person worries about things. 

This person is easily discouraged. 

This person is not interested in other people's problems. [R] 

This person feels others' emotions. 

This person avoids imposing their will on others. 

This person insults people. [R] 

This person takes an interest in other people's lives. 

This person sympathizes with others' feelings. 

This person can't be bothered with others' needs. [R] 

This person rarely puts people under pressure. 

This person takes advantage of others. [R] 

This person loves a good fight. [R] 

This person carries out their plans. 

This person wastes their time. [R] 

This person finds it difficult to get down to work. [R] 

This person messes things up. [R] 

This person finishes what they start. 

This person leaves their belongings around. [R] 

This person likes order. 

This person keeps things tidy. 

This person wants everything to be "just right." 

This person dislikes routine. [R] 

This person makes friends easily. 

This person keeps others at a distance. [R] 

This person warms up quickly to others. 

This person is not a very enthusiastic person. 

This person has a lot of fun. 

This person takes charge. 

This person waits for others to lead the way. [R] 

This person sees themself as a good leader. 

This person holds back their opinions. [R] 
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Continued. 

This person does not have an assertive personality. [R] 

This person is quick to understand things. 

This person has difficulty understanding abstract ideas. [R] 

This person avoids philosophical discussions. [R] 

This person learns things slowly. [R] 

This person formulates ideas clearly. 

This person believes in the importance of art. 

This person gets deeply immersed in music. 

This person does not like poetry. [R] 

This person sees beauty in things that others might not notice. 

This person seldom notices the emotional aspects of paintings and pictures. [R] 
Note. [R] indicates item is reverse-keyed. The preface, ñThis personò was added for this study. 
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Appendix 3-E 

IBM Personality Insights Big Five dimensions with facet labels and descriptions 

 
Description of Low Value Term Facet Term Description of High Value 

Agreeableness 

You are more concerned with taking care 

of yourself than taking time for others.  

Self-focused  Altruism  Altruistic  You feel fulfilled when helping others and will go out 

of your way to do so.  

You do not shy away from contradicting 

others.  

Contrary  Cooperation  Accommodating  You are easy to please and try to avoid confrontation.  

You hold yourself in high regard and are 

satisfied with who you are.  

Proud  Modesty  Modest  You are uncomfortable being the center of attention.  

You are comfortable using every trick in 

the book to get what you want.  

Compromising  Morality  Uncompromising  You think it is wrong to take advantage of others to get 

ahead.  

You think people should generally rely 

more on themselves than on others.  

Hard-hearted  Sympathy  Empathetic  You feel what others feel and are compassionate 

toward them.  

You are wary of other people's intentions 

and do not trust easily.  

Cautious of others  Trust  Trusting of others  You believe the best in others and trust people easily.  

Conscientiousness 

You are content with your level of 

accomplishment and do not feel the need 

to set ambitious goals.  

Content  Achievement-striving  Driven  You set high goals for yourself and work hard to 

achieve them.  

You would rather take action 

immediately than spend time deliberating 

making a decision.  

Bold  Cautiousness  Deliberate  You carefully think through decisions before making 

them.  

You do what you want, disregarding rules 

and obligations.  

Carefree  Dutifulness  Dutiful  You take rules and obligations seriously, even when 

they are inconvenient.  

You do not make a lot of time for 

organization in your daily life.  

Unstructured  Orderliness  Organized  You feel a strong need for structure in your life.  

You have a hard time sticking with 

difficult tasks for a long period of time.  

Intermittent  Self-discipline  Persistent  You can tackle and stick with tough tasks.  

You frequently doubt your ability to 

achieve your goals.  

Self-doubting  Self-efficacy  Self-assured  You feel you have the ability to succeed in the tasks 

you set out to do.  

Extraversion 

You appreciate a relaxed pace in life.  Laid-back  Activity level  Energetic  You enjoy a fast-paced, busy schedule with many 

activities.  

You prefer to listen than to talk, 

especially in group situations.  

Demure  Assertiveness  Assertive  You tend to speak up and take charge of situations, and 

you are comfortable leading groups.  
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Description of Low Value Term Facet Term Description of High Value 

You are generally serious and do not joke 

much.  

Solemn  Cheerfulness  Cheerful  You are a joyful person and share that joy with the 

world.  

You prefer activities that are quiet, calm, 

and safe.  

Calm-seeking  Excitement-seeking  Excitement-seeking  You are excited by taking risks and feel bored without 

lots of action going on.  

You are a private person and do not let 

many people in.  

Reserved  Friendliness  Outgoing  You make friends easily and feel comfortable around 

other people.  

You have a strong desire to have time to 

yourself.  

Independent  Gregariousness  Sociable  You enjoy being in the company of others.  

Emotional Range  

It takes a lot to get you angry.  Mild -tempered  Anger  Fiery  You have a fiery temper, especially when things do not 

go your way.  

You tend to feel calm and self-assured.  Self-assured  Anxiety  Prone to worry  You tend to worry about things that might happen.  

You are generally comfortable with 

yourself as you are.  

Content  Depression  Melancholy  You think quite often about the things you are unhappy 

about.  

You have control over your desires, 

which are not particularly intense.  

Self-controlled  Immoderation  Hedonistic  You feel your desires strongly and are easily tempted 

by them.  

You are hard to embarrass and are self-

confident most of the time.  

Confident  Self-consciousness  Self-conscious  You are sensitive about what others might be thinking 

of you.  

You handle unexpected events calmly 

and effectively.  

Calm under pressure  Vulnerability  Susceptible to stress  You are easily overwhelmed in stressful situations.  

Openness 

You enjoy familiar routines and prefer 

not to deviate from them.  

Consistent  Adventurousness  Adventurous  You are eager to experience new things.  

You are less concerned with artistic or 

creative activities than most people.  

Unconcerned with art  Artistic interests  Appreciative of art  You enjoy beauty and seek out creative experiences.  

You do not frequently think about or 

openly express your emotions.  

Dispassionate  Emotionality  Emotionally aware  You are aware of your feelings and how to express 

them.  

You prefer facts over fantasy.  Down-to-earth  Imagination  Imaginative  You have a wild imagination.  

You prefer dealing with the world as it is, 

rarely considering abstract ideas.  

Concrete  Intellect  Philosophical  You are open to and intrigued by new ideas and love to 

explore them.  

You prefer following with tradition to 

maintain a sense of stability.  

Respectful of 

authority  

Liberalism  Authority-challenging  You prefer to challenge authority and traditional values 

to effect change. 

Note. Copied from IBM Personality Insights. Retrieved from https://cloud.ibm.com/docs/personality-insights?topic=personality-insights-science on June 7, 2019. 
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Appendix 3-F 

The charter for GovTrack, copied from https://www.govtrack.us/about on October 23, 

2021. 

 

Our Charter  

 

1. GovTrack.usôs mission is to help Americans participate in their government. 

a. We make information about the United States Congress accessible, 

understandable, and actionable for public use. 

b. We do this by putting the information in context, tracking new 

developments on issues our users care about, and helping our users 

take action to make a meaningful difference. 

c. We actively seek out any information relevant to our mission and new 

ways to analyze and explain that information. 

d. GovTrack.us and the information we publish will always be free to 

view, use, and share by anyone. 

 

2. We are committed to integrity. 

a. We know that government decisions have grave consequences, and so 

we carry out our work respectfully and responsibly. 

b. We never misrepresent or exclude information to favor one side of an 

issue before Congress. We never side for or against any policy, 

politician, or organization ð except policies that further or hinder our 

mission as described in this charter. 

c. We do not accept grants from partisan organizations. Our advertising 

space is made available to all advertisers without regard to political 

views. 

 

3. We are committed to democracy. 

a. We believe that transparency and education are crucial for achieving 

equity in rights and representation for all Americans. 

b. We believe that the best outcomes can be achieved not only with an 

informed public but also with a Congress that has the capacity to make 

informed decisions. 

c. We love the legislative branch (i.e., Congress). Thatôs why we think 
about it so much. 

 

 

  



421 

 

 

Description of process used to calculate óideologyô scores, copied from GovTrack.us on 

October, 23, 2021. 

Ideology Analysis of Members of Congress 

The ideology analysis assigns a leftςright score to each Member of Congress based on their 
pattern of cosponsorship. The leftςright score reflects the dominant ideological difference or 
differences among Members of Congress, which changes over time. 

In a nutshell, Members of Congress who cosponsor similar sets of bills will get scores close 
together, while Members of Congress who sponsor different sets of bills will have scores far 
apart. Members of Congress with similar political views will tend to cosponsor the same set of 
bills, or bills by the same set of authors, and inversely Members of Congress with different 
political views will tend to cosponsor different bills. 

You can find this analysis on the pages for current Members of Congress and in the charts to the 
right which plot the ideology score on the horizontal axis and the leadership score on the vertical 
axis. 

Overview 

The data that goes into this analysis is a list of who sponsored or cosponsored which bills. The 
ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ƻŦ the bills or the party affiliation or anything else about the 
Members of Congress, but it is able to infer underlying behavioral patterns, some of which 
correspond to real-world concepts like left-right ideology. 

¸ƻǳΩƭƭ ǎŜŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀǊǘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƘŀǘ the ideology analysis does a good job at separating the 
Democrats from the Republicans, and within each party the moderates from the extremes. If you 
wanted to know how your representatives stood in relation to their peers ideologically, this chart 
is a good place to start. 

.ǳǘ ƪŜŜǇ ƛƴ ƳƛƴŘ ƛǘǎ ƭƛƳƛǘŀǘƛƻƴǎΥ !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŀ ƳŀǊƎƛƴ ƻŦ ŜǊǊƻǊΣ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŦƭǳŎǘǳŀǘŜ 
significantly over time because of the limited data used in the analysis and that legislating is a 
process involving chance. In addition, while we sometimes refer to this as a left-ǊƛƎƘǘ ǎŎƻǊŜΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ 
something we attribute to the analysis after we see the results τ it may be measuring something 
else, perhaps something more closely related to partisan-ness, and it may be affected by the 
popularity of a legislator since the analysis looks at when legislators work together. Additionally, 
cosponsorship is a low-risk legislative action that might not reflect how a legislator might vote 
when forced to make yes-or-no decisions. And our scores may be gamed by legislators who 
cosponsor bills with the intent to move their score to the left or right. 

We first began publishing this analysis in 2004, then calling it a political spectrum. A similar 
analysis by Professor Keith Poole using voting records rather than cosponsorship produces similar 
results: see voteview.com. (As far as we know, we were the first to apply this sort of analysis to 
cosponsorship behavior.) 

 

 

 

https://www.govtrack.us/about/analysis#leadership
http://pooleandrosenthal.com/recentpolitics.htm
http://www.voteview.com/
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Continued. 

Methodology 

The statistical method behind this analysis is Principal Components Analysis, also known as 
dimensionality reduction. Principal Components Analysis is a statistical technique that reveals 
underlying patterns in data. 

IŜǊŜΩǎ Ƙƻǿ ƛǘ ǿƻǊƪǎΥ CƻǊƳ ŀ ƳŀǘǊƛȄ όŀ ƎǊƛŘ ƻŦ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎύ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƻƭǳƳƴǎ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ aŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ 
Congress and rows also representing Members of Congress. Do this for the House and Senate 
separately. We include (co)sponsorship from the current and previous two Congresses, so 
between four and six years of data. For the Senate, you have a 100x100 table. In each cell of the 
table, put the number of times the senator for the row cosponsored a bill introduced by the 
senator for the column. Or if it's the same senator in the row and column, put in the number of 
bills he or she introduced. Then compute the singular value decomposition of the matrix (which is 
how Principal Components Analysis is often done). 

Every square matrix has a singular value decomposition which can be interpreted as a set of sets 
of scores for each Member of Congress, each set a ranking on different dimension. The 
dimensions are themselves ranked in order by how much of the original data they explain. We 
have found that the second dimension best corresponds with what people generally consider 
political ideology. We use the scores from that dimension in our charts. 

The analysis is blind to actual information like what the legislation is about or what party each 
Member of Congress is ŀŦŦƛƭƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘΦ Lƴ ŦŀŎǘΣ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƴƻ ƎǳŀǊŀƴǘŜŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ 
to do with liberal- or conversative-ness or any other standard frame for political ideology. All it 
tells us is how to spread Members of Congress out along a spectrum in a way that explains their 
record of cosponsorship. But in practice it captures left-right ideology very well. 
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Description of calculations used to calculate óleadershipô scores, copied from 

GovTrack.us on October 23, 2021. 

Leadership Analysis of Members of Congress 

A leadership score is computed for each Member of Congress by looking at how often other 
Members of Congress cosponsor their bills τ more or less. The analysis is based on PageRank, 
DƻƻƎƭŜΩǎ ŀƭƎƻǊƛǘƘƳ ŦƻǊ ǊŀƴƪƛƴƎ ǇŀƎŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǿŜōΦ 

The idea ōŜƘƛƴŘ ŀ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛŦ · ŎƻǎǇƻƴǎƻǊǎ ¸Ωǎ ōƛƭƭǎ ōǳǘ ¸ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻǎǇƻƴǎƻǊ ·Ωǎ 
bills, then X is a follower relative to Y being a leader. 

You can find this analysis on the pages for current Members of Congress. 

The charts to the right plot the leadership score on the vertical axis and the ideology score on the 
horizontal axis. 

¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǎƻƳŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƘŀǊǘΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘ ±-shape. Congressional leaders 
appear to be more extreme. There are some confounding effects to consider here. Leaders tend 
to be more senior members of Congress, they tend to be older, and they have had more time to 
ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ƛƴ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƴƎΦ .ǳǘ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŜǊŜ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀƴ ƛƴǘeresting correlation 
to having an extreme political ideology. 

These leadership and ideology scores give us a view into Congress that is normally hidden to us. 
²Ŝ ŎŀƴΩǘ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇΦ ²ŜΩǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜǊŜΣ ƛƴ /ƻƴƎǊŜǎǎΣ ǘƻ ǎŜŜ ƛǘΦ ²ŜΩǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎǎ 
where you can see relationships form. But those relationships are known to the representatives 
ŀƴŘ ǎŜƴŀǘƻǊǎΦ LǘΩǎ ƻōǾƛƻǳǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƳΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜȅ ƭŜŀŘ ƻǊ ŦƻƭƭƻǿΦ ¢ƘŜƛǊ ǎǘŀŦŦ ƪƴƻǿΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 
is a sort of social knowledge that is locked within the institution of Congress, unless we get a little 
creative with how we try to observe it. 

Overview 

The data that goes into this analysis is a list of who sponsored or cosponsored which bills. The 
ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōƛƭƭǎ ƻǊ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ŜƭǎŜ ŀōƻǳt the Members of Congress, 
but it is able to infer underlying behavioral patterns, some of which correspond to real-world 
concepts like leadership. 

We first began publishing leadership scores in 2010. As far as we know, this analysis is unique to 
GovTrack. 

Methodology 

¢ƘŜ ƛƴǎǇƛǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŎƻƳŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ DƻƻƎƭŜΩǎ tŀƎŜwŀƴƪ ŀƭƎƻǊƛǘƘƳΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƎƻǾŜǊƴǎ Ƙƻǿ 
DƻƻƎƭŜ Ǌŀƴƪǎ ǘƘŜ ƻǊŘŜǊ ƻŦ ǇŀƎŜǎ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ ǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΦ DƻƻƎƭŜΩǎ ƳŜǘƘƻŘ ƛǎ ǿƛŘŜƭȅ ƪƴƻǿƴΥ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ 
links you get to your website from other websites, and the more links those other websites have, 
the higher your PageRank and the higher up in search results you appear. 

 

 

https://www.govtrack.us/about/analysis#ideology
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Continued. 

IŜǊŜΩǎ Ƙƻǿ ǿŜ ŀǇǇƭȅ ƛǘ ǘƻ /ƻƴƎǊŜǎǎΥ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ aŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ /ƻƴƎǊŜǎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻǎǇƻƴǎƻǊ aŜƳōŜǊ ·Ωǎ 
bills, and the more ŎƻǎǇƻƴǎƻǊǎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ aŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ /ƻƴƎǊŜǎǎ ƘŀǾŜΣ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ·Ωǎ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ 
score. 

We start by forming a matrix (a grid of numbers) with cosponsorship data. It is the same matrix as 
in the ideology analysis, so see the methodology section there for details. Then we run the 
PageRank algorithm on the matrix, which yields a new number for each Member of Congress. 
That is the leadership score. 

This analysis came from a suggestion from Joseph Barillari όǿƘƻ DƻǾ¢ǊŀŎƪΩǎ ŎǊŜŀǘƻǊ ƪƴŜǿ ƛƴ 
college). (The original formulation of the score for Member of Congress X was the mean across all 
other Members of Congress Y of the log of the number of bills sponsored by X and cosponsored 
by Y divided by the number of bills sponsored by Y and cosponsored by X.) 

 

 

  

https://www.govtrack.us/about/analysis#ideology
http://www.linkedin.com/in/barillari
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Appendix 3-G 

 

Educational backgrounds of sample politicians 

highest education level Dem Rep Total 

High school diploma 2 2 4 

Associate degree 2 1 3 

Bachelor's degree 16 32 48 

Master's degree 23 12 35 

Doctoral degree 7 4 11 

Juris Doctorate 28 22 50 

Medical Doctorate 2 4 6 

Juris Doctorate, Doctoral degree 1 0 1 

Juris Doctorate, Master's degree 1 0 1 

total 82 77 159 

 

    

Previous careers of sample politicians 

O*NET Job Family  D R Total 

architecture and engineering  1 1 

arts, design, entertainment, sports and media 4 1 5 

business and financial operations 5 6 11 

community and social service 4  4 

construction and extraction  1 1 

educational instruction and library 12 9 21 

farming, fishing, and forestry  2 2 

government 10 5 15 

healthcare practitioners and technical 4 5 9 

legal 25 16 41 

life, physical, and social science 1 1 2 

management 15 19 34 

military specific  1 1 

protective service 1  1 

sales and related  3 3 

transportation and material moving  1 1 

unknown 1 6 7 

total 82 77 159 
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Past military service of sample politicians 

Past Military Service Dem Rep Total 

total 

percent 

Yes 3 15 18 11.3% 

No 79 62 141 88.7% 

total 82 77 159  
total percent 4% 19%   

Note. Past military service includes military reserves. 
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Appendix 3-H 

Rater survey questions and response summaries 

In a previous section of this survey, you were asked to rate the individual's 

personality.  Please indicate the degree to which each of the following factors 

influenced how you rated the individual's personality. 

Responses 

For all politicians not at all very little  somewhat quite a bit very much 

Their comments and opinions. 13 57 256 422 235 

Their choice of words or how they spoke. 1 33 164 460 325 

The way they were dressed (including their hairstyle). 103 275 288 225 92 

Their mannerisms, posture, or other behaviors. 18 97 253 381 234 

Their emotional state. 13 78 267 402 223 

Previous knowledge of the individual before seeing the video. 843 53 45 25 17 

For Male politicians not at all very little  somewhat quite a bit very much 

Their comments and opinions. 9 30 152 234 129 

Their choice of words or how they spoke. 1 15 95 261 182 

The way they were dressed (including their hairstyle). 60 140 155 137 62 

Their mannerisms, posture, or other behaviors. 11 53 132 211 147 

Their emotional state. 8 47 152 218 129 

Previous knowledge of the individual before seeing the video. 483 27 24 11 9 

For Female politicians not at all very little  somewhat quite a bit very much 

Their comments and opinions. 4 27 104 188 106 

Their choice of words or how they spoke. 0 18 69 199 143 

The way they were dressed (including their hairstyle). 43 135 133 88 30 

Their mannerisms, posture, or other behaviors. 7 44 121 170 87 

Their emotional state. 5 31 115 184 94 

Previous knowledge of the individual before seeing the video. 360 26 21 14 8 
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Using the slider, indicate how 

strongly you feel about the topic(s) 

the individual discussed in the 

video? 

N M SD median MAD  min max skew kurtosis SE 

For all politicians 979 49.46 26.04 50 29.65 0 100 -0.05 -0.99 0.83 

For Democratic politicians 509 51.73 26.12 50 29.65 0 100 -0.09 -0.98 1.16 

For Republican politicians 470 47.01 25.75 50 29.65 0 100 -0.01 -1.01 1.19 

For Female politicians 429 53.67 25.61 52 31.13 0 100 -0.17 -0.88 1.24 

For Male politicians 550 46.18 25.93 50 29.65 0 100 0.05 -1.05 1.11 

For Interviews N M SD median MAD  min max skew kurtosis SE 

For all politicians 499 49.14 25.48 50 29.65 0 100 -0.02 -0.04 1.14 

For Democratic politicians 257 51.79 25.05 50 29.65 0 100 -0.05 -0.9 1.56 

For Republican politicians 242 46.32 25.68 50 29.65 0 100 0.02 -1.01 1.65 

For Female politicians 211 53.25 25.25 51 31.13 1 100 -0.14 -0.92 1.74 

For Male politicians 288 46.13 25.26 50 29.65 0 100 0.07 -0.93 1.49 

For Speeches N M SD median MAD  min max skew kurtosis SE 

For all politicians 480 49.8 26.63 50 31.13 0 100 -0.08 -1.05 1.22 

For Democratic politicians 252 51.67 27.23 50 22.62 0 100 -0.12 -1.08 1.72 

For Republican politicians 228 47.74 25.87 50 29.65 0 100 -0.04 -1.03 1.71 

For Female politicians 218 54.08 26 55 29.65 0 100 -0.18 -0.86 1.76 

For Male politicians 262 46.24 26.68 50 35.58 0 100 0.02 -1.18 1.65 
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  All Videos 

How much do you agree or disagree with 

the views the individual expressed in the 

video? 

strongly 

disagree 
disagree 

somewha

t disagree 

somewha

t agree 
agree 

strongly 

agree 
  

Mean SD 

For all politicians 8 43 93 440 313 86  4.29 0.96 

For Democratic politicians 4 13 40 209 191 54  4.43 0.93 

For Republican politicians 4 30 53 231 122 32  4.13 0.98 

For Female politicians 4 15 35 160 160 55  4.45 1 

For Male politicians 4 28 58 280 153 31  4.16 0.92 

Raters of same party as Politician (TRUE) 1 6 27 142 138 40  4.5 0.88 

Raters of same party as Politician (FALSE) 6 37 66 274 160 45  4.15 1.01 

 Interviews 

For all politicians 4 25 53 248 144 27  4.16 0.92 

For Democratic politicians 1 6 25 119 92 15  4.31 0.85 

For Republican politicians 3 19 28 129 52 12  4 0.98 

For Female politicians 2 8 24 86 74 17  4.29 0.97 

For Male politicians 2 17 29 162 70 10  4.07 0.88 

Raters of same party as Politician (TRUE) 1 3 14 68 65 12  4.4 0.87 

Raters of same party as Politician (FALSE) 3 22 12 166 71 14  4.02 0.95 

For all politicians 4 25 53 248 144 27  4.16 0.92 

 Speeches 

For all politicians 4 18 40 192 169 59  4.41 0.99 

For Democratic politicians 3 7 15 90 99 39  4.55 0.99 

For Republican politicians 1 11 25 102 70 20  4.26 0.96 

For Female politicians 2 7 11 74 86 38  4.6 1 

For Male politicians 2 11 29 118 83 21  4.26 0.96 

Raters of same party as Politician (TRUE) 0 3 13 74 73 28  4.58 0.88 

Raters of same party as Politician (FALSE) 3 15 27 108 89 31  4.31 1.05 
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Please indicate how familiar 

you are with the individual in 

the video you watched. 

Not at all 

familiar  

Slightly 

familiar  

Moderatel

y familiar  

Very 

familiar  

Extremel

y 

familiar    

total 

For all politicians 900 54 23 3 3  983 

For Democratic politicians 472 21 14 2 2  511 

For Republican politicians 428 33 9 1 1  472 

For Female politicians 392 21 12 1 3  429 

For Male politicians 508 33 11 2 2  556 

 

Do you know this 

individual's name? If yes, 

please enter his/her name. n correct name entered 

Yes 4 
3 (Chris Murphy, Henry 

Cuellar, Ken Buck) 

No 979  

 

Have you heard this person's 

name in the news in the past two 

years? 

n 

Many times 1 

A few times 1 

Once 1 

Never 1 

Don't recall 979 

  
Have you ever voted for this 

person? 
n 

Yes  3 

No 1 

Not sure 979 

Prefer not to answer 0 

  

Have you read a news or 

magazine article about this person 

in the past two years? 

n 

Many times  

A few times 1 

Once 1 

Never 2 

Donôt recall 979 

  
Have you listened to an interview 

(radio, podcast, etc.) of this person 

in the past two years? 

n 

Many times 1 

A few times 2 
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Once 0 

Never 1 

Don't recall 979 

  
Before today, have you watched 

an interview (internet, television, 

etc.) of this person in the past two 

years? 

n 

Many times 5 

A few times 7 

Once 19 

Never 721 

Don't recall 231 

  

Before today, for how long have 

you been aware of this individual 

as a public figure? 

n 

Was not aware 942 

Less than 1 year 20 

Between 1 - 3 years 16 

Between 3 - 5 years 2 

Longer than 5 years 2 

  
How familiar are you with this 

individual's views on public 

policy? 

n 

Extremely familiar 3 

Very familiar 6 

Moderately familiar 20 

Slightly familiar 59 

Not at all familiar 895 

  

Do you know which U.S. state this 

person lives in (or represents)? If 

yes, please enter the state. 

n 

Yes 34 

No 949 

  

Do you know (with certainty) 

which party this person is a 

member of? If yes, please enter 

the name of the party. 

n 

Yes 23 

I am not certain, but I could guess 468 

I don't know 492 
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If you had to guess which 

political party this person is a 

member of, which party would 

you guess? 

Guessed 

correctly 

Guessed 

incorrectly  
Total Guessed Rater N 

Republican raters 47 37 84 191 

Democrat raters 172 97 269 511 

Libertarian raters 12 8 20 40 

Green Party raters 1 3 4 7 

Tea Party raters 1 0 1 2 

Independent / no party affiliation 

raters 35 33 68 177 

other/prefer not to say 14 8 22 53 

 

How strongly do you feel you 

know what this person is 

probably like on a personal 

level? 

All 

Politicians 

Republican 

Politicians 

Democrat 

Politicians 

Rater  and 

Polit Same 

Party 

Rater & 

Polit 

Different 

Party 

Not at all 182 80 102 63 107 

Not very strongly 414 194 220 167 243 

Somewhat strongly 340 177 163 117 209 

Strongly 36 17 19 14 21 

Very strongly 11 4 7 3 8 
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  All videos 

How closely do you think this 

person's public profile matches 

how he/she acts privately? 

Not at 

all 

Not 

very 

closely 

Somewha

t closely 

Closel

y 

Very 

closel

y 

For all politicians 41 143 542 232 25 

For Democratic politicians 22 70 277 130 12 

For Republican politicians 19 73 265 102 13 

For Female politicians 18 58 228 111 14 

For Male politicians 23 85 314 121 11 

Rater same party as politician 

(TRUE) 11 45 189 100 9 

Rater same party as politician 

(FALSE) 26 91 332 124 15 

 Interviews 

 

Not at 

all 

Not 

very 

closely 

Somewha

t closely 

Closel

y 

Very 

closel

y 

For all politicians 21 63 265 134 18 

For Democratic politicians 11 29 130 78 10 

For Republican politicians 10 34 135 56 8 

For Female politicians 7 25 104 65 10 

For Male politicians 14 38 161 69 8 

Rater same party as politician 

(TRUE) 5 20 78 53 7 

Rater same party as politician 

(FALSE) 13 41 175 75 11 

 Speeches 

 

Not at 

all 

Not 

very 

closely 

Somewha

t closely 

Closel

y 

Very 

closel

y 

For all politicians 20 80 277 98 7 

For Democratic politicians 11 41 147 52 2 

For Republican politicians 9 39 130 46 5 

For Female politicians 11 33 124 46 4 

For Male politicians 9 47 153 52 3 

Rater same party as politician 

(TRUE) 6 25 111 47 2 

Rater same party as politician 

(FALSE) 13 50 157 49 4 
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  All videos 

Please rate how intelligent you think this individual is, 

compared to the general population. 

Far below 

average 

Moderatel

y below 

average 

Slightly 

below 

average 

Average 

Slightly 

above 

average 

Moderatel

y above 

average 

Far above 

average 

For all politicians 0 10 16 98 277 496 86 

For Democratic politicians 0 3 7 44 131 273 53 

For Republican politicians 0 7 9 54 146 223 33 

For Female politicians 0 4 6 30 108 228 53 

For Male politicians 0 6 10 68 169 268 33 

Rater same party as politician (TRUE) 0 2 7 28 76 207 34 

Rater same party as politician (FALSE) 0 8 9 62 188 274 47 

 Interviews 

For all politicians 0 7 7 57 135 259 36 

For Democratic politicians 0 3 2 26 59 144 24 

For Republican politicians 0 4 5 31 76 115 12 

For Female politicians 0 3 2 20 51 115 20 

For Male politicians 0 4 5 37 84 144 16 

Rater same party as politician (TRUE) 0 1 1 18 31 98 14 

Rater same party as politician (FALSE) 0 6 6 34 98 152 19 

 Speeches 

For all politicians 0 3 9 41 142 237 50 

For Democratic politicians 0 0 5 18 72 129 29 

For Republican politicians 0 3 4 23 70 108 21 

For Female politicians 0 1 4 10 57 113 33 

For Male politicians 0 2 5 31 85 124 17 

Rater same party as politician (TRUE) 0 1 6 10 45 109 20 

Rater same party as politician (FALSE) 0 2 3 28 90 122 28 
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In general, how closely do you follow what 

is going on in these various levels of 

politics? 

Not at all 
Not very 

closely 

Somewhat 

closely 
Closely Very closely 

Local politics (your city or county 

government) 170 410 286 91 26 

Your state politics 89 337 381 150 26 

National politics 36 167 352 296 132 

 

Please indicate how 

politically informed you feel 

you are. 

Not at 

all 

Minimall

y 

Somewha

t 

Moderatel

y 
Highly  Expertly   Total 

All raters 3 193 303 349 97 11  956 

Male raters 10 51 86 148 55 9  359 

Female raters 20 141 216 198 42 2  619 

Democratic raters 10 91 159 195 50 6  511 

Republican raters 6 40 62 57 24 2  191 

independent / no affiliation 

raters 9 40 53 61 13 1  177 

other party voters 3 9 15 26 8 2  63 

 

How strongly do you agree with 

the following 

statement:  "Politicians are 

genuinely interested in helping 

people." 

Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Somewh

at 

disagree 

Somewh

at agree 
Agree 

Strongly 

agree 
 Total 

All raters 47 192 287 375 76 6  983 

Male raters 13 74 97 134 36 5  359 

Female raters 34 116 188 240 40 1  619 

Democratic raters 26 92 138 207 44 4  511 

Republican raters 4 33 60 74 19 1  191 

independent / no affiliation raters 10 47 55 59 6 0  177 

other party raters 4 12 22 19 5 1  63 
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How strongly do you agree with 

the following 

statement:  "Politicians genuinely 

want to be of service to society." 

Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Somewh

at 

disagree 

Somewh

at agree 
Agree 

Strongly 

agree 
 Total 

All raters 40 172 222 409 129 11  983 

Male raters 12 61 79 142 56 9  359 

Female raters 28 110 141 266 72 2  619 

Democratic raters 21 84 102 224 74 6  511 

Republican raters 3 26 45 81 33 3  191 

independent / no affiliation raters 9 48 45 65 10 0  177 

other party raters 4 8 18 23 8 2  63 

 

How strongly do you agree with 

the following statement: 

"Politicians are just out for their 

own interests." 

Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Somewh

at 

disagree 

Somewh

at agree 
Agree 

Strongly 

agree 

  

Total 

All raters 4 63 188 425 221 82  983 

Male raters 4 22 63 144 95 31  359 

Female raters 0 41 124 278 126 50  619 

Democratic raters 3 30 102 232 104 40  511 

Republican raters 0 23 41 80 37 10  191 

independent raters 0 2 26 66 61 22  177 

other party raters 1 7 10 27 13 5  63 

 

How often do you vote in the 

following types of elections? 

 Never 

Sometime

s 

About 

half the 

time 

Most of 

the time Always  

Total 

Midterm elections 269 165 83 164 302  983 

State gubernatorial elections 295 159 77 165 287  983 

National elections 99 63 38 123 660  983 
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Please indicate how accurately this 

statement describes you: "In national 

elections, I only pay attention to the 

presidential candidates.  I don't follow 

other 'down-ticket' candidates or 

races." 

Not 

accurate 

at all 

Slightly 

accurate 

Fairly 

accurate 

Accurat

e 

Extremel

y 

accurate 

  

Total 

All raters 225 295 239 161 63  983 

Male raters 95 103 86 55 20  359 

Female raters 129 190 151 106 43  619 

Democratic raters 121 151 120 82 37  511 

Republican raters 32 53 55 38 13  191 

independent raters 46 57 35 28 11  177 

other party raters 14 25 13 9 2  63 

 

Which political party do you identify with 

most strongly? 
All raters  Males Females  All raters  Males Females 

Democrat 511 144 366  52.0% 40.1% 60.6% 

Republican 191 83 93  19.4% 23.1% 15.4% 

Libertarian 40 22 18  4.1% 6.1% 3.0% 

Green Party 7 3 4  0.7% 0.8% 0.7% 

Tea Party 2 1 1  0.2% 0.3% 0.2% 

Independent / no party affiliation 177 83 93  18.0% 23.1% 15.4% 

Other 14 5 7  1.4% 1.4% 1.2% 

Prefer not to answer 41 18 22  4.2% 5.0% 3.6% 

Total 983 359 604     
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How often do you vote 

along party lines in an 

election? 

Always 
Most of 

the time 

About 

half the 

time 

Sometime

s 

Only 

occasionall

y 

Never 

No 

party 

affiliatio

n 

I don't 

vote 

I have 

never 

voted 

Prefer 

not to 

answer 

 Total 

All raters 163 399 85 48 61 48 82 14 59 24  983 

Male raters 50 124 32 26 25 26 42 11 18 5  359 

Female raters 111 274 53 22 36 22 39 3 41 18  619 

Democratic raters 125 264 41 15 22 12 3 3 17 9  511 

Republican raters 29 97 20 8 14 9 1 0 13 0  191 

independent raters 1 15 13 21 13 17 69 9 16 3  177 

other party raters 7 18 9 4 9 8 3 1 3 1  63 

 

Are you registered with a political party? n Percentage 

Yes 250 25.4% 

No 527 53.6% 

Not sure 185 18.8% 

Prefer not to answer 21 2.1% 

Total 983  
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Indicate how liberal or 

conservative your views on 

economic (fiscal) policy are. 

Extremel

y liberal 

Very 

liberal  

Moderatel

y liberal 

Middle of 

the road 

Moderatel

y 

conservati

ve 

Very 

conservati

ve 

Extremely 

conservati

ve 

Unanswere

d 
  Total 

All raters 64 142 255 195 194 96 36 1  983 

Male raters 18 33 79 71 89 45 24 0  359 

Female raters 45 107 175 123 105 51 12 1  619 

Democratic raters 50 121 198 91 42 8 0 1  511 

Republican raters 0 3 3 17 79 66 23 0  191 

independent raters 4 7 40 61 48 8 4 0  172 

other party raters 5 9 6 9 16 10 8 0  63 

           

Indicate how liberal or 

conservative your views on social 

policy are. 

Extremel

y liberal 

Very 

liberal  

Moderatel

y liberal 

Middle of 

the road 

Moderatel

y 

conservati

ve 

Very 

conservati

ve 

Extremely 

conservati

ve 

Unanswere

d 
 Total 

All raters 199 258 211 158 99 44 14 0  983 

Male raters 49 78 90 71 45 17 9 0  359 

Female raters 147 179 121 86 54 27 5 0  619 

Democratic raters 162 197 100 42 8 2 0 0  511 

Republican raters 2 6 25 33 72 39 14 0  191 

independent raters 18 31 54 57 16 1 0 0  177 

other party raters 17 20 17 6 1 2 0 0  63 
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Rater age n Mean SD min max 

All raters 983 23.43 7.75 18 65 

Male raters 359 25.13 8.59 18 65 

Female raters 619 22.43 7.04 18 60 

Democratic raters 511 23.02 7.18 18 60 

Republican raters 191 21.98 6.26 18 54 

independent raters 177 27.1 9.92 18 65 

other party raters 104 21.88 6.76 18 55 

 

Rater gender/sex total n Male N Female N other N 
prefer not to 

say N 

All raters 983 359 619 4 1 

Democratic raters 511 366 144 1 0 

Republican raters 191 83 108 0 0 

independent raters 177 83 93 1 0 

other party raters 104 49 52 2 1 

 

Rater 

race/ethnicity 

counts 

total 

n 

Am 

Ind 

N 

Asian 

N 

Black 

N 

Hispanic 

N 

Pac 

Islande

r N 

White 

N 

Two or 

More ï 

Asian N 

Two or 

More ï 

Black 

N 

Two or 

More ï 

Hispanic 

N 

Two or 

More ï 

White N other N 

prefer 

not to 

say N 

All raters 983 5 105 43 37 2 717 26 10 19 1 9 9 

Male raters 359 4 35 14 13 1 271 4 4 6 0 2 5 

Female raters 619 1 70 29 24 1 442 22 6 13 1 7 3 

Democratic raters 511 0 67 28 26 1 350 16 7 8 1 6 1 

Republican raters 191 1 9 1 2 0 167 5 0 4 0 0 2 

independent raters 177 4 14 9 7 0 132 3 2 5 0 1 0 

other party raters 104 0 15 5 2 1 68 2 1 2 0 2 6 
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Rater 

race/ethnicity 

counts 

total 

n 

Am 

Ind 

N 

Asian 

N 

Black 

N 

Hispanic 

N 

Pac 

Islande

r N 

White 

N 

Two or 

More ï 

Asian N 

Two or 

More ï 

Black 

N 

Two or 

More ï 

Hispanic 

N 

Two or 

More ï 

White N other N 

prefer 

not to 

say N 

All raters 983 0.5% 10.7% 4.4% 3.8% 0.2% 72.9% 2.6% 1.0% 1.9% 0.1% 0.9% 0.9% 

Male raters 359 1.1% 9.7% 3.9% 3.6% 0.3% 75.5% 1.1% 1.1% 1.7% 0.0% 0.6% 1.4% 

Female raters 619 0.2% 11.3% 4.7% 3.9% 0.2% 71.4% 3.6% 1.0% 2.1% 0.2% 1.1% 0.5% 

Democratic raters 511 0.0% 13.1% 5.5% 5.1% 0.2% 68.5% 3.1% 1.4% 1.6% 0.2% 1.2% 0.2% 

Republican raters 191 0.5% 4.7% 0.5% 1.0% 0.0% 87.4% 2.6% 0.0% 2.1% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 

independent raters 177 2.3% 7.9% 5.1% 4.0% 0.0% 74.6% 1.7% 1.1% 2.8% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 

other party raters 104 0.0% 14.4% 4.8% 1.9% 1.0% 65.4% 1.9% 1.0% 1.9% 0.0% 1.9% 5.8% 

 

Rater race/ethnicity 

percentages 

Did not 

finish HS 

HS 

diploma 

or equiv. 

Some 

college 

2-yr or 

trade 

school 

degree 

Bachelor's 

degree 

Master's 

degree 

Doctoral 

degree 

Prefer not 

to answer 

No 

response 

All raters 0 121 508 73 144 19 6 4 108 

Male raters 0 53 168 29 72 10 4 3  

Female raters 0 67 338 43 72 9 2 0  

Democratic raters 0 64 258 33 64 12 2 1  

Republican raters 0 26 121 8 20 0 0 0  

independent raters 0 22 72 18 37 6 4 2  

other party raters 0 9 57 14 9 1 0 1  
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Rater race/ethnicity 

percentages 

Did not 

finish HS 

HS 

diploma 

or equiv. 

Some 

college 

2-yr or 

trade 

school 

degree 

Bachelor's 

degree 

Master's 

degree 

Doctoral 

degree 

Prefer not 

to answer 

No 

response 

All raters 0.0% 12.3% 51.7% 7.4% 14.6% 1.9% 0.6% 0.4% 11.0% 

Male raters 0.0% 14.6% 46.4% 8.0% 19.9% 2.8% 1.1% 0.8%  

Female raters 0.0% 10.9% 54.9% 7.0% 11.7% 1.5% 0.3% 0.0%  

Democratic raters 0.0% 14.7% 59.4% 7.6% 14.7% 2.8% 0.5% 0.2%  

Republican raters 0.0% 14.9% 69.1% 4.6% 11.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%  

independent raters 0.0% 13.7% 44.7% 11.2% 23.0% 3.7% 2.5% 1.2%  

other party raters 0.0% 9.9% 62.6% 15.4% 9.9% 1.1% 0.0% 1.1%  
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Appendix 3-I  

ICC(1, k) for each aspect by video source 

 

For aspects within politicians with rwg(j) > 0 

Interviews N 

ICC(1,k) [90% 

CI] Speeches N 

ICC(1,k) [90% 

CI] 

Industriousness 148 0.42 [.29,.53] Industriousness 143 0.33 [.18,.46] 

Orderliness 148 0.23 [.06,.38] Orderliness 145 0.36 [.22,.49] 

Conscientiousness 144 0.38 [.25,.51] Conscientiousness 143 0.30 [.15,.44] 

Compassion 133 0.74 [.68,.79] Compassion 133 0.68 [.60,.74] 

Politeness 134 0.73 [.67,.78] Politeness 138 0.71 [.65,.77] 

Agreeableness 118 0.77 [.71,.82] Agreeableness 123 0.76 [.71,.81] 

Volatility  144 0.67 [.60,.74] Volatility  130 0.71 [.64,.77] 

Withdrawal 144 0.52 [.41,.61] Withdrawal 133 0.63 [.54,.70] 

Neuroticism 136 0.64 [.55,.71] Neuroticism 120 0.73 [.67,.79] 

Assertiveness 143 0.53 [.42,.62] Assertiveness 135 0.62 [.53,.69] 

Enthusiasm 141 0.63 [.55,.71] Enthusiasm 137 0.51 [.40,.61] 

Extraversion 133 0.64 [.55,.71] Extraversion 124 0.58 [.48,.67] 

Intellect 141 0.52 [.41,.62] Intellect 138 0.54 [.44,.64] 

Experiencing 139 0.72 [.65,.77] Experiencing 134 0.77 [.72,.82] 

Openness 132 0.69 [.62,.76] Openness 126 0.76 [.71,.81] 

Note. This sample includes only politicians and aspects with rwg(j) > 0. 
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For all aspect ratings within politicians 

Interviews N 

ICC(1,k) [90% 

CI] Speeches N 

ICC(1,k) [90% 

CI] 

Industriousness 155 0.35 [.21,.47] Industriousness 154 0.10 [-.09,.27] 

Orderliness 155 0.26 [.10,.40] Orderliness 154 0.30 [.14,.43] 

Conscientiousness 155 0.66 [.59,.73] Conscientiousness 154 0.62 [.54,.70] 

Compassion 155 0.69 [.62,.75] Compassion 154 0.73 [.67,.78] 

Politeness 155 0.50 [.49,.66] Politeness 154 0.50 [.39,.59] 

Agreeableness 155 0.45 [.33,.56] Agreeableness 154 0.41 [.29,.53] 

Volatility  155 0.46 [.35,.57] Volatility  154 0.42 [.29,.53] 

Withdrawal 155 0.58 [.49,.66] Withdrawal 154 0.30 [.14,.43] 

Neuroticism 155 0.49 [.39,.59] Neuroticism 154 0.37 [.24,.49] 

Assertiveness 155 0.66 [.58,.72] Assertiveness 154 0.67 [.60,.73] 

Enthusiasm 155 0.35 [.21,.47] Enthusiasm 154 0.10 [-.09,.27] 

Extraversion 155 0.26 [.10,.40] Extraversion 154 0.30 [.14,.43] 

Intellect 155 0.66 [.59,.73] Intellect 154 0.62 [.54,.70] 

Experiencing 155 0.69 [.62,.75] Experiencing 154 0.73 [.67,.78] 

Openness 155 0.50 [.49,.66] Openness 154 0.50 [.39,.59] 

Note. This sample includes all politicians who received video-based BFAS personality ratings, including aspects with rwg(j) = 0. 
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Appendix 3-J 

Standardized mean observer rated personality differences between female and male 

politicians with potential outliers in BFAS excluded 

     

 Females Males   

Variable N M SD N M SD d 90% CI 

Conscientiousness 58 4.85 .29 83 4.76 .26 .33 .04,.62 

     Industriousness 62 4.92 .39 84 4.86 .32 .17 -.11,.45 

     Orderliness 63 4.75 .32 84 4.67 .31 .25 -.03,.53 

Agreeableness 51 4.27 .51 67 4.06 .54 .40 .09,.72 

     Compassion 59 4.38 .56 74 4.15 .60 .39 .10,.69 

     Politeness 58 4.07 .53 75 3.9 .54 .32 .03,.62 

Neuroticism 57 2.91 .38 73 2.9 .41 .03 -.26,.33 

     Volatility  63 2.98 .58 79 2.94 .57 .07 -.21,.35 

     Withdrawal 59 2.88 .35 79 2.89 .35 -.03 -.32,.26 

Extraversion 54 4.38 .30 76 4.26 .28 .42 .12,.73 

     Assertiveness 61 5.05 .39 80 4.9 .38 .39 .11,.68 

     Enthusiasm 59 3.7 .39 81 3.61 .40 .23 -.06,.52 

Openness 55 4.21 .40 74 3.92 .43 .69 .38,1.01 

     Intellect 59 4.71 .39 77 4.52 .40 .48 .19,.78 

     Experiencing  61 3.72 .56 80 3.25 .61 .80 .50,1.11 

         

 Females Males   

Variable N M SD N M SD d 90% CI 

Conscientiousness 65 4.85 .26 77 4.7 .33 .50 .22,.79 

     Industriousness 65 4.96 .36 77 4.81 .41 .39 .11,.68 

     Orderliness 65 4.75 .31 79 4.58 .34 .52 .24,.81 

Agreeableness 57 4.16 .46 66 3.98 .55 .35 .05,.66 

     Compassion 61 4.33 .45 71 4.15 .57 .35 .06,.65 

     Politeness 63 4.01 .50 75 3.84 .52 .33 .04,.62 

Neuroticism 53 3.14 .44 63 3.09 .43 .12 -.19,.43 

     Volatility  58 3.25 .57 72 3.26 .63 -.02 -.31,.27 

     Withdrawal 58 3.06 .38 72 2.96 .36 .27 -.02,.57 

Extraversion 58 4.28 .24 63 4.19 .33 .31 .01,.62 

     Assertiveness 62 5.1 .35 70 4.86 .45 .59 .29,.90 

     Enthusiasm 63 3.48 .32 74 3.49 .44 -.03 -.32,.26 

Openness 54 4.16 .38 68 3.88 .46 .66 .35,.99 

     Intellect 60 4.59 .46 76 4.47 .45 .26 -.03,.55 

     Experiencing  58 3.7 .44 74 3.26 .62 .80 .49,1.12 
Note. Bolded values have 90% confidence intervals that exclude zero. These results excluding potential 

outlier cases have similar d value magnitudes and direction of differences as the analysis including 

potential outliers.   
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Standardized mean differences between other-rated personality for Democrat and 

Republican politicians excluding potential outlier cases 

     

 Democrats Republicans   

Variable N M SD N M SD d 90% CI 

Conscientiousness 74 4.79 .30 67 4.81 .24 -.07 -.35,.21 

     Industriousness 77 4.9 .37 69 4.86 .32 .12 -.16,.40 

     Orderliness 76 4.67 .34 71 4.74 .28 -.22 -.50,.05 

Agreeableness 64 4.23 .50 54 4.05 .57 .34 .03,.66 

     Compassion 72 4.36 .53 61 4.13 .64 .39 .10,.69 

     Politeness 69 4.08 .49 64 3.86 .57 .42 .13,.72 

Neuroticism 69 2.9 .37 61 2.91 .42 -.03 -.32,.26 

     Volatility  76 2.92 .54 66 3 .60 -.14 -.42,.14 

     Withdrawal 71 2.89 .31 67 2.88 .39 .03 -.25,.31 

Extraversion 68 4.34 .30 62 4.28 .29 .20 -.09,.50 

     Assertiveness 77 4.98 .41 64 4.95 .36 .08 -.20,.36 

     Enthusiasm 69 3.72 .35 71 3.58 .43 .36 .08,.65 

Openness 69 4.14 .39 60 3.94 .48 .46 .16,.77 

     Intellect 73 4.66 .36 63 4.54 .44 .30 .01,.59 

     Experiencing  71 3.64 .55 70 3.27 .66 .61 .32,.91 

         

 Democrats Republicans   

Variable N M SD N M SD d 90% CI 

Conscientiousness 74 4.79 .32 68 4.75 .29 .13 -.15,.41 

     Industriousness 74 4.89 .42 68 4.86 .35 .08 -.20,.36 

     Orderliness 76 4.69 .34 68 4.63 .34 .18 -.10,.46 

Agreeableness 63 4.11 .55 60 4.01 .47 .20 -.10,.51 

     Compassion 68 4.29 .54 64 4.17 .49 .23 -.06,.53 

     Politeness 71 3.95 .54 67 3.88 .48 .14 -.14,.43 

Neuroticism 60 3.15 .49 56 3.06 .36 .21 -.10,.53 

     Volatility  66 3.27 .68 64 3.25 .51 .03 -.26,.32 

     Withdrawal 68 3.06 .39 62 2.94 .34 .33 .04,.63 

Extraversion 64 4.22 .32 57 4.24 .26 -.07 -.38,.23 

     Assertiveness 71 4.97 .42 61 4.98 .43 -.02 -.31,.27 

     Enthusiasm 70 3.48 .43 67 3.48 .34 .00 -.29,.29 

Openness 64 4.05 .41 58 3.96 .49 .20 -.10,.51 

     Intellect 72 4.55 .42 64 4.49 .50 .13 -.16,.42 

     Experiencing  67 3.53 .56 65 3.37 .62 .27 -.02,.57 
Note. Bolded values have 90% confidence intervals that exclude zero. The magnitude and direct of d values 

for party differences in personality excluding outlier cases are of the same magnitude and in the same 

direction as those including outlier cases. 
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Raw correlations between other-rated personality from interviews and politician misconduct, excluding outlier cases 

trait gender party age tenure 
part. 

ext. 

leg. 

lead. 
votes avoid.  

Int. 

Mis. 

Org. 

Mis. 

S.G. 

Mis. 

Total 

Mis. 

Conscientiousness 
.15 -.03 -.06 -.13 -.22 -.10 -.07 .01 -.02 -.06 .02 -.04 

.01,.28 -.17,.11 -.2,.08 -.27,.01 -.35,-.08 -.26,.07 -.22,.08 -.13,.14 -.16,.11 -.2,.08 -.12,.16 -.18,.1 

    Industriousness 
.08 .06 -.08 -.10 -.14 -.18 .00 -.08 -.09 -.07 .00 -.09 

-.06,.21 -.08,.2 -.21,.06 -.24,.04 -.28,0 -.33,-.02 -.15,.14 -.21,.06 -.22,.05 -.2,.07 -.13,.14 -.23,.05 

    Orderliness 
.12 -.12 -.06 -.07 -.19 -.03 -.15 .03 .05 -.05 .02 .01 

-.01,.26 -.25,.02 -.19,.08 -.2,.07 -.32,-.05 -.19,.13 -.29,-.01 -.11,.17 -.09,.19 -.19,.09 -.12,.16 -.13,.14 

Agreeableness 
.19 .17 -.10 -.12 -.03 .00 .18 -.03 .01 -.09 .02 -.04 

.04,.33 .01,.31 -.25,.05 -.27,.03 -.19,.12 -.19,.18 .02,.34 -.18,.13 -.14,.16 -.24,.06 -.13,.17 -.19,.11 

    Compassion 
.20 .19 -.06 -.04 .03 -.03 .10 .00 .00 -.04 .02 -.01 

.06,.33 .05,.33 -.2,.08 -.18,.11 -.12,.18 -.2,.14 -.06,.25 -.14,.15 -.14,.14 -.18,.11 -.12,.17 -.16,.13 

    Politeness 
.16 .20 -.09 -.06 -.08 .00 .18 .03 -.04 -.11 .05 -.07 

.02,.3 .06,.33 -.23,.05 -.2,.09 -.22,.07 -.17,.16 .02,.32 -.12,.17 -.18,.1 -.25,.04 -.09,.19 -.21,.07 

Neuroticism 
.02 -.02 .11 .09 .11 .13 -.02 .05 -.05 .16 .02 .07 

-.13,.16 -.16,.13 -.03,.25 -.06,.23 -.04,.25 -.04,.29 -.17,.14 -.1,.19 -.2,.09 .02,.3 -.12,.17 -.07,.22 

    Volatility  
.04 -.07 .06 -.02 .07 .04 -.03 -.04 -.09 .09 -.06 -.02 

-.1,.17 -.2,.07 -.08,.19 -.16,.12 -.08,.21 -.12,.2 -.17,.12 -.18,.1 -.22,.05 -.05,.23 -.2,.08 -.16,.12 

    Withdrawal 
-.01 .02 .18 .24 .14 .25 .04 .13 -.04 .13 .10 .08 

-.15,.13 -.12,.16 .04,.31 .11,.37 -.01,.28 .09,.4 -.11,.18 -.01,.26 -.18,.1 -.01,.26 -.05,.23 -.06,.22 

Extraversion 
.21 .10 -.18 -.20 -.06 -.18 .06 -.03 -.05 -.02 -.04 -.06 

.07,.34 -.05,.24 -.31,-.03 -.33,-.05 -.21,.09 -.34,-.01 -.09,.22 -.18,.11 -.2,.09 -.17,.12 -.18,.11 -.2,.08 

    Assertiveness 
.19 .05 -.19 -.22 -.02 -.23 .02 -.08 -.07 .05 -.07 -.04 

.05,.32 -.09,.19 -.32,-.05 -.35,-.09 -.16,.13 -.38,-.07 -.13,.17 -.21,.06 -.21,.07 -.09,.19 -.21,.07 -.17,.1 

    Enthusiasm 
.11 .18 -.09 -.04 -.08 -.07 .10 .00 .02 -.07 -.01 -.04 

-.03,.25 .04,.31 -.22,.05 -.17,.1 -.22,.07 -.23,.1 -.05,.25 -.14,.14 -.12,.16 -.21,.07 -.15,.13 -.17,.1 

Openness 
.33 .23 .00 -.03 -.06 -.14 .14 -.02 .01 -.08 .07 -.03 

.19,.45 .08,.36 -.14,.15 -.17,.12 -.21,.09 -.31,.03 -.02,.29 -.16,.13 -.14,.15 -.23,.06 -.08,.21 -.17,.12 

    Intellect 
.24 .15 -.09 -.12 -.10 -.22 .05 -.01 -.02 -.01 .05 .00 

.1,.37 .01,.28 -.22,.06 -.25,.03 -.24,.05 -.38,-.06 -.1,.2 -.15,.13 -.16,.13 -.15,.14 -.1,.19 -.14,.15 

    Experiencing 
.37 .30 .09 .09 .02 -.06 .20 -.04 .00 -.07 .07 -.02 

.24,.48 .16,.42 -.05,.22 -.05,.23 -.12,.17 -.23,.1 .05,.34 -.18,.1 -.14,.14 -.21,.07 -.07,.2 -.16,.12 
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Note. Bolded values have 90% confidence intervals excluding zero. 90% confidence intervals for the correlations are below each estimate. Part. ext. = partisan 

extremism; leg. lead. = legislative leadership; votes = percentage of missed votes; avoid. = avoidance behavior; Int. Mis = Interpersonal Misconduct; Org. Mis. = 

Organizational Misconduct; S. G. Mis. = Self-gratifying Misconduct; Total Mis. = Total Misconduct. Correlations excluding outlier cases have similar magnitude 

and direction as correlations including outlier cases. 
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Appendix 3-K 

Comparison of politician BFAS other-ratings and general public BFAS self-ratings 

 General Public 

All Politician 

Interview Ratings   

All Politician 

Speech Ratings   

BFAS N M SD N M SD 

Cohen's 

d 90% CI N M SD 

Cohen's 

d 90% CI 

Conscientiousness 1625 4.24 .82 144 4.80 .29 -.71 [-.86,-.57] 143 4.76 .31 -.66 [-.81,-.51] 

Industriousness 1632 4.14 1.04 148 4.88 .37 -.74 [-.88,-.60] 143 4.87 .40 -.73 [-.88,-.58] 

Orderliness 1627 4.34 .86 148 4.71 .32 -.45 [-.59,-.31] 145 4.64 .39 -.36 [-.05,-.22] 

Agreeableness 1627 4.45 .75 118 4.15 .54 .41 [.25,.57] 123 4.06 .52 .53 [.38,.69] 

Compassion 1632 4.45 .95 133 4.25 .59 .22 [.07,.37] 133 4.22 .53 .25 [.10,.40] 

Politeness 1629 4.45 .88 134 3.96 .56 .57 [.42,.72] 138 3.92 .51 .62 [.47,.77] 

Neuroticism 1625 3.39 1.02 136 2.92 .44 .48 [.33,.63] 120 3.14 .45 .25 [.09,.41] 

Volatility  1629 3.32 1.15 143 2.97 .59 .31 [.17,.45] 130 3.26 .60 .05 [-.10,.20] 

Withdrawal 1631 3.46 1.10 143 2.90 .41 .53 [.39,.68] 134 3.03 .41 .40 [.25,.55] 

Extraversion 1625 3.84 .86 133 4.30 .31 -.55 [-.70 ,-.40] 124 4.21 .33 -.44 [-.59,-.29] 

Assertiveness 1628 3.78 1.03 143 4.95 .41 -1.18 [-1.33,-1.03] 135 4.94 .48 -1.16 [-1.32,-1.01] 

Enthusiasm 1632 3.9 .99 141 3.64 .40 .27 [.13,.42] 137 3.48 .39 .44 [.29,.59] 

Openness 1626 4.38 .75 132 4.03 .48 .48 [.33,.63] 125 3.99 .51 .53 [.38,.68] 

Intellect 1632 4.3 .91 139 4.59 .44 -.33 [-.48,-.18] 138 4.50 .51 -.23 [-.38,-.08] 

Experiencing 1629 4.45 .92 141 3.46 .63 1.10 [.95,1.25] 134 3.46 .63 1.10 [.95,1.26] 

Note. General public sample is from the Eugene-Springfield sample and an mTurk sample. General public item responses were rescaled from a 5-point Likert-

type scale to a 6-point response scale for comparisons to the current studyôs 6-point response scale scores. 
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Comparison of female politician BFAS other-ratings and female general public BFAS self-ratings 

 

Female General 

Public 

Female Politician 

Interview Ratings   

Female Politician 

Speech Ratings   

BFAS N M SD N M SD 

Cohen's 

d 90% CI N M SD 

Cohen's 

d 90% CI 

Conscientiousness 1105 4.25 .82 59 4.86 .30 -.76 [-.98,-.54] 65 4.85 .26 -.75 [-.96,-.54] 

Industriousness 1110 4.11 1.04 63 4.93 .40 -.81 [-1.03,-.59] 65 4.96 .36 -.84 [-1.06,-.63] 

Orderliness 1105 4.39 .86 63 4.75 .32 -.43 [-.64,-.22] 65 4.75 .31 -.43 [-.64,-.22] 

Agreeableness 1105 4.54 .73 51 4.27 .51 .37 [.13,.61] 57 4.16 .46 .53 [.31,.76] 

Compassion 1108 4.56 .91 59 4.38 .56 .20 [-.02,.42] 61 4.33 .45 .26 [.04,.48] 

Politeness 1106 4.51 .87 58 4.07 .53 .51 [.29,.73] 63 4.01 .50 .59 [.38,.81] 

Neuroticism 1102 3.52 1.01 59 2.93 .44 .60 [.38,.82] 53 3.14 .44 .38 [.15,.61] 

Volatility  1104 3.46 1.15 63 2.98 .58 .43 [.22,.65] 58 3.25 .57 .19 [-.03,.41] 

Withdrawal 1108 3.58 1.08 61 2.90 .44 .64 [.42,.86] 58 3.06 .38 .49 [.27,.71] 

Extraversion 1104 3.83 .83 56 4.36 .31 -.65 [-.88,-.42] 59 4.26 .28 -.53 [-.75,-.31] 

Assertiveness 1104 3.76 1.00 62 5.03 .42 -1.30 [-1.53,-1.08] 63 5.06 .44 -1.33 [-1.55,-1.11] 

Enthusiasm 1110 3.9 .98 60 3.68 .42 .23 [.01,.45] 63 3.48 .32 .44 [.23,.66] 

Openness 1106 4.4 .74 57 4.21 .44 .26 [.04,.48] 54 4.16 .38 .33 [.10,.56] 

Intellect 1109 4.28 .89 61 4.71 .44 -.49 [-.71,-.27] 60 4.59 .46 -.35 [-.57,-.13] 

Experiencing 1107 4.52 .89 61 3.72 .56 .91 [.69,1.13] 58 3.70 .44 .94 [.71,1.17] 

Note. General public sample is from the Eugene-Springfield sample and an mTurk sample. General public item responses were rescaled from a 5-point Likert-

type scale to a 6-point response scale for comparisons to the current studyôs 6-point response scale scores. 
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Comparison of male politician BFAS other-ratings and male general public BFAS self-ratings 

 Male General Public 

Male Politician 

Interview Ratings   

Male Politician 

Speech Ratings   

BFAS N M SD N M SD 

Cohen's 

d 90% CI N M SD 

Cohen's 

d 90% CI 

Conscientiousness 484 4.25 .82 85 4.76 .28 -.67 [-.87,-.47] 78 4.69 .34 -.57 [-.78,-.37] 

Industriousness 486 4.24 1.02 85 4.85 .34 -.64 [-.84,-.44] 78 4.79 .42 -.57 [-.78,-.37] 

Orderliness 486 4.26 .86 85 4.68 .33 -.52 [-.72,-.32] 80 4.55 .42 -.36 [-.56,-.16] 

Agreeableness 486 4.26 .75 67 4.06 .54 .27 [.05,.49] 66 3.98 .55 .38 [.16,.60] 

Compassion 488 4.2 .98 74 4.15 .60 .05 [-.16,.26] 72 4.13 .58 .07 [-.14,.28] 

Politeness 487 4.32 .88 76 3.88 .56 .52 [.31,.73] 75 3.84 .52 .57 [.36,.78] 

Neuroticism 487 3.04 .96 77 2.92 .44 .13 [-.07,.33] 67 3.14 .46 -.11 [-.33,.11] 

Volatility  489 2.94 1.08 80 2.96 .61 -.02 [-.22,.18] 72 3.26 .63 -.31 [-.52,-.10] 

Withdrawal 487 3.14 1.07 82 2.90 .39 .24 [.04,.44] 76 3.02 .44 .12 [-.08,.32] 

Extraversion 485 3.89 .94 77 4.25 .29 -.41 [-.62,-.21] 65 4.17 .36 -.31 [-.53,-.09] 

Assertiveness 488 3.83 1.09 81 4.89 .40 -1.04 [-1.25,-.83] 72 4.82 .50 -.96 [-1.18,-.74] 

Enthusiasm 486 3.94 1.03 81 3.61 .40 .34 [.14,.54] 74 3.49 .44 .46 [.25,.67] 

Openness 484 4.31 .80 75 3.90 .46 .54 [.33,.75] 71 3.86 .56 .58 [.37,.80] 

Intellect 487 4.37 .94 78 4.50 .43 -.15 [-.35,.05] 78 4.42 .54 -.06 [-.26,.14] 

Experiencing 486 4.25 .97 80 3.25 .61 1.08 [.87,1.30] 76 3.27 .69 1.05 [.84,1.27] 

Note. General public sample is from the Eugene-Springfield sample and an mTurk sample. General public item responses were rescaled from a 5-point Likert-

type scale to a 6-point response scale for comparisons to the current studyôs 6-point response scale scores. 
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Comparison of Democrat politician BFAS other-ratings and general public BFAS self-ratings 

 General Public 

Democrat 

Politician 

Interview Ratings   

Democrat 

Politician Speech 

Ratings   

BFAS N M SD N M SD 

Cohen's 

d 90% CI N M SD 

Cohen's 

d 90% CI 

Conscientiousness 1625 4.24 .82 74 4.79 .30 -.68 [-.88,-.48] 75 4.77 .34 -.66 [-.86,-.46] 

Industriousness 1632 4.14 1.04 77 4.9 .37 -.75 [-.94,-.56] 75 4.87 .44 -.71 [-.91,-.51] 

Orderliness 1627 4.34 .86 76 4.67 .34 -.39 [-.58,-.2] 76 4.69 .34 -.41 [-.60,-.22] 

Agreeableness 1627 4.45 .75 64 4.23 .50 .30 [.09,.51] 63 4.11 .55 .46 [.25,.67] 

Compassion 1632 4.45 .95 72 4.36 .53 .10 [-.10,.30] 69 4.27 .57 .19 [-.01,.39] 

Politeness 1629 4.45 .88 69 4.08 .49 .43 [.23,.63] 71 3.95 .54 .58 [.38,.78] 

Neuroticism 1625 3.39 1.02 73 2.93 .43 .46 [.26,.66] 60 3.15 .49 .24 [.02,.46] 

Volatility  1629 3.32 1.15 76 2.92 .54 .35 [.16,.54] 66 3.27 .68 .04 [-.17,.25] 

Withdrawal 1631 3.46 1.10 75 2.93 .42 .49 [.29,.69] 68 3.06 .39 .37 [.17,.57] 

Extraversion 1625 3.84 .86 70 4.32 .31 -.57 [-.77,-.37] 66 4.2 .36 -.43 [-.64,-.22] 

Assertiveness 1628 3.78 1.03 78 4.97 .43 -1.18 [-1.38,-.98] 73 4.93 .49 -1.14 [-1.34,-.94] 

Enthusiasm 1632 3.9 .99 70 3.7 .37 .21 [.01,.41] 70 3.48 .43 .43 [.23,.63] 

Openness 1626 4.38 .75 70 4.12 .40 .35 [.15,.55] 66 4.04 .48 .46 [.25,.67] 

Intellect 1632 4.3 .91 74 4.64 .39 -.38 [-.58,-.18] 73 4.53 .46 -.26 [-.46,-.06] 

Experiencing 1629 4.45 .92 71 3.64 .55 .89 [.69,1.09] 69 3.54 .64 1.00 [.79,1.21] 

Note. General public sample is from the Eugene-Springfield sample and an mTurk sample. General public item responses were rescaled from a 5-point Likert-

type scale to a 6-point response scale for comparisons to the current studyôs 6-point response scale scores. 
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Comparison of Republican politician BFAS other-ratings and general public BFAS self-ratings 

 General Public 

Republican 

Politician 

Interview 

Ratings   

Republican 

Politician Speech 

Ratings   

BFAS N M SD N M SD 

Cohen's 

d 90% CI N M SD 

Cohen's 

d 90% CI 

Conscientiousness 1625 4.24 .82 70 4.81 .28 -.71 [-.91,-.51] 68 4.75 .29 -.63 [-.84,-.43] 

Industriousness 1632 4.14 1.04 71 4.86 .36 -.71 [-.91,-.51] 68 4.86 .35 -.70 [-.91,-.49] 

Orderliness 1627 4.34 .86 72 4.75 .29 -.49 [-.69,-.29] 69 4.59 .44 -.30 [-.50,-.10] 

Agreeableness 1627 4.45 .75 54 4.05 .57 .54 [.31,.77] 60 4.01 .47 .59 [.37,.81] 

Compassion 1632 4.45 .95 61 4.13 .64 .34 [.13,.56] 64 4.17 .49 .30 [.09,.51] 

Politeness 1629 4.45 .88 65 3.84 .59 .70 [.49,.91] 67 3.88 .48 .66 [.45,.87] 

Neuroticism 1625 3.39 1.02 63 2.91 .45 .48 [.27,.69] 60 3.12 .42 .27 [.05,.49] 

Volatility  1629 3.32 1.15 67 3.03 .65 .26 [.05,.47] 64 3.25 .51 .06 [-.15,.27] 

Withdrawal 1631 3.46 1.10 68 2.86 .40 .56 [.36,.77] 66 3.01 .44 .42 [.21,.63] 

Extraversion 1625 3.84 .86 63 4.27 .31 -.51 [-.72,-.30] 58 4.23 .29 -.46 [-.68,-.24] 

Assertiveness 1628 3.78 1.03 65 4.93 .38 -1.14 [-1.35,-.93] 62 4.95 .48 -1.15 [-1.37,-.93] 

Enthusiasm 1632 3.9 .99 71 3.58 .43 .33 [.13,.53] 67 3.48 .34 .43 [.22,.64] 

Openness 1626 4.38 .75 62 3.93 .53 .61 [.40,.83] 59 3.92 .54 .62 [.40,.84] 

Intellect 1632 4.3 .91 65 4.53 .49 -.26 [-.47,-.05] 65 4.45 .56 -.17 [-.38,.04] 

Experiencing 1629 4.45 .92 70 3.27 .66 1.30 [1.09,1.51] 65 3.37 .62 1.19 [.98,1.40] 

Note. General public sample is from the Eugene-Springfield sample and an mTurk sample. General public item responses were rescaled from a 5-point Likert-

type scale to a 6-point response scale for comparisons to the current studyôs 6-point response scale scores. 

  



454 

 

 

Appendix 3-L 

Convergence between interview-based and speech-based other-ratings of politician personality 

Correlation matrix  
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Conscientiousness .20 .21 .14 .07 .10 .11 -.18 -.11 -.22 .10 .12 .04 .15 .19 .12 

    Industriousness .19 .21 .11 .11 .13 .17 -.25 -.21 -.22 .16 .13 .12 .15 .18 .12 

    Orderliness .08 .06 .09 -.05 -.02 -.03 .02 .05 -.03 -.07 .00 -.11 .09 .05 .07 

Agreeableness .10 .16 .03 .25 .23 .29 -.17 -.26 -.13 .11 .11 .12 .18 .13 .22 

    Compassion .16 .25 .06 .30 .28 .33 -.22 -.29 -.17 .20 .15 .21 .24 .18 .31 

    Politeness .07 .13 .01 .24 .20 .29 -.12 -.23 -.06 .03 .03 .08 .16 .11 .20 

Neuroticism -.13 -.16 -.08 -.15 -.12 -.18 .27 .29 .20 -.08 .00 -.14 -.04 -.05 -.03 

    Volatility  -.13 -.14 -.10 -.12 -.13 -.14 .22 .24 .16 -.01 .05 -.10 -.07 -.05 -.07 

   Withdrawal -.09 -.11 -.04 -.09 -.04 -.14 .19 .20 .16 -.11 -.06 -.10 .01 -.02 .02 

Extraversion .12 .13 .07 .16 .13 .12 -.12 -.12 -.09 .16 .16 .08 .06 .10 .09 

    Assertiveness .08 .06 .07 .08 .08 .06 -.03 .02 -.06 .12 .13 .04 .08 .08 .10 

    Enthusiasm .11 .18 .02 .17 .11 .16 -.16 -.24 -.07 .12 .11 .08 .04 .08 .04 

Openness .09 .16 -.02 .22 .21 .28 -.12 -.17 -.04 .04 .06 .03 .23 .13 .28 

    Intellect .08 .13 -.01 .14 .14 .19 -.13 -.17 -.04 .00 -.03 .06 .12 .08 .14 

    Experiencing .10 .16 .00 .23 .21 .29 -.08 -.13 -.04 .11 .13 .06 .25 .12 .32 
Note. Interview-based ratings are on the columns and speech-based ratings are on the rows. Boxed values are corresponding composites or aspects between 

speech-based and interview-based ratings. 
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90% Confidence intervals for correlations 

 Interview-based ratings 

Speech-based 
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Consc [.06,.33] [.07,.34] [0,.28] [-.09,.22] [-.05,.24] [-.03,.26] [-.32,-.04] [-.25,.04] [-.35,-.08] [-.05,.25] [-.02,.26] [-.11,.18] [0,.29] [.04,.32] [-.03,.26] 

    Indust [.05,.32] [.08,.34] [-.03,.25] [-.05,.26] [-.02,.27] [.02,.31] [-.38,-.11] [-.34,-.07] [-.36,-.08] [.01,.3] [-.01,.27] [-.03,.26] [0,.29] [.04,.32] [-.02,.26] 

    Order [-.06,.22] [-.08,.2] [-.05,.22] [-.2,.11] [-.17,.13] [-.17,.12] [-.13,.16] [-.1,.19] [-.18,.11] [-.22,.08] [-.14,.14] [-.25,.03] [-.06,.23] [-.09,.19] [-.07,.21] 

Agree [-.05,.25] [.01,.31] [-.12,.18] [.09,.41] [.07,.37] [.14,.43] [-.32,-.01] [-.39,-.11] [-.28,.02] [-.05,.27] [-.05,.26] [-.04,.27] [.02,.33] [-.02,.28] [.07,.37] 

    Compas [.01,.3] [.11,.38] [-.09,.2] [.14,.44] [.14,.42] [.19,.46] [-.36,-.07] [-.42,-.14] [-.31,-.02] [.05,.35] [0,.29] [.06,.35] [.09,.38] [.04,.33] [.16,.44] 

    Polite [-.07,.22] [-.02,.27] [-.14,.15] [.08,.38] [.05,.34] [.14,.42] [-.27,.03] [-.37,-.09] [-.2,.09] [-.12,.18] [-.11,.18] [-.07,.22] [.01,.3] [-.03,.26] [.06,.34] 

Neurot [-.28,.02] [-.31,0] [-.23,.08] [-.31,.02] [-.27,.05] [-.33,-.02] [.11,.41] [.14,.43] [.04,.35] [-.24,.08] [-.15,.16] [-.3,.01] [-.2,.12] [-.2,.11] [-.19,.13] 

    Volat [-.27,.02] [-.28,.01] [-.24,.05] [-.28,.04] [-.28,.03] [-.28,.02] [.07,.36] [.1,.38] [.01,.31] [-.16,.15] [-.1,.2] [-.25,.05] [-.22,.08] [-.2,.1] [-.22,.08] 

   Wdrwl [-.23,.06] [-.25,.04] [-.19,.1] [-.25,.07] [-.19,.12] [-.29,.01] [.04,.33] [.05,.34] [.01,.3] [-.26,.04] [-.21,.09] [-.25,.05] [-.14,.17] [-.17,.13] [-.13,.17] 

Extrav [-.03,.27] [-.02,.28] [-.08,.22] [-.01,.32] [-.03,.28] [-.04,.27] [-.27,.04] [-.27,.04] [-.24,.07] [0,.31] [0,.3] [-.08,.23] [-.1,.22] [-.06,.25] [-.07,.24] 

    Assert [-.06,.23] [-.09,.2] [-.08,.21] [-.08,.23] [-.07,.23] [-.1,.21] [-.18,.12] [-.13,.16] [-.2,.09] [-.03,.27] [-.02,.27] [-.11,.19] [-.07,.23] [-.07,.23] [-.04,.25] 

    Enthus [-.04,.25] [.03,.31] [-.12,.16] [.01,.32] [-.04,.26] [0,.3] [-.3,-.01] [-.37,-.09] [-.22,.08] [-.03,.27] [-.04,.25] [-.07,.22] [-.11,.19] [-.06,.23] [-.1,.19] 

Openness [-.06,.24] [.01,.3] [-.17,.14] [.05,.37] [.06,.36] [.12,.42] [-.27,.04] [-.32,-.02] [-.19,.12] [-.12,.2] [-.1,.21] [-.12,.19] [.07,.38] [-.03,.28] [.13,.41] 

    Intellect [-.06,.23] [-.01,.27] [-.15,.13] [-.02,.3] [-.01,.29] [.04,.33] [-.28,.02] [-.3,-.02] [-.19,.11] [-.16,.15] [-.17,.12] [-.08,.21] [-.04,.26] [-.07,.23] [-.01,.28] 

    Exper [-.05,.25] [.02,.3] [-.15,.14] [.07,.38] [.06,.35] [.14,.42] [-.23,.07] [-.27,.02] [-.19,.1] [-.04,.26] [-.02,.28] [-.09,.21] [.1,.39] [-.03,.27] [.17,.44] 

Note. Consc = Conscientiousness, Indust = Industriousness, Order = Orderliness, Agree = Agreeableness, Compas = Compassion, Polite = Politeness, Neurot = 

Neuroticism, Volat = Volatility, Wdrwl = Withdrawal, Extrav = Extraversion, Assert = Assertiveness, Enthus = Enthusiasm, Exper = Experiencing. 
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Appendix 3-M 

Comparative intercorrelations for other-rated Big Five traits 

Intercorrelations for other -rated politician big five ratings compared to Park et al 

(2020) meta-analytic big five other-ratings 

Other-rated politician Big Five personality 
Meta-analytic other-rated 

intercorrelations 

 C A N E O  C A N E O 

C .20 .49 -.54 .48 .53 C      

A .36 .25 -.66 .55 .77 A .18     

N -.34 -.63 .27 -.47 -.53 N -.07 -.17    

E .51 .28 -.45 .16 .58 E .14 .16 -.04   

O .52 .65 -.66 .63 .23 O .05 .12 -.14 .18  
Note. Coefficients above the diagonal are for interview-based ratings and those below the diagonal are for 

speech-based ratings. Coefficients on diagonal for other-rated politician personality are correlations 

between interview-based ratings and speech-based ratings.  
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Appendix 3-N 

Descriptive statistics for text-inferred politician personality  

 interview transcripts speech transcripts 

trait  N M SD N M SD 

conscientiousness 159 79.91 13.56 159 85.36 12.77 

     achievement-striving 159 85.25 10.13 159 91.58 7.98 

     cautiousness 159 95.09 4.64 159 93.33 9.36 

     dutifulness 159 75.79 12.36 159 77.21 11.10 

     orderliness 159 21.43 11.79 159 34.84 15.79 

     self-discipline 159 66.49 17.43 159 77.30 16.46 

     self-efficacy 159 64.31 19.33 159 83.65 15.91 

agreeableness 159 32.92 20.16 159 30.52 19.52 

     altruism 159 86.33 10.48 159 84.88 13.93 

     cooperation 159 78.47 11.48 159 71.16 14.39 

     morality 159 89.89 11.09 159 76.18 18.37 

     sympathy 159 98.51 2.56 159 97.90 3.79 

     trust 159 67.52 19.40 159 74.31 19.46 

     modesty 159 44.41 21.11 159 38.35 21.69 

emotional range 159 78.62 14.29 159 88.51 14.00 

     vulnerability 159 12.60 10.54 159 9.84 10.16 

     self-consciousness 159 26.07 16.86 159 20.65 17.36 

     immoderation 159 26.31 14.49 159 9.30 10.06 

     depression 159 35.49 15.88 159 35.57 18.42 

     anxiety 159 7.39 6.66 159 11.65 11.86 

     anger 159 3.47 4.49 159 8.26 10.13 

extraversion 159 41.86 20.74 159 59.92 19.23 

     activity level 159 84.69 13.31 159 89.55 10.92 

     assertiveness 159 93.21 8.18 159 96.55 4.25 

     cheerfulness 159 25.23 16.21 159 21.16 16.71 

     excitement-seeking 159 6.45 5.84 159 10.42 9.10 

     friendliness 159 49.04 24.39 159 53.21 22.20 

     gregariousness 159 21.40 14.96 159 22.55 18.41 

openness 159 95.84 4.65 159 95.60 5.64 

     adventurousness 159 81.77 15.56 159 82.08 17.09 

     artistic interests 159 73.87 16.47 159 68.82 20.75 

     emotionality 159 45.91 22.77 159 37.74 27.20 

     imagination 159 18.58 13.03 159 24.39 18.70 

     intellect 159 99.70 .58 159 97.50 3.74 

     liberalism 159 94.92 4.69 159 93.76 6.31 

Note. Includes all politicians in sample. Scores are percentiles.  
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Appendix 3-O 

 

Number of Words Analyzed Per Politician in Video Transcripts 

 N M SD Median Min Max 

Combined Transcripts 159 1435 198 1431 930 1894 

Speech Transcripts 159 656 105 650 420 905 

Interview Transcripts 159 779 130 779 320 1086 

Note. Mean is mean number of words used as input for NLP analyses across politicians. 
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Appendix 3-P 

Uncorrected correlations between other-rated personality from interviews and politician misconduct 

trait gender party age tenure 
part. 

ext. 

leg. 

lead. 
votes avoid.  

Int. 

Mis. 

Org. 

Mis. 

S.G. 

Mis. 

Total 

Mis. 

Conscientiousness 
.15 -.04 -.07 -.14 -.19 -.16 -.04 .00 -.03 -.07 .01 -.06 

.02,.29 -.18,.10 -.2,.07 -.27,0 -.32,-.05 -.31,.01 -.19,.10 -.14,.14 -.17,.11 -.21,.06 -.12,.15 -.19,.08 

    Industriousness 
.11 .06 -.09 -.11 -.12 -.15 .04 -.07 -.08 -.07 .00 -.09 

-.02,.24 -.08,.19 -.22,.05 -.24,.03 -.26,.02 -.30,.01 -.11,.18 -.21,.06 -.22,.05 -.20,.07 -.13,.14 -.22,.05 

    Orderliness 
.10 -.14 -.06 -.08 -.18 -.11 -.16 .02 .04 -.06 .01 -.01 

-.03,.23 -.27,0 -.19,.08 -.21,.06 -.31,-.04 -.26,.05 -.30,-.02 -.11,.16 -.10,.17 -.19,.08 -.12,.15 -.15,.13 

Agreeableness 
.19 .17 -.10 -.12 -.03 .00 .18 -.03 .01 -.09 .02 -.04 

.04,.33 .01,.31 -.25,.05 -.27,.03 -.19,.12 -.19,.18 .02,.34 -.18,.13 -.14,.16 -.24,.06 -.13,.17 -.19,.11 

    Compassion 
.20 .19 -.06 -.04 .03 .04 .10 .00 .00 -.04 .02 -.01 

.06,.33 .05,.33 -.2,.08 -.18,.11 -.12,.18 -.13,.21 -.06,.25 -.14,.15 -.14,.14 -.18,.11 -.12,.17 -.16,.13 

    Politeness 
.17 .22 -.06 -.04 -.06 .01 .19 .03 -.02 -.09 .06 -.05 

.03,.31 .08,.35 -.21,.08 -.18,.10 -.21,.09 -.16,.18 .04,.33 -.11,.17 -.17,.12 -.23,.05 -.08,.20 -.19,.10 

Neuroticism 
.01 .02 .13 .11 .14 .15 .03 -.03 -.06 .09 .00 .01 

-.14,.15 -.12,.16 -.01,.27 -.03,.25 0,.28 -.02,.30 -.12,.18 -.17,.12 -.20,.08 -.05,.23 -.14,.14 -.13,.16 

    Volatility  
.01 -.09 .03 -.02 .05 .05 -.04 -.05 -.05 .07 -.07 -.02 

-.13,.15 -.22,.05 -.10,.17 -.16,.12 -.10,.19 -.11,.21 -.18,.11 -.19,.09 -.19,.08 -.07,.21 -.21,.07 -.15,.12 

    Withdrawal 
-.01 .08 .20 .25 .20 .19 .10 .03 -.08 .06 .07 .01 

-.15,.13 -.06,.22 .06,.33 .11,.37 .06,.33 .03,.34 -.05,.24 -.11,.17 -.22,.06 -.08,.19 -.07,.20 -.13,.15 

Extraversion 
.19 .09 -.18 -.16 -.05 -.17 .09 -.07 -.06 -.05 -.08 -.10 

.04,.32 -.05,.23 -.31,-.03 -.30,-.02 -.19,.10 -.33,0 -.07,.24 -.21,.08 -.20,.08 -.20,.09 -.22,.07 -.24,.05 

    Assertiveness 
.17 .05 -.18 -.20 .01 -.24 .04 -.13 -.08 .00 -.10 -.08 

.03,.30 -.09,.18 -.31,-.05 -.33,-.06 -.14,.15 -.38,-.08 -.11,.18 -.27,0 -.21,.06 -.13,.14 -.24,.04 -.21,.06 

    Enthusiasm 
.09 .16 -.08 -.02 -.07 .01 .11 .01 .00 -.06 .00 -.04 

-.05,.22 .02,.29 -.22,.06 -.16,.12 -.21,.08 -.15,.18 -.04,.26 -.13,.14 -.14,.14 -.20,.08 -.14,.14 -.18,.10 

Openness 
.33 .20 .01 -.03 -.07 -.15 .13 -.01 -.05 -.07 .07 -.04 

.19,.45 .06,.33 -.14,.15 -.17,.12 -.22,.08 -.31,.03 -.03,.28 -.15,.13 -.19,.10 -.21,.08 -.07,.21 -.19,.10 

    Intellect 
.23 .12 -.08 -.10 -.12 -.21 .05 .00 -.08 .01 .05 -.02 

.09,.36 -.02,.25 -.22,.06 -.24,.04 -.26,.03 -.37,-.05 -.10,.20 -.14,.14 -.21,.07 -.13,.15 -.09,.19 -.16,.12 
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    Experiencing 
.37 .30 .08 .09 .02 -.01 .20 -.04 .00 -.07 .07 -.02 

.24,.48 .16,.42 -.06,.22 -.05,.23 -.12,.17 -.18,.15 .05,.34 -.18,.10 -.14,.14 -.21,.07 -.07,.20 -.16,.12 

Note. Bolded values have 90% confidence intervals excluding zero. 90% confidence intervals for the correlations are below each estimate. Part. ext. = partisan 

extremism; leg. lead. = legislative leadership; votes = percentage of missed votes; avoid. = avoidance behavior; Int. Mis = Interpersonal Misconduct; Org. Mis. = 

Organizational Misconduct; S. G. Mis. = Self-gratifying Misconduct; Total Mis. = Total Misconduct. 
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Uncorrected correlations between other-rated personality from speeches and politician misconduct 

trait gender party age tenure 
part. 

ext. 

leg. 

lead. 
votes avoid.  

Int. 

Mis. 

Org. 

Mis. 

S.G. 

Mis. 

Total 

Mis. 

Conscientiousness 
.26 .03 .08 -.02 -.10 .09 -.05 .14 .08 .03 .05 .08 

[.12,.38] [-.11,.17] [-.06,.22] [-.15,.12] [-.27,.07] [-.07,.25] [-.19,.1] [0,.27] [-.06,.22] [-.11,.17] [-.09,.18] [-.06,.22] 

    Industriousness 
.20 .01 .00 -.07 -.11 .04 -.03 .18 .15 .02 .12 .14 

[.07,.33] [-.13,.15] [-.14,.14] [-.2,.07] [-.27,.07] [-.12,.2] [-.18,.11] [.05,.31] [.01,.28] [-.12,.15] [-.02,.26] [0,.27] 

    Orderliness 
.25 .12 .12 .10 .04 .13 -.02 .02 -.03 .06 -.01 .02 

[.12,.38] [-.01,.26] [-.02,.25] [-.04,.23] [-.13,.2] [-.03,.28] [-.17,.12] [-.12,.15] [-.17,.11] [-.08,.2] [-.15,.12] [-.12,.15] 

Agreeableness 
.18 .10 -.11 -.03 .06 -.14 .02 .06 .04 -.07 .13 .02 

[.03,.32] [-.05,.24] [-.25,.04] [-.18,.12] [-.13,.24] [-.31,.03] [-.14,.18] [-.09,.21] [-.11,.19] [-.22,.08] [-.02,.28] [-.13,.17] 

    Compassion 
.19 .10 -.13 -.01 .00 -.18 .04 .12 -.06 -.09 .15 -.04 

[.04,.32] [-.05,.24] [-.27,.02] [-.15,.13] [-.17,.18] [-.34,-.01] [-.12,.19] [-.02,.26] [-.2,.08] [-.23,.05] [.01,.29] [-.18,.1] 

    Politeness 
.16 .07 -.02 -.01 .08 -.17 -.02 .12 .01 -.08 .12 -.01 

[.02,.29] [-.07,.21] [-.16,.12] [-.15,.13] [-.1,.25] [-.33,-.01] [-.17,.13] [-.02,.26] [-.13,.15] [-.22,.06] [-.02,.25] [-.15,.13] 

Neuroticism 
.00 .03 .13 .04 .17 .13 .13 -.02 -.15 .12 -.21 -.08 

[-.15,.15] [-.12,.18] [-.02,.28] [-.11,.19] [-.02,.34] [-.05,.3] [-.03,.29] [-.17,.13] [-.29,.01] [-.03,.26] [-.35,-.06] [-.22,.08] 

    Volatility  
-.01 .02 .07 .00 .09 .07 .18 .02 -.06 .11 -.12 .00 

[-.16,.13] [-.13,.16] [-.07,.22] [-.15,.14] [-.09,.27] [-.1,.24] [.03,.33] [-.13,.16] [-.2,.09] [-.03,.25] [-.26,.03] [-.15,.14] 

    Withdrawal 
.05 .06 .12 .02 .22 .10 .01 -.06 -.17 .04 -.23 -.15 

[-.09,.19] [-.09,.2] [-.03,.25] [-.12,.16] [.04,.38] [-.07,.26] [-.15,.16] [-.2,.08] [-.3,-.02] [-.1,.19] [-.36,-.09] [-.29,-.01] 

Extraversion 
.14 -.05 .02 .03 -.03 .01 .07 .01 -.01 .11 .16 .12 

[-.01,.28] [-.19,.1] [-.13,.17] [-.11,.18] [-.21,.16] [-.16,.18] [-.09,.23] [-.14,.16] [-.15,.14] [-.04,.25] [.01,.3] [-.03,.27] 

    Assertiveness 
.25 -.02 .09 -.03 -.03 .14 .13 .01 .04 .12 .08 .13 

[.11,.38] [-.17,.12] [-.05,.23] [-.17,.12] [-.2,.15] [-.02,.3] [-.02,.28] [-.13,.15] [-.1,.18] [-.02,.26] [-.06,.22] [-.01,.27] 

    Enthusiasm 
-.01 .00 -.11 .08 .03 -.17 -.08 .05 -.10 .00 .14 -.01 

[-.15,.13] [-.14,.14] [-.25,.03] [-.06,.22] [-.15,.2] [-.33,-.01] [-.22,.08] [-.09,.19] [-.24,.04] [-.14,.14] [0,.28] [-.15,.13] 

Openness 
.30 .12 -.07 .06 .10 -.01 .09 .09 -.09 .01 .20 .03 

[.15,.42] [-.03,.26] [-.22,.07] [-.09,.2] [-.08,.28] [-.18,.16] [-.07,.24] [-.06,.23] [-.24,.06] [-.13,.16] [.05,.34] [-.12,.18] 

    Intellect 
.16 .08 .00 .03 .04 .09 .01 .05 -.10 -.01 .11 -.02 

[.02,.3] [-.06,.22] [-.14,.14] [-.12,.17] [-.13,.21] [-.08,.25] [-.14,.16] [-.09,.19] [-.23,.04] [-.15,.13] [-.03,.25] [-.16,.12] 

    Experiencing 
.34 .13 -.06 .02 .11 -.12 .11 .07 -.08 -.05 .19 -.01 

[.21,.46] [-.01,.27] [-.21,.08] [-.12,.16] [-.06,.28] [-.28,.05] [-.04,.26] [-.08,.21] [-.22,.06] [-.19,.1] [.04,.32] [-.15,.13] 
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Note. Bolded values have 90% confidence intervals excluding zero. 90% confidence intervals for the correlations are below each estimate. Part. ext. = partisan 

extremism; leg. lead. = legislative leadership; votes = percentage of missed votes; avoid. = avoidance behavior; Int. Mis = Interpersonal Misconduct; Org. Mis. = 

Organizational Misconduct; S. G. Mis. = Self-gratifying Misconduct; Total Mis. = Total Misconduct. 
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Uncorrected correlations between other-rated personality from interviews and misconduct facets 

trait lying nepotism incivility  
misuse 

power 

misuse 

resources 
misrep. 

sex. 

harass. 
discrim.  

alcohol 

use 

condone 

wrong, 

Conscientiousness 
-.05 .07 -.11 -.03 .05 -.05 -.01 .01 -.04 .03 

-.19,.09 -.07,.20 -.25,.03 -.17,.11 -.09,.18 -.19,.09 -.14,.13 -.13,.15 -.17,.10 -.11,.17 

    Industriousness 
-.11 .12 -.12 .03 .01 -.08 .01 -.07 -.02 .01 

-.25,.02 -.02,.25 -.25,.01 -.11,.16 -.12,.15 -.21,.06 -.13,.14 -.20,.07 -.16,.11 -.13,.14 

    Orderliness 
.05 -.01 -.04 -.08 .04 -.04 -.02 .10 -.04 .03 

-.08,.19 -.15,.13 -.18,.09 -.21,.06 -.10,.18 -.17,.10 -.15,.12 -.04,.23 -.17,.10 -.10,.17 

Agreeableness 
-.18 .14 -.08 .04 .12 -.10 .04 -.10 -.06 .03 

-.32,-.03 -.02,.28 -.23,.08 -.11,.19 -.03,.27 -.24,.06 -.11,.20 -.24,.06 -.21,.09 -.12,.18 

    Compassion 
-.15 .11 -.09 .07 .12 -.05 .04 -.11 -.06 .03 

-.29,-.01 -.03,.25 -.23,.05 -.07,.21 -.02,.26 -.19,.09 -.11,.18 -.25,.04 -.2,.08 -.11,.18 

    Politeness 
-.16 .14 -.06 .03 .04 -.06 .06 -.10 -.03 .05 

-.30,-.02 0,.28 -.20,.09 -.11,.17 -.10,.18 -.20,.08 -.08,.20 -.24,.04 -.17,.11 -.09,.19 

Neuroticism 
.13 -.17 .11 .00 -.20 .05 -.15 .04 .05 .03 

-.01,.27 -.30,-.03 -.04,.24 -.15,.14 -.33,-.06 -.09,.19 -.29,-.01 -.10,.18 -.09,.19 -.11,.17 

    Volatility  
.08 -.12 .09 .02 -.18 .03 -.15 .03 .01 -.03 

-.05,.22 -.25,.02 -.05,.23 -.12,.15 -.31,-.04 -.11,.17 -.28,-.01 -.11,.16 -.13,.15 -.16,.11 

    Withdrawal 
.12 -.18 .05 -.06 -.16 .07 -.11 .02 .08 .08 

-.02,.25 -.31,-.05 -.08,.19 -.20,.08 -.30,-.03 -.07,.20 -.24,.03 -.11,.16 -.06,.22 -.06,.22 

Extraversion 
-.10 .16 -.07 .09 .01 -.15 -.03 -.14 .03 -.09 

-.24,.05 .02,.30 -.21,.08 -.05,.23 -.14,.15 -.29,-.01 -.17,.12 -.28,0 -.11,.17 -.23,.06 

    Assertiveness 
.01 .08 -.02 .05 -.12 -.07 -.10 -.06 .04 -.09 

-.13,.15 -.06,.21 -.16,.12 -.08,.19 -.25,.02 -.20,.07 -.24,.04 -.19,.08 -.10,.18 -.23,.05 

    Enthusiasm 
-.14 .16 -.07 .09 .14 -.14 .07 -.15 .01 -.03 

-.27,0 .02,.29 -.21,.07 -.05,.22 0,.27 -.27,0 -.07,.20 -.28,-.01 -.13,.15 -.17,.11 

Openness 
-.18 .12 -.08 .03 .05 -.03 .10 -.08 -.06 .06 

-.32,-.04 -.03,.26 -.22,.06 -.11,.17 -.09,.20 -.18,.11 -.04,.24 -.22,.07 -.2,.08 -.08,.20 

    Intellect 
-.08 .08 -.13 .04 .06 .02 .08 -.07 -.03 .04 

-.21,.07 -.06,.22 -.26,.01 -.10,.18 -.08,.20 -.12,.16 -.07,.21 -.21,.07 -.17,.11 -.1,.18 

    Experiencing 
-.20 .12 -.02 .04 .05 -.04 .10 -.06 -.06 .06 

-.33,-.06 -.02,.25 -.15,.12 -.10,.18 -.09,.18 -.18,.10 -.04,.24 -.20,.08 -.20,.08 -.08,.20 



465 

 

 

Note. Bolded values have 90% confidence intervals excluding zero. 90% confidence intervals for the correlations are below each estimate. Lying = lying and 

breaking agreements; incivility = interpersonal incivility and aggression; misrep. = misrepresentation and manipulation of information; sex. harass. = sexual 

harassment; discrim. = discrimination; condone wrong. = condone wrongdoing of others. 
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Uncorrected correlations between other-rated personality from speeches and misconduct facets 

trait lying nepotism incivility  
misuse 

power 

misuse 

resources 
misrep. 

sex. 

harass. 
discrim.  

alcohol 

use 

condone 

wrong, 

Conscientiousness 
.03 -.02 .08 .02 .07 .02 .13 -.06 -.07 .03 

-.11,.16 -.15,.12 -.06,.21 -.12,.16 -.07,.21 -.12,.15 0,.27 -.19,.08 -.2,.07 -.11,.16 

    Industriousness 
-.01 .01 .13 .04 .15 -.01 .20 -.10 .00 .06 

-.15,.13 -.12,.15 -.01,.26 -.1,.17 .01,.28 -.15,.13 .06,.33 -.24,.04 -.14,.14 -.08,.2 

    Orderliness 
.07 -.04 -.07 .02 .01 .05 .02 .02 -.10 .02 

-.07,.2 -.17,.1 -.2,.07 -.11,.16 -.13,.15 -.09,.19 -.12,.16 -.12,.16 -.24,.03 -.12,.16 

Agreeableness 
-.13 .04 .07 -.01 .09 -.05 .20 -.22 .05 .05 

-.27,.02 -.11,.19 -.08,.22 -.16,.14 -.06,.24 -.2,.1 .05,.34 -.36,-.08 -.1,.19 -.1,.2 

    Compassion 
-.12 .04 -.02 -.01 .07 -.09 .20 -.30 .06 .06 

-.26,.02 -.1,.18 -.17,.12 -.15,.14 -.07,.21 -.23,.05 .06,.34 -.43,-.17 -.08,.21 -.08,.2 

    Politeness 
-.09 .04 .05 -.08 .04 -.01 .16 -.18 .02 .06 

-.23,.05 -.1,.18 -.09,.19 -.22,.06 -.1,.18 -.15,.13 .02,.3 -.31,-.04 -.12,.16 -.08,.2 

Neuroticism 
.11 -.11 -.01 .06 -.20 .09 -.09 NA -.05 -.18 

-.04,.26 -.26,.04 -.16,.14 -.09,.21 -.34,-.05 -.06,.24 -.24,.06 NA -.2,.1 -.32,-.03 

    Volatility  
.09 -.09 .07 .07 -.19 .08 -.06 .07 .06 -.13 

-.05,.23 -.23,.06 -.08,.21 -.08,.21 -.32,-.04 -.07,.22 -.2,.09 -.08,.21 -.09,.2 -.27,.01 

    Withdrawal 
.06 -.11 -.13 .01 -.11 .04 -.11 -.01 -.12 -.18 

-.08,.2 -.24,.04 -.26,.02 -.14,.15 -.25,.03 -.1,.18 -.24,.04 -.15,.13 -.26,.02 -.32,-.04 

Extraversion 
.06 .01 .00 .08 -.02 .07 .10 .01 .10 .11 

-.09,.21 -.14,.15 -.15,.15 -.07,.23 -.16,.13 -.08,.22 -.05,.25 -.14,.15 -.05,.24 -.04,.25 

    Assertiveness 
.07 -.04 .00 .09 .02 .10 .05 .09 .01 .07 

-.07,.21 -.18,.11 -.14,.14 -.05,.23 -.12,.16 -.05,.24 -.09,.19 -.05,.23 -.13,.15 -.08,.21 

    Enthusiasm 
.02 .06 -.05 -.03 -.08 -.01 .10 -.11 .08 .09 

-.12,.16 -.09,.2 -.19,.1 -.17,.11 -.22,.06 -.15,.13 -.04,.24 -.24,.04 -.06,.22 -.05,.23 

Openness 
-.04 .08 -.12 .01 .04 .02 .17 -.12 .04 .14 

-.19,.1 -.07,.22 -.27,.02 -.13,.16 -.11,.19 -.13,.16 .03,.31 -.26,.03 -.11,.18 -.01,.28 

    Intellect 
.02 .03 -.13 .00 .04 -.08 .10 -.07 .10 .05 

-.12,.16 -.11,.17 -.27,.01 -.14,.14 -.1,.18 -.21,.07 -.04,.23 -.21,.07 -.04,.24 -.09,.19 

    Experiencing 
-.11 .10 -.09 -.03 .02 .02 .20 -.14 -.02 .14 

-.25,.03 -.04,.24 -.23,.05 -.17,.12 -.12,.17 -.13,.16 .06,.33 -.28,0 -.17,.12 0,.28 
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Note. Bolded values have 90% confidence intervals excluding zero. 90% confidence intervals for the correlations are below each estimate. Lying = lying and 

breaking agreements; incivility = interpersonal incivility and aggression; misrep. = misrepresentation and manipulation of information; sex. harass. = sexual 

harassment; discrim. = discrimination; condone wrong. = condone wrongdoing of others. 
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Appendix 3-Q 

Remaining multiple regression models for gender, party, tenure, and personality 

predicting misconduct  

The BFAS aspect predictors in the following models were chosen for their zero-order 

correlations with the criterion being at least |.10|. However, all of these models have 

negative adjusted R-squared, indicating ill fit. 

The models using the Big Five as predictors were run as exploratory. However, all of 

these models have negative adjusted R-squared, indicating ill fit. 

Predicting Interpersonal Misconduct 

Observer rated personality aspects from interviews 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R ȹ R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 
industriousness -.06 .10 -.13 .06 NA  -.01  

assertiveness -.05 .09 -.12 .06     

2 

gender -.01 .08 -.16 .15   .00  

party -.12 .08 -.29 .02     

tenure -.06 .08 -.02 .01     

3 

industriousness -.06 .10 -.12 .06 .NA  -.01 .00 

withdrawal -.06 .10 -.13 .06     

assertiveness .01 .09 -.16 .18     

gender -.11 .09 -.29 .04     

party -.08 .09 -.02 .01     

tenure -.06 .10 -.12 .06     

Observer rated Big Five personality from interviews 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R ȹ R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

conscientiousness -.07 .14 -.16 .08 NA  -.04  

agreeableness -.01 .18 -.16 .15     

neuroticism -.10 .14 -.20 .08     

extraversion .09 .14 -.08 .17     

openness -.05 .18 -.19 .14     

2 

gender -.01 .08 -.16 .15   .00  

party -.12 .08 -.29 .02     

tenure -.06 .08 -.02 .01     

3 

conscientiousness -.11 .14 -.18 .06 NA  -.04 .00 

agreeableness -.01 .18 -.16 .15     

neuroticism -.05 .15 -.17 .11     

extraversion .10 .14 -.08 .18     

openness .09 .20 -.14 .23     

gender -.11 .12 -.33 .09     

party -.16 .11 -.37 .03     

tenure .03 .10 -.01 .02     
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Text-inferred Big Five personality from speeches  

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R ȹ R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

conscientiousness .09 .10 -.04 .15 NA  -.01  

agreeableness .01 .09 -.08 .09     

neuroticism -.15 .11 -.19 .01     

extraversion -.04 .09 -.11 .06     

 openness .03 .08 -.06 .10     

2 

gender -.01 .08 -.16 .15   .00  

party -.12 .08 -.29 .02     

tenure -.06 .08 -.02 .01     

3 

conscientiousness .08 .10 -.05 .14 NA  -.01 .00 

agreeableness .02 .09 -.07 .10     

neuroticism -.15 .10 -.18 .02     

extraversion -.05 .09 -.11 .06     

openness .02 .08 -.07 .09     

gender .01 .08 -.15 .17     

party -.11 .09 -.29 .03     

tenure -.07 .08 -.02 .01     

Observer rated Big Five personality from combined interviews and speeches 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R ȹ R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

conscientiousness .09 .18 -.11 .20 NA  -.01  

agreeableness .14 .24 -.13 .27     

neuroticism -.28 .18 -.29 .01     

extraversion -.09 .18 -.19 .11     

openness -.27 .25 -.37 .08     

2 

gender -.01 .08 -.16 .15   00  

party -.12 .08 -.29 .02     

tenure -.06 .08 -.02 .01     

3 

conscientiousness .07 .18 -.12 .19 .20 .20 .03 .04 

agreeableness .19 .24 -.10 .29     

neuroticism -.29 .19 -.31 .02     

extraversion -.11 .18 -.20 .09     

openness -.35 .29 -.44 .07     

gender .03 .17 -.25 .32     

party -.16 .14 -.38 .07     

tenure -.24 .15 -.03 .00     

Text-inferred Big Five personality from combined interviews and speeches 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R ȹ R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

conscientiousness .01 .08 -.07 .09 NA  -.01  

agreeableness -.06 .08 -.11 .05     

neuroticism -.04 .08 -.10 .05     

extraversion -.12 .08 -.15 .01     



470 

 

 

openness .07 .08 -.04 .12     

2 

gender -.01 .08 -.16 .15   00  

party -.12 .08 -.29 .02     

tenure -.06 .08 -.02 .01     

3 

conscientiousness -.02 .09 -.09 .07 NA  -.01 .00 

agreeableness -.05 .09 -.11 .05     

neuroticism -.03 .08 -.10 .06     

extraversion -.15 .09 -.17 .00     

openness .08 .09 -.04 .13     

gender .04 .09 -.12 .21     

party -.10 .09 -.27 .05     

tenure -.10 .08 -.02 .00     

Note. Personality predictors were standardized. Change in adj. R2 is change in adjusted R2 from only 

personality predictors to full model. ɓ = standardized coefficient; SE = standard error of the standardized 

coefficient; 90% LL = lower limit of 90% confidence interval; 90% UL = upper limit of the 90% 

confidence interval; R = multiple R; ȹ R = incremental change in multiple R from Model 1 to Model 3; adj. 

R2 = adjusted R-squared; ȹ R2 = incremental change in multiple r from Model 1 to Model 3. 
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Predicting Organizational Misconduct 

Observer rated personality aspects from interviews 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R ȹ R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

industriousness -.01 .10 -.12 .11 NA  -.01  

orderliness -.04 .10 -.13 .07     

politeness -.08 .10 -.15 .05     

2 

gender .06 .08 -.09 .24 .10  .01  

party -.16 .08 -.36 -.03     

tenure .07 .08 -.01 .02     

3 

industriousness .01 .12 -.15 .06 NA  -.01 .00 

orderliness -.08 .10 -.14 .07     

politeness -.06 .10 -.09 .28     

gender .08 .09 -.38 .00     

party -.16 .10 -.01 .02     

tenure .06 .10 -.15 .06     

Observer rated personality aspects from speeches 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R ȹ R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

orderliness .03 .10 -.09 .12 NA  -.01  

compassion -.06 .12 -.15 .09     

volatility .08 .12 -.07 .17     

assertiveness .11 .10 -.04 .17     

2 

gender .06 .08 -.09 .24 .10  .01  

party -.16 .08 -.36 -.03     

tenure .07 .08 -.01 .02     

3 

orderliness .04 .11 -.08 .13 NA  -.01 .00 

compassion -.03 .12 -.14 .10     

volatility .10 .12 -.06 .18     

assertiveness .10 .11 -.05 .16     

gender .03 .10 -.17 .25     

party -.15 .10 -.38 .01     

tenure .06 .09 -.01 .02     

Observer rated personality aspects from combined interviews and speeches 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R ȹ R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

compassion .04 .23 -.21 .25 NA  -.03  

politeness -.13 .20 -.29 .13     

volatility -.03 .17 -.19 .15     

withdrawal .13 .15 -.07 .23     

assertiveness .15 .12 -.04 .22     

experiencing -.03 .17 -.19 .15     

2 
gender .06 .08 -.09 .24 .10  .01  

party -.16 .08 -.36 -.03     
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tenure .07 .08 -.01 .02     

3 

compassion .04 .23 -.21 .26 NA  -.04 -.01 

politeness -.09 .21 -.26 .16     

volatility -.02 .17 -.19 .17     

withdrawal .14 .15 -.07 .24     

assertiveness .15 .13 -.04 .22     

openness -.04 .19 -.22 .17     

gender .04 .13 -.21 .32     

party -.14 .12 -.41 .06     

tenure .06 .11 -.01 .02     

Observer rated Big Five personality from interviews 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R ȹ R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

conscientiousness -.02 .14 -.15 .12 NA  -.01  

agreeableness .02 .18 -.16 .19     

neuroticism .19 .14 -.03 .28     

extraversion .14 .14 -.06 .23     

openness -.10 .18 -.25 .13     

2 

gender .06 .08 -.09 .24 .10  .01  

party -.16 .08 -.36 -.03     

tenure .07 .08 -.01 .02     

3 

conscientiousness -.05 .14 -.17 .11 NA  -.03 -.02 

agreeableness .04 .18 -.15 .20     

neuroticism .18 .15 -.05 .28     

extraversion .15 .14 -.06 .24     

openness -.09 .20 -.26 .15     

gender .05 .12 -.18 .30     

party -.10 .11 -.35 .11     

tenure .11 .11 -.01 .02     

Observer rated Big Five personality from speeches 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R ȹ R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

conscientiousness -.06 .13 -.19 .11 NA  -.05  

agreeableness -.09 .17 -.23 .12     

neuroticism -.04 .16 -.19 .14     

extraversion .12 .14 -.07 .23     

openness .02 .19 -.21 .25     

2 

gender .06 .08 -.09 .24 .10  .01  

party -.16 .08 -.36 -.03     

tenure .07 .08 -.01 .02     

3 

conscientiousness -.08 .13 -.20 .10 .14 .14 .02 .07 

agreeableness -.08 .16 -.22 .12     

neuroticism -.04 .16 -.19 .14     

extraversion .11 .14 -.08 .22     
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openness .02 .20 -.23 .25     

gender .00 .10 -.25 .25     

party -.29 .11 -.56 -.12     

tenure -.09 .11 -.02 .01     

Observer rated Big Five personality from combined interviews and speeches 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R ȹ R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

conscientiousness .08 .18 .13 .39 NA  -.06  

agreeableness -.19 .24 -.12 .20     

neuroticism -.06 .18 -.31 .11     

extraversion .07 .19 -.20 .13     

openness -.09 .26 -.12 .19     

2 

gender .06 .08 -.09 .24 .10  .01  

party -.16 .08 -.36 -.03     

tenure .07 .08 -.01 .02     

3 

conscientiousness .08 .18 -.13 .21 NA  -.04 .02 

agreeableness -.15 .25 -.29 .14     

neuroticism -.03 .20 -.20 .16     

extraversion .05 .19 -.13 .18     

openness -.07 .29 -.32 .24     

gender -.02 .18 -.33 .29     

party -.25 .14 -.50 .00     

tenure -.10 .15 -.03 .01     

Text-inferred Big Five personality from combined interviews and speeches 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R ȹ R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

conscientiousness .06 .09 -.05 .12 NA  -.02  

agreeableness .02 .09 -.07 .10     

neuroticism -.04 .08 -.11 .06     

extraversion -.03 .09 -.10 .07     

openness .08 .08 -.04 .13     

2 

gender .06 .08 -.09 .24 .10  .01  

party -.16 .08 -.36 -.03     

tenure .07 .08 -.01 .02     

3 

conscientiousness .05 .09 -.06 .12 NA  -.02 .00 

agreeableness .02 .09 -.07 .10     

neuroticism -.02 .08 -.09 .07     

extraversion -.01 .09 -.10 .08     

openness .06 .09 -.05 .13     

gender .06 .09 -.10 .25     

party -.15 .09 -.35 .00     

tenure .07 .09 -.01 .02     

Note. Personality predictors were standardized. Change in adj. R2 is change in adjusted R2 from only 

personality predictors to full model. ɓ = standardized coefficient; SE = standard error of the standardized 

coefficient; 90% LL = lower limit of 90% confidence interval; 90% UL = upper limit of the 90% 
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confidence interval; R = multiple R; ȹ R = incremental change in multiple R from Model 1 to Model 3; adj. 

R2 = adjusted R-squared; ȹ R2 = incremental change in multiple r from Model 1 to Model 3. 
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Predicting Self-gratifying Misconduct 

Observer rated personality aspects from interviews 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R ȹ R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 assertiveness -.10 .08 -.08 .01 .00  .00  

2 

gender -.05 .08 -.13 .06   .00  

party -.11 .08 -.17 .02     

tenure .08 .08 .00 .01     

3 

assertiveness -.08 .09 -.08 .02 .00  .00 .00 

gender -.04 .09 -.13 .07     

party -.11 .09 -.17 .03     

tenure .06 .09 .00 .01     

Observer rated personality aspects from speeches 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R ȹ R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

industriousness .01 .17 -.08 .09 NA  -.01  

compassion .01 .25 -.12 .12     

politeness .01 .18 -.11 .11     

volatility .09 .15 -.05 .11     

withdrawal -.25 .13 -.16 -.01     

assertiveness .00 .20 -.08 .08     

enthusiasm -.04 .13 -.09 .06     

intellect -.07 .17 -.11 .07     

experiencing .19 .15 -.02 .15     

2 

gender -.05 .08 -.13 .06   .00  

party -.11 .08 -.17 .02     

tenure .08 .08 .00 .01     

3 

industriousness .02 .15 -.08 .09 NA  -.01 .00 

compassion .04 .21 -.10 .13     

politeness .01 .22 -.11 .11     

volatility .12 .15 -.04 .12     

withdrawal -.22 .13 -.15 .00     

assertiveness .03 .15 -.07 .10     

enthusiasm -.10 .14 -.11 .04     

intellect -.08 .16 -.12 .06     

experiencing .30 .17 .01 .19     

gender -.15 .11 -.23 .03     

party -.13 .10 -.20 .03     

tenure .09 .11 .00 .01     

Observer rated personality aspects from combined interviews and speeches 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R ȹ R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

compassion -.19 .22 -.19 .06 NA  -.02  

politeness .17 .20 -.06 .17     

volatility -.06 .16 -.11 .07     



476 

 

 

withdrawal -.04 .13 -.09 .06     

experiencing .11 .17 -.06 .13     

2 

gender -.05 .08 -.13 .06   .00  

party -.11 .08 -.17 .02     

tenure .08 .08 .00 .01     

3 

compassion -.21 .22 -.19 .05 NA  -.01 -.01 

politeness .22 .20 -.04 .19     

volatility .02 .18 -.09 .10     

withdrawal -.03 .13 -.09 .07     

experiencing .25 .19 -.03 .19     

gender -.15 .13 -.25 .04     

party -.17 .11 -.24 .01     

tenure .07 .11 -.01 .01     

Observer rated Big Five personality from interviews 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R ȹ R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

conscientiousness .03 .14 -.07 .09 NA  -.03  

agreeableness -.08 .17 -.13 .07     

neuroticism .05 .14 -.07 .11     

extraversion -.16 .14 -.14 .03     

openness .20 .19 -.04 .18     

2 

gender -.05 .08 -.13 .06   .00  

party -.11 .08 -.17 .02     

tenure .08 .08 .00 .01     

3 

conscientiousness .02 .14 -.07 .09 .00  .00 .03 

agreeableness -.12 .17 -.14 .06     

neuroticism .14 .14 -.04 .15     

extraversion -.13 .14 -.13 .04     

openness .38 .20 .02 .26     

gender -.26 .11 -.32 -.05     

party -.08 .11 -.19 .07     

tenure -.01 .02 -.01 .01     

Observer rated Big Five personality from speeches 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R ȹ R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

conscientiousness -.03 .12 -.09 .07 NA  -.01  

agreeableness -.07 .16 -.11 .07     

neuroticism -.16 .15 -.14 .03     

extraversion .00 .09 -.08 .08     

openness .16 .18 -.06 .18     

2 

gender -.05 .08 -.13 .06   .00  

party -.11 .08 -.17 .02     

tenure .08 .08 .00 .01     

3 
conscientiousness -.01 .14 -.08 .08 NA  -.04 -.03 

agreeableness -.08 .17 -.12 .07     
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neuroticism -.13 .16 -.14 .05     

extraversion -.01 .14 -.08 .08     

openness .21 .20 -.05 .21     

gender -.08 .13 -.18 .09     

party -.05 .12 -.15 .09     

tenure .05 .12 -.01 .01     

Observer rated Big Five personality from combined interviews and speeches 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R ȹ R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

conscientiousness -.15 .18 -.16 .06 NA  -.08  

agreeableness .06 .25 -.12 .16     

neuroticism -.05 .18 -.12 .09     

extraversion .11 .19 -.07 .14     

openness .03 .26 -.15 .17     

2 

gender -.05 .08 -.13 .06   .00  

party -.11 .08 -.17 .02     

tenure .08 .08 .00 .01     

3 

conscientiousness -.11 .19 -.15 .07 NA  -.11 -.03 

agreeableness -.01 .30 -.15 .14     

neuroticism .04 .20 -.11 .14     

extraversion .13 .19 -.06 .15     

openness .19 .31 -.12 .26     

gender -.19 .18 -.34 .08     

party .03 .15 -.15 .19     

tenure .07 .17 -.01 .02     

Text-inferred Big Five personality from interviews 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R ȹ R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

conscientiousness .01 .09 -.05 .06 NA  -.02  

agreeableness .06 .09 -.03 .07     

neuroticism .07 .11 -.04 .09     

extraversion .02 .09 -.04 .06     

openness .03 .08 -.04 .06     

2 

gender -.05 .08 -.13 .06   .00  

party -.11 .08 -.17 .02     

tenure .08 .08 .00 .01     

3 

conscientiousness -.01 .12 -.06 .05 NA  -.02 .00 

agreeableness .08 .09 -.02 .08     

neuroticism .07 .11 -.04 .09     

extraversion .07 .09 -.03 .07     

openness .00 .05 -.05 .05     

gender -.08 .09 -.15 .05     

party -.11 .09 -.17 .02     

tenure .10 .08 .00 .01     

Text-inferred Big Five personality from combined interviews and speeches 
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Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL R ȹ R adj. R2 
ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

conscientiousness -.13 .08 -.09 .00 NA  -.01  

agreeableness .06 .08 -.03 .07     

neuroticism -.03 .08 -.05 .04     

extraversion .02 .08 -.04 .05     

openness .04 .09 -.03 .06     

2 

gender -.05 .08 -.13 .06   .00  

party -.11 .08 -.17 .02     

tenure .08 .08 .00 .01     

3 

conscientiousness -.14 .08 -.10 .00 NA  -.01 .00 

agreeableness .09 .09 -.02 .08     

neuroticism -.02 .09 -.05 .04     

extraversion .06 .09 -.03 .07     

openness .01 .09 -.05 .05     

gender -.08 .09 -.15 .05     

party -.14 .09 -.19 .00     

tenure .07 .09 .00 .01     

Note. Personality predictors were standardized. Change in adj. R2 is change in adjusted R2 from only 

personality predictors to full model. ɓ = standardized coefficient; SE = standard error of the standardized 

coefficient; 90% LL = lower limit of 90% confidence interval; 90% UL = upper limit of the 90% 

confidence interval; R = multiple R; ȹ R = incremental change in multiple R from Model 1 to Model 3; adj. 

R2 = adjusted R-squared; ȹ R2 = incremental change in multiple r from Model 1 to Model 3 
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Predicting Total Misconduct 

 Observer rated personality aspects from interviews  

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL 
adj. 

mult. R 

ȹ 

mult. R 
adj. R2 

ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 
industriousness .10 -.06 -.22 .10 NA  -.01  

assertiveness .10 -.05 -.21 .11     

2 

gender .02 .08 -.23 .30   .02  

party -.20 .08 -.67 -.13     

tenure .04 .09 -.01 .03     

3 

industriousness -.05 .10 -.21 .10 .10 .10 .01 .02 

assertiveness -.05 .10 -.21 .12     

gender .03 .09 -.23 .35     

party -.20 .09 -.68 -.10     

tenure .02 .09 -.02 .02     

Observer rated Big Five personality from interviews 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL 
adj. 

mult. R 

ȹ 

mult. R 
adj. R2 

ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

conscientiousness -.05 .14 -.26 .17 NA  -.04  

agreeableness -.02 .18 -.29 .25     

neuroticism .08 .14 -.16 .33     

extraversion .08 .14 -.15 .30     

openness -.01 .18 -.31 .28     

2 

gender .02 .08 -.23 .30   .02  

party -.20 .08 -.67 -.13     

tenure .04 .09 -.01 .03     

3 

conscientiousness -.09 .14 -.30 .13 NA  -.03 .01 

agreeableness -.02 .17 -.30 .25     

neuroticism .14 .15 -.11 .39     

extraversion .10 .15 -.13 .32     

openness .13 .20 -.19 .45     

gender -.13 .12 -.61 .12     

party -.19 .11 -.70 .00     

tenure .08 .11 -.01 .03     

Observer rated Big Five personality from speeches 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL 
adj. 

mult. R 

ȹ 

mult. R 
adj. R2 

ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

conscientiousness .03 .13 -.18 .24 NA  -.02  

agreeableness .00 .15 -.25 .25     

neuroticism -.23 .16 -.46 .02     

extraversion .03 .14 -.19 .24     

openness -.10 .18 -.44 .22     

2 

gender .02 .08 -.23 .30   .02  

party -.20 .08 -.67 -.13     

tenure .04 .09 -.01 .03     

3 conscientiousness .02 .13 -.19 .22 .26 .26 .07 .09 
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agreeableness .01 .16 -.23 .25     

neuroticism -.22 .15 -.44 .04     

extraversion .01 .14 -.20 .22     

openness -.09 .19 -.43 .24     

gender -.06 .12 -.45 .25     

party -.28 .11 -.79 -.17     

tenure -.17 .11 -.05 .00     

Observer rated Big Five personality from combined interviews and speeches 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL 
adj. 

mult. R 

ȹ 

mult. R 
adj. R2 

ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

conscientiousness .04 .18 -.24 .31 NA  -.06  

agreeableness -.01 .25 -.37 .35     

neuroticism -.21 .18 -.46 .09     

extraversion .04 .18 -.24 .30     

openness -.20 .26 -.60 .23     

2 

gender .02 .08 -.23 .30   .02  

party -.20 .08 -.67 -.13     

tenure .04 .09 -.01 .03     

3 

conscientiousness .04 .18 -.24 .31 NA  -.02 .04 

agreeableness .02 .25 -.34 .38     

neuroticism -.17 .20 -.45 .14     

extraversion .02 .19 -.25 .28     

openness -.16 .30 -.62 .32     

gender -.07 .18 -.64 .39     

party -.23 .14 -.80 .03     

tenure -.16 .14 -.05 .01     

Text-inferred Big Five personality from combined interviews and speeches 

Model ɓ SE 90% LL 90% UL 
adj. 

mult. R 

ȹ 

mult. R 
adj. R2 

ȹ  

adj. R2 

1 

conscientiousness .00 .08 -.14 .14 NA  -.02  

agreeableness .00 .08 -.14 .14     

neuroticism -.06 .08 -.19 .08     

extraversion -.08 .08 -.22 .06     

openness .10 .08 -.04 .24     

2 

gender .02 .08 -.23 .30   .02  

party -.20 .08 -.67 -.13     

tenure .04 .09 -.01 .03     

3 

conscientiousness -.03 .08 -.17 .11 .00  .00 .02 

agreeableness .02 .09 -.13 .16     

neuroticism -.04 .08 -.17 .09     

extraversion -.07 .09 -.21 .08     

openness .09 .09 -.06 .23     

gender .03 .09 -.22 .35     

party -.19 .08 -.65 -.10     

tenure .00 .05 -.02 .02     
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Note. Personality predictors were standardized. Change in adj. R2 is change in adjusted R2 from only 

personality predictors to full model. ɓ = standardized coefficient; SE = standard error of the standardized 

coefficient; 90% LL = lower limit of 90% confidence interval; 90% UL = upper limit of the 90% 

confidence interval; R = multiple R; ȹ R = incremental change in multiple R from Model 1 to Model 3; adj. 

R2 = adjusted R-squared; ȹ R2 = incremental change in multiple r from Model 1 to Model 3 

 


