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Abstract

This dissertatiorexploral two underexaminedareagegarding relationships
between personality and counterproductive work behavior (CV¥Bjelationsbetween
counterproductive behavior and personality at the Aess using the Big Five Aspects
(DeYoung, Quilty, & Peterson, 2007) rather than at thellef/the BigFive or their
individual facets, an@) the relations betwegrersonalityand counterproductive
behaviorin a sample of United States legislatof$iree studies are presentdthe first
study examinethe Big Five Aspect Scales as predictofr€WB. The second study
investigatedelations between CWB and a measure of counterproductive college
behavior (CCB) as well as relations between the Big Five Aspect Scales and B
third study explored the relations of other ratings of Big Fiveqmaigty 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
personalityi counterproductive behavior relatiorf&udy 1 and 2 provided evidence that
the wellestablished Big Five antecedents of counterproductive behavior,
Conscientiousness and Agreeablendssyethe majority of predictive power for
counterproductive behavidan work and college, fronrConsciento u s ne s s 6
Industriousnesa s pect and Roitenesaspdrt SHudyelsasd® also
demonstraté convergence betweaounterproductive behavior targeted toward the
individual or toward the organization in the work context and in the school contedy. St
3 providednovel examinatiosof 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 assessme



approach (othersé ratings of personality,
showed low convergent validity, and displayed differential relations with external

variables (e.g., gender, age, political affiliation), and politician misbeh&iarall, a

unique contribution of this dissertatiarasits synthesis of variables and ideas from

divergent literatures in industrial and organizational psychodmgipolitical psychology

and reporting of previously unexamined relations that provide insights into personality

correlates of counterproductiveraiors, 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 & DeVore2)283d some
amount of consensus has arisen, for better or for worse, regarding use of a popular
measure (Bennett & Robinson, 2000) and a tangeed conceptualizatiomisbehaviors
toward theorganization versus behaviors toward individuals. Even so, research in
counterproductive work behavior has suffered from some serious ailments: a
preponderance of crosgctional studies; insufficient integration of the research findings
of other relatedlisciplines which could inform 1/O research in CWB; outcomes as
proxies for CWB (e.g., shrinkage; Levine & Jackson, 2002); examining only one
dimension of CWBat a time(e.g., substance use; Lehman & Simpson, 1992)i aintte
Gruys and Sackett (200B)a lack of further empirical exploration and clarification of the
construct space of counterproductive behavior (witbénotable exceptionarpenter
& 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 sev
behavioré to describe the construct. These
transformation oCWB fromtratb ased conceptualizations (e.

Gough, 1971, Adel i nqguencyo thaseddogan & Hoga

conceptualizations (e.g., Awor kpl ace devi a

Aproduction devi an,celd9 8n; Hbddu mtgeerrp r&o dCd catriky



Spector, Fox, Penney, Bruursema, Goh, & Kessler, 2006). To clarify, | will adhere to the
broad research consensus in distinguishing between counterprodeictieacies or
deviant inclinationge.g., integritytests as discussed in Sackett, Burris, & Callahan,
1989; personality measures such as the Socialization scale in the CPI; Cafidyland
counterproductivéehaviors

Counterproductive work behavior can be
behaviors thaémployees engage in that detract from organizational goals ebeie{
and include behaviors that bring about undesirable consequences for the organization or
its stakeholderso (Ones & Dilchert, 2013).
normviolating, disruptive, and deviant behaviors such acts as theft, interpersonal
aggression, worlvithdrawal work sabotage, sexual harassment, and tardiness, among
many others (Ones & Viswesvaran, 2003). However, because this dissertation examines
counterprductive behavior in a school setting and in the political arena as well as in
conventionalvorkplace setting we require a broader definition. To borrow from Stanek
et al. (2017), | will refer to counterproductive behavior (CB) as an adaptation to their
term, 6écounterproductivityd: Abehaviors [ w
may involve both cognition (i.e., whether or not explicit reasoning is involved) and
motive/adaptation (e.g., malevolence, clumsiness, habit, or some other factoy)rng va
degrees (Ones & Dilchert, 2013) .0 This br
of counterproductive work behavior and is in keeping with the conceptualization of a
latent counterproductivity construct underlying all counterproductive belsafaay.,
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



environments. However, by using the term counterprodubghaviorrather han
counterproductivity, | acknowledge that tb@unterproductive behavioneasures this
dissertatioruses refer explicitly to behavigrand not necessarily to motivations,
cognitions, or inclinations
CWB has been shown to exhibit a hierarchical strecte.g., Berry, Ones, &
Sackett, 2007; Marcust al.,2002; Sackett & Devore, 2002), with the target divisions
subsumed under a general counterproductive work behavior domats.most
commonly used measure (workplace deviance; Bennett & Robinsdd), Z0B is
divided intofinterpersonal deviangeor behaviors against other individuals, and
florganizational deviangeor behaviors against the organization. Interpersonal deviance
includes such behaviors as making fun of or arguing with coworkerspgosacting
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 matalytictrue scorecorreldion of .61 (.e.,
corrected for measurement error in both variatidesry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007),
althoughlimited earlier analyses have found higher corrected mean correlations between
the twodimensiongcf. .82 in Ones & Viswesvaran, 2003; .96 in l&d&llen, 2002).
Another consideration is whethadditionaldimensions besides the Interpersonal
versus Organizational dimension can be found within CWB. Bennett and Robinson
suggested and found some support for a severity dimension, whereas Gr@ys(tb9
Gruys & Sackett (208) found support for a tastelevance dimension. A more specific
structure was found by Spectéiox, Penney, Bruursema, Goh, and Keq2606), with

five dimensions: theft, production devianegthdrawal sabotage, and abuse. However,



Spector et al . 6sntodwo factarst interpersoad GWB consisting bfv e

the abuse scaland organizational CWB consisting of the remaining four scales. Ones

and Viswesvarano6s ( 2he StrBciure of\C¥VB shonedthat r evi e w
although there appears to be a strong general factor, behavioral items do cluster into

facets such as aggressianthdrawal production deviance, theft, and interpersonal

devianceln this dissertation, | will examine oaterproductive 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 hayenerdly been studied in the context of
work organizations.Ones and Viswesvaran (2001) found that job and critddonsed
occupational personality scaleghich measure different specific joblated personality
traits for different job families and critesiare 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 wdrandful of
studies havexamined how and wheéDWB is related tanisbehavior in other life
domainsand have demonstrated crasmtext validity for CB(e.g., Harding, Carpenter,
Finelli, & Passow, 2004; Marcuet al, 2002; Roberts, Harms, CasgiMoffitt, 2007;
Stanek et al., 200. | propose tdurtheropen up the examination of CW431d CBby
exploring CWB in the political domain (Study 3), and by exploringiGBN/B
relationships more thoroughly than has previously been done (cf. Harding, Carpenter,

Finelli, & Passow, 2004). Additionally, this dirtation compares the same predictor



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 businéssaisach
Reyhle (2015) report that $60 billion a year is lost by U.S. retailers and Holenger
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 Benngtt995) 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 repodgewith theirshareof 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: 1%, 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 tonotethat rates of observation are not isomorphic with rates of

perpetration. For any one act by an individual there may be any number of withesses or



people who hear about it. The numbers are still unsettling. It is apparent that
counterprodudte behavior in the workplace warrants study and should be a concern to
the welfare of organizations and their employe@%VB 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 fowyear postsecondary 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). Whileacademic dishonesty in any foisa serious and urgent
concen for colleges and universities, it is but one facet of a larger behavioral domain
which encompasses a number of other severe behaxhazs mayhave even more
severe consequences for academic institutions (Dilchert & Ones, 2008).

Counterproductive catlge behavior (CCB) is defined here as any volitional act by
a college student, while on campus property or while engaging in codéged
activities, which harms or is contrary to the interests of the academic institution or its
stakeholders. The terolitional 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 wellasptmyee, non



student ernties 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
geneal 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 hgyarted on the widspread
prevalence of student academic cheating atg@sbndary institutions (e.g., Anderson &
Obenshain, 1994; Giluk & Postlethwaite, 2015; Haines, Diekhoff, LaBeff, & Clark,

1986). From survey data gathered over three years frarol@g8e campuses in the U.S.

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

a decline in this behavior. Stricter-tmlerance policies and institutional honor codes

may have limited effects on curtailing academghdinesty, as Hainesmd 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 smdilbhaseemetanalysis
Gau and Kuncel (2012) found that academic dishonesty had a ssiggpleeighted 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



student behaviors more broadly than simply cheating, the scales of the CCB instrument
used in these studies should better represent the domain of student countéyerodu
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, | will report on counterproductive college student behavior
and its relatiaships 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 sampleshile 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
severalyears (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
corruptionin 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
misbehaior, 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.



Politician counterproductive behavior has not directly been studiedwiss

antecéents or in relation to the larger nomological net of CVRibenzer,

Faschingbauer,andOnge2 004) examined U.S. presidentséo

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 substantidiybenzer 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 considackide
and examinations of politicians are conducted largely through the lens of leadership (i.e.,
political leaders or political elite§Vinter, 201)}. However, many of the functions of
legislators are more similar to that of a Aedel manager than aED. 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 ofliios and the extent to
whichRu b e n z e (2004)ffindiagls cab generalize to other political leader roles
beyond U.S. President. Second, the current dissertation uses-dimatisional
measure of CWB for politician misbehavior, which provides aenmedepth examination
of personalityCWB 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 | eadership (e.g., Ei nar sen,

Aas
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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

organizatio®d s goal s, tasks, resources, abeidg eff ec

or job satisfaction of subordinates. 0
CWB for three reasons: (1) the stipulation of the systematic and repeated n#tere of
behavior runs counter to definitions of CWB (cf. Ones & Dilchert, 2013); (2) a large
portion of the construct involves leadetlower relationships which do not have the
same scope or meaning for legislators as they do for organizational lead€®); thed
destructive leadership construct space includes trait descriptions (Shaw, Erickson, &
Harvey, 2011) and, as such, is an inappropriate behavioral me@smnelgell, 2012).
The study included in this dissertation utilizes an entirely behavioralumeatleader
misbehavior which provides adequate coverage for potential legislator misbehaviors
(Foldes, 2006).
Personality as an Antecedent to Counterproductive Behavior

From theories of delinquency and criminal behavigmgm, Moffit, &
Stouthhamet.oeber,1993) and the concept of selbntrol Baumeister & Juola Exline,
1999 to personality traits (Hogan & Hogan, 1989) and integrity measures (Ones,
Viswesvaran, & Schmidt, 1993), individual dispositional differences have enjoyed an
endurng 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 gersona

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

How

it

classes of stimuld. that have been present
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behavior so that behavior tends to be relatively consistent across tifte arakgree,
across situations. One weakness of trait antecedent models for CB is that any single
situation can be inhibitory or catalytic for a behayibett & Guterman, 2000 People
do not express their trait profile to the same degree in evestisit. For example, the
most boisterous extravert may be somber and reserved at a fundeait, Fleesoand
Jayawickremé2015 conceptualize intraindividual personalitgriability as a probability
distribution. An individual may have an averagedl of, sayAgreeablenesdut in any
specific situation, the experienced or expressed level may be much lower or higher than
t hat average. Personal ity can be defined
thought, emotion and behavior, togethéth the psychological mechanisms behind those
patternso (Funder, 1997, p. 447). The ter
key. Personality is not deterministic, nor is it completely temporal or situational.
Personality has been a hegwstudied predictor of workplace behavior (e.g, Barrick &
Mount, 1991), and in particular, of counterproductive work behaeigr,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
reseach. The Big Five trait domains a@®nscientiousneségreeablenesdNeuroticism
(commonly reverseoded aEmotional Stability), Openness, anBixtraversion
Conscientiousnesegflects such traits as responsibilibgingrule-abiding,havinga

strong wok ethic, and dependabilityAgreeablenesteflectsempathy, 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 eqanimity and resilience. Openness reflects a strong aesthetic sense,
curiosity, imagination, and interest in learning. Extraversion reflects sociability,
assertiveness, enthusiasand external stimuluseeking. | have given just a small sample
of trait labels subsumed within each of the five domgdimsre are many mare
The five factor model structure fits within a hierarchical framework (Costa &
McCrae, 1995; Digman, 1997; Goldberg, 1993). Abihefive broad domains, factor
analytic studies have fodiwometat r ai t f act or s, Factors U an
Stability and Plasticity (Canecéntiousngss 2006) .
EmotionalStability, andAgreeablenessand theorétally represents socialization
(Digman, 1997, whileFactorb i s ¢ o mExtraversiosaddOpeihnessand
theoretically representognitive and behavioral exploration (Connelly, Ones, &
Hulsheger, 2018) angersonal growth (Digman, 1997Although the metdrait
conceptualization is not without its detractphshton, 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 researcherés conceptualization (cf.
Robers, Chernyshenko, Stark, & Goldberg, 200%¢cent conceptualizations thie big
five hierarchical model have consolidated these into a cohesive taxonomy (Stanek &
Ones, 2018).
Several studies have examined fdestl traits as antecedents to CWB (e.g.,

Drasgow, Stark, Chernyshenko, Nye, Hulin, & White, 204@ugh, 1992 Although due
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to various conceptualizations of the fatmtel structure (Davies, Connelly, Ones, &
Birkland, 2015; DeYoung, Quilty, & Peterson, 2007; Roberts, Bogg, Walton,
Chernyshenka% 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 Ig\ee| global
measures of the Big Fiveyovides sufficient validity for all work performance criteria.
Relations with external behavioral critefaa any one facet or set of facets compared
with validity for its Big Five domain would greatly depend on the fémetl construct
coverageand thecriterion level construct coverag¢e.g., Dudley, Orvis, Lebiecki, &
Cortina, 2006).

Relationships between personality and counterproductive work ioenave
been well studied over the lastd 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; HakstiamellF-&
Tweed, 2002).Reviews of antecedents for CWB have found that individual differences
such as personality traits account for more variance than situatioleailyed variables
(e.g., organizational justi ceAleg?2008 Asi ons)
discussed abov8ig Five measures vary in thaonstruct coveraggf. International
Personality Iltem Pool, n.d.) and whether and how many facets each domain subsumes
(John, Nauman, & Soto, 2008). However, rrtalytic analyses of lge 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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ConscientiousneségreeablenesandEmotional Stability (Berry, Ones, & Sackett,
2007; Salgado, 2002). Personaligsed integrity tests, exhibiting strong negative
correlations with CWB, have been shown to overlap to a large degree with Big Five
Conscientiousnes&motional Stability, anégreeablenesas well(e.g., Ones &
Viswesvaan, 2003).

The herarchical 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 cladty a
refinement to our understanding of trartterion relationships. For example, Dudley,
Orvis, Lebiecki, & Cortina (2006) provide a metaalytic review of investigations of job
performance dimensions and Conscientiousness at broad and narrow lévetsth&
several differing conceptualizations of the numbers of, and names for, facets of
Conscientiousness (e.g. Roberts, Chernyshenko,, Stgsloldberg 2005), the analysis is
certainly not exhaustive but focuses on four facets. Results showed sabgtaudlictive
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 eigiveg 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 afldess 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, usimge or two facetevel
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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 whialoitsalways the case in research.
The Big Five Aspect Scales
BFAS Taxonomy

A viable and undeexaminedaddition to the Big Five personality hierarchy aims
to bring taxonomic order to numerous faceBetween the Big Five domains and their
faces, a mesdevel was identified by DeYoung, Quilty, and Peterson (2007): Big Five
Aspectsconsisting of two trait aspects for each of the Big Five domains.
Conscientiousnessan be divided inténdustriousnesand Order. Industriousness
reflects such traits as salfscipline, competence, and having a strong work ethic, while
Order reflects such traits as perfectionism and a preference for orderliness.
Agreeablenessan be divided int€ompassion, which reflecesnpathy and caring for
others,andPoliteness, which reflects a tendency to cooperate, a strong moral sense,
avoiding aggressiomnd modesty. Neuroticisoan be divided int&olatility and
Withdrawal. Volatility includes such traits as impulsivgengy, anger, and being easily
upset, while Withdrawal includes depression, worry, andcegifciousness. genness
which DeYoung et al. (2007) refer to as Openness/Inteltediyided intointellectand
Experiencing (DeYoung et al. refer to this aspect as Openness but within this dissertation
| refer to it as Experiencing to avoid confusion between this aspect and its domain. This
is also consistent with Connelly, Ones, Davies, & Birkland, 2014). Ttk#dct aspect
subsumes such traits as mental quickness, ingenuityntfidctualcreativity, while the

Experiencing aspect includes being imaginative, farpasye, and having a strong
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aesthetic appreciation. Extraversian be divided intéd\ssertivenessandEnthusiasm
Assertiveness subsumes such traits as leadership, and activity, while Enthusiasm includes
traits such as friendliness, warmth, and gregariousrigssY oung et al . 6s Bi g
AspectScalegBFAS) werebuilt on several diverse persorigliesearch streams,
including behavioral genetic research (Jang, Livesley, Angleitner, Riemann, & Vernon,
2002) finding support for neurobiological distinctions which divigdgraversionnto an
agency component and a sociability component (DeYoung, 208i7), efforts by
Roberts et al. (2005) in regard to a potential bifurcatioBarfscientiousnesashton and
Leebs (2005) development of an additional
Agreeablenessas well as early conflicts regarding theterogesous 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 thledst factor correlations were used to
construct the BFASIn addition to the development of the BFAS, ottesearchers have
found evidence for bifurcetns of the Big Five domains (e.g., Hogan & Hogan, 1995;
Ones & Viswesvaran, 2003; Salgado, Moscosd\lé&nso, 2013). Examining the meso
level of the hierarchical Big Five personality structure as a predictor of counterproductive
behavior fills a gap in the current personatiyunterproductive behavior literature.
The Big Five Aspect Scales as predictafsCounterproductive Behavior

Since the publication dhe BFASa growing body of research has examined
relationships between the Big Figgpects and a variety of variables such as clinical
depression (Allen, Carey, McBride, Bagby, DeYoung, & Quilty, Z0political

affiliation and ideology (Burton, Plaks, & Peterson, 2015; Hirsh, DeYoung, Xu, &
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Peterson, 2010; Laham & Corless, 2016; Ludeke & Rasmussen, 2016; Osborne, Wootton,
& Sibley, 2013), student time management (Douglas, Bore, & Munro, 2016 }j\afec
reactivity (Smillie, Geany, Wilt, Cooper, & Revelle, 2013), and quality of life in
Parkinsonds patients (Whitworth, Loftus,
2013). However, sme studies wibh use the BFAS only use the Big Five domains and
donot report relationships at the aspect level (e.g., Whitworth et al., 2013; Xu &
Peterson, 2017)Furthet there is very little resear@xaminng 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 esniiss,
Moore, & Ones, 2018and bifactor analyses for CWB (Dilchert, Mercado, & Ones,
2016), but a fuller picture of the predictive validity of the aspects for CWB, espdoially
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 tle discussion above regarding mdseel aspects within each Big Five trait,
it was expectethat this mesdevel of personality caprovide additional insights into the
nature ofpersonalityCWB relationshipspotentially offering morénformative and
focusedinks with theBig Five. | also examing 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 Fy

Rating Source of Personality

This dissertation examines seditings and otheratings of the Big Five Aspect

ScalesViewing personalityperceptiorthrough a model such as the Johari window (Luft
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& Ingham, 1955) or, as it has been reconfigured andrerally testedusing bifactor
modeling the TraitReputationldentity model (Connelly, McAbee, Oh, Jung, & Jung,

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

information that 1is shardd abdatoween Ctomen etl woy
coll eagues, or O6the arenadé by Luft and 1Ing
not by others (6identityd per Connelly and

information that is known by others hubssibly noknown or accepted by the self
(6reputationdéd per Connelly and coll eagues,
rating error. Implicit in this model is the acknowledgment thatself is not the only
valid judgei and not necessarily the most accuratlggi of oneds personal if
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, bothagedf othetratings of
the Big Five Aspect Scales are examined. In the third study;atiegs fo the Big
Five Aspect Scales as well matural language processing (NLtBXtinferred personality
using a Big Five trait and facet model are exama@redictors of politician
misconductlt is beyond the scope of this dissertation to factor analyaeas of rating
variance, but converge between satld othetratings and convergence between other
ratings and ratings from text (transcriptgofitician interviews and speeches) is
examined, providing a fuller picture of target personality and predicariance of
personality for counterproductive behavior.
Additional Antecedentsof Counterproductive Behavior
To more fully examine relationships between the two previously discussed

predictor variables and CCB and CWB, two potergdditionalvariables will be
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examined in specific studies: gen@esra potential moderat@mnd cognitive abilityas a

potential source of incremental validity beyond personality

Gender

Given the legal and ethical considerations of employee subgroup differences in
variables of interest to organizatioitss importantto examinegender 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 rsalthple study found gender
differences in several BFAS aspects (Weisberg, DeYoung, & Hirsh, 2011 )yauitien
higher in both Agreeableness aspects (Compasisioi31; Politenesd = .18), the
Orderliness aspeat € .22) of Conscientiousness, the Enthusiasm asgect32) of
Extraversion, the Withdrawal aspedt< .27) of Neuroticism, and the Experiengi
aspectd = .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 CWBand CWRBI. However, surprisingly few
studieshave examined gender as a moderator of relationships between personality and
counterproductive behavior. In a small sample study (N = 212) (SongalezMulé,
DeGeestKiersch, & Mount 2013 found that Emotional Stability negatively predicted
CWB-I for women but not for men, while Agreeableness negatively predicted-CharB
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 tr&¥WB 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 traitieveso
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 behaviorsas well as in the political domgin
Cognitive Ability

General cognitive ability, or intelligence, has been defined in a collective
statement from 52 scientific | eaders in in
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 f
(Gottfredson, 1997).

Metaanalytic estimates of the relationship between cognitivéyabihd CWB
are small (e.g., Gonzalddule, 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
modeation 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 th&t SIL
score was negatively related with CWB. Because the studies in this dissertation use
multiple measures of cognitive ability and a broader range of counterproductive
behaviorsjt was useful to explore the potential focremental validity frontognitive

ability for personality in predicting counterproductivehavior.
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Thethreestudiesn this dissertation examidesets of the variables discussed
above. Figure 1 provides an overview of the three studies in terms of samples and
variables usedl'hroughouthethreestudies, the overarching objectmeasto examine a
parsimonious but informative@ntecedent of counterproductive behaioe Big Five
Aspect Scalg, and to explore its relations with counterproductive behavior in a variety of
contexts

Study1 examind relationships between the BFAS and CWB in a sample of
working students. Additionally, gender and cognitive abiklgreexaminedor their
contributions to these relationshif@&udy 2 usea sample of undergraduate students (a
subsample of which are employed) to examine relationships between CCB and CWB, as
well as with the BFAS. Gendandcognitive abilitywereexaminedor their influences
on BFAS-CCB relationshipsStudy 3 usd a sampé of U.S. legislators to examine
politician misconductnd its relatioawith otherratings of the BFAS Gender and
political partywere examined s moder at ors of the BFASOGs

misconduct.

pr
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Study 1. Big Five Aspects andCounterproductive 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 st ileo&Alenp2008)dsotis or of CW
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 usie(BAS (DeYoung et al.,
2007), a personality measure that has not yet been assessed for predicting CWB. This
examination is strengthened and enlargeddnsideringwo additional predictive
variables: gender and cognitive ability.

A number ofmetaanalyses 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 U,
negatively correlattwith 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 BiFive factor level domains.

There is generally no metmalytic 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). Hexyawividual
studies have found conflicting results for both of these traits (e.g., Bolton, Becker, &
Bar ber, 2010; Hastings & OO6 Ne Hdvdl, 2009) .

examinations have shown such traits as sensa#éieking to be positivelgorrelated 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 positoredyated 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 Extraversiah@penness at the
aspect level to more fully understand potential relationships with CWB.

Metaanalyses have found differential relations of Conscientiousness,
Agreeableness, and Emotional Stability with interpersonal CWB (€VéRd
organizational CWBQWB-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 CWfi Conscientiousness is
more strongly rela&d to CWBO (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007). It might be proposed
that Conscientiousness relates more strongly with@WBdue t o t he trait 6:s
relationship with task performance, whil e
CWB-I is due to its ifluence on interpersonal behavior. A moredgpth 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 fator 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

aects is a bit more complex. | rely in part on findings from féaetl examinations to
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infer possible relationships between the aspects and counterproductive behavior, although
this approach brings with it its own complexities. Each personality measwyre
partition facets under domain traits differently (e.g., Drasgbal., 2012 Goldberg,
1999; Hough & Ones, 2001; Robeetsal, 2005), with some facets containing variance
from both aspects of a trait, and therefore reflecting the global factocauBe of this, |
also rely on DeYoung et al.és (2007) tabl e
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

Tablel.1provides a list of hypotheses and research questions examined in this
study.
Conscientiousness and its AspectsRredictors of CWB

There is substantial and consistent rretalytic 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 exgted 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 sponsibility (Mikulay & Goffin, 1998) have exhibited negative
relationships with counterproductive behavior. Additionally, achievement (Hough, 1992)
and nordelinquency (Drasgow et al., 2012) have shown negative relationships with

CWB. Some of these fatsehave not been examined-gisis 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
Conscientti sness 6 aspects in predicting CWB. C
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 megsured b
the NEO and the AB5C, the facet does load more heavily onto the Orderliness aspect
(DeYoung et al., 2007). Additional evidence for differentiation between
Conscientiousnessd6 aspects in predicting C
Orderliness and domaduevel Neuroticism when Industriousness is controlled for
(DeYoung et al., 2007). The variance that Orderliness shares with Neuroticism and with
|l ndustriousness may o6cancel outd in a sens
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 negativel related to CWB.

I n examinations of Conscienti eargetadessd r
CWB (CWB-I) and organizationalijargeted CWB (CWBO), studies have generally
found Conscientiousness to be more strongly related with ©@N&g., Berry tal.,
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-hureaking and irresponsible behavior
which would correspond with CWB 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
itemsr el ated to poor task performance (e.g.,
Bennett & Robinson, 2000).

Therefore, the following hypotheses were made regarding relationships between
CWB, Conscientiousness and its aspect, Industriousness:
Hla andb: Conscientiousness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a)
CWB and (b) have a stronger negative relationship with @OWRan with CWBI.
H2a and b: Industriousness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) CWB
and (b) have stronger negative relationship with CY@Bthan with CWBI.
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; Draset al., 2012; Salgado,
2002; Taylor, 2012), and particularly to CWBBerry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007).
Agreeableness reflects affiliation and consideration of others, which is apparent in its
stronger negative relationship with CWBBerry, Ones, & Sdeett, 2007). Replicating
earlier findings, it is expected that similar relationships will be found in this study.
However, Agreeabl enessdéd aspects, Compassio
consider in hypothesizing their respective relatiopskvith 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 Politenas$aving 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 difigrelationships with CWB.

In developing a Big Fivased personality measure for the military (TAPAS;
Drasgow et al., 2012) analyses showed that Agreeableness facets cooperdsitad to
morality and trust and consideration representing warmtand affectiori 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 Comp#B&¥ioung et al., 2007), it
may be that Politeness relates more strongly withahlding in interpersonal relations
and therefore with refraining from CWB. Alternatively, Compassion is more strongly
related with sympathy, empathy, and understanding (Day et al., 2007), and it might
seem intuitive that these traits would likewise be negatively related with CWB.

In a recent metanalysis, Longmire and Harrison (2018) found that perspective
taking and empathy were differentially related to waglatedbehavior under differing
conditions. Perspectiviaking may resemble the rational nature of affiliation associated
with aspect Politeness while empathy is consistent with trait loadings on Compassion
(Aseeing their sideo weer&HargsoniZ0Ee Whilalgptht he i r
empathy and perspectitaking increased support for others, perspedaking was
more effective in negotiation and was related with advarii@geg in competitive
contexts. This may indicate that perspectaling,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, pdatiittuCWB-I. In further support of
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the potential impact of the PoliteneSempassion distinction in behavior, a pair of
laboratory studies found that empaihguced altruism could lead participants to violate
justice norms in order to help the targetewipathy (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 relatigms¥ith CWB-I than with CWBO.

H4a and b: Politeness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) CWB and
(b) have a stronger negative relationship with G\WBan with CWBO.

Neuroticism and its Aspects as Predictors of CWB

Neuroticism in thdBFAS 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., 200&yhich 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 wik.

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 CWBI than CWBO. Other studies examining facets of Neuroticism have

found similar effects for trait anger 1in
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2009) and workplace aggression (e.g., Douglas & Martinko, 2001; Hershcovis, Turner,
Barling, Arnold, Dupré, Inness, LeBlanc & Sivanathan, 2007). Severatanatgses
have found global CWB and CW® to be related to negative affect, which reflects the
arxiety 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 Volatitig4) 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 moderagmsitive relationship with (a) CWAR and
(b) have a stronger positive relationship with CAMBan with CWBO.
H7a and b: Withdrawal will exhibit a weak positive relationship with (a) G@/Bnd
(b) have a stronger positive relationship with C\@Bhan vith CWB-I.
Extraversion and its aspects as Predictors of CWB

Research has only found weak relationships between Extraversion and
counterproductive behavior (e.gerry, Carpenter, & Barratt, 20}, 2vhile positive
affect or positive emotionality, which islated with Extraversion, exhibits a negative
relationship with CWBBerry et al., 2012Cochran, 2014; Dalal, 2005; Taylor, 2012).
Within the BFAS framework, positive emotion loads more heavily on the Enthusiasm
aspect (DeYoung et al., 2007). Howewaher research has showxperimentally

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

Cooper, & Revell e, 2013) andTEkns Hmkawtla s b b e c
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reward sensitivity (DeYoung et al., 2013). In light of this, and recalling the previously
noted substantial positive inteorrelation between Assertiveness, Industriousness, and
Intellect, it is possible that Assertivenegsuld exhibit a negative relathship 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,
regardingaspect Enthusiasm, medaalytic facefevel examinatios of Extraversion
have shown such traits as sensaserking 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 raatdyses, it is
importantto carefully consider the relative contribution of each facet within Enthusiasm
and Assertiveness. I n DeYoung et al .ods (2
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 CWBO rather than CWB. With regard to Asséreness,
due to its relationship with Industriousness and its relationships with facets indicating less
affiliation and more with Aagencyo (Smilli
be negatively related with CWB but not necessarily bibit a relationship with CW8.
Additionally, due to the conflicting direc
with CWB and because the Extraversion domain in this measure is the sum of its aspects,

the domain of Extraversion may exhibit néateonship with CWB.
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From the review of previous research fi
relationship with CWB has not been sufficiently examined, the following research
guestions were formed:
RQ1: Is Enthusiasm correlated with C¥@Bor with CWBI1?
RQ2: Is Assertiveness correlated with CM@Bor with CWB1?
Openness and its Aspects as predictors of CWB
There is very little metanalytic support for a relationship between Openness at
the domain level, aspect level, or facet level with CWB (8V@9, Chernyshenko, Stark,
& Conz, 2014). lItis 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%$D=.00) with CWB in the Woo et al. (24) metaanalysis, 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 raatdytic estimate, this finding
should not be the last word on the Intellegieacs. While it is not a ringing endorsement
for I ntellectds relationship with CWB, it
Facets of Openness such as quickness and competence load heavily onto aspect
Intellect (DeYoung et al., 2007). Further, DeMg et al. (2007) found that Intellect was
strongly correlated with Conscientiousness
Extraversionbés aspect of Aswrehtionsaeongess ( co
aspects not within the same domain). The wagan 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, & Grag014; 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). ltis possible that variance shared between Intellect and cognitive ability drives a
negative relationship betwa 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 duestrelationship 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 ModeratorsGroup Differences, and Additive Effects
Gender as @&otential Moderator of the BFASCWB Relationship

To address whether gender moderagéstionships between personality and
CWHB, 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 repoags@d demographic, occasionally used
as a control variable, and rarely examined as a moderator (GehaallezDeGeest,
Kiersch, & Mount, 2013; Spector & Zhou, 2013). In particular, this study is novel in its
examination of gender agpatentialmoderatoiof relationships between the Big Five
Aspects and CWB.

Metaanalytic findings (e.g., Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007; Ng, Lam, & Feldman,
2016) suggest that women engage in less dWid less CWBO than do men. These

findings generally hold true for seléport as well as for otheeport 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., Eagly979s beyond the scope of this
study. It is worth notinghat 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 (Ki§&ephart, Harrison, & Trevino, 2010). Additionally,
women perceive behaviossich 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 in4saiggle studies and
metaanalyses examining the BigvE 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 theaeta (anxietyd = .40, vulnerabilityd = .44,
altruismd = .43, compliancel = .38, and straightforwardneds- .43 in Costa et al.,
2001; anxietyd = .31, trust d = .28, and tendermindedretss 97 in Feingold, 1994;
neuroticismd = .34 and agreeablenas$s .40 in Lippa, 2010; neuroticisth= .40 and
agreeablenegs= .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 militasample, Saad and Sackett (2002) found gender
di fferences ranging between .14 and .55
facet Dependability (females scoring higher), and between .12 and .55 of a standard
deviation in facet Adjustment (males sog higher), while gender differences were

weak and mixed for facet Achievement Orientation.

of
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Gender differences were also found wusin
(Weisberg, DeYoung, & Hirsh, 2015) with partial correlations (Hatgpect correlations
controlled for), showing women scored higher on Withdrawa (27), both aspects of
Agreeableness (Compassios .31 and Politeness= .18), Orderlinessi(= .22),
Enthusiasmd = .32), and Experiencingl & .39). In the same study, men scored higher
than women on Assertivenesk<-.24), Industriousnessl € -.15), and Intellectd = -

.36). Notably, these three traits were strongly totarelated for both men and women,
as they also were in DeYoung et al. (2007). A ragtalysis on this question has not been
published yet. The studies presented in this dissertation add tathésttof 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 persality-CWB relationships. In a working student sample,
Agreeableness was negatively related with GW& males but not for females, while
Emotional Stability (inverse of Neuroticism) was negatively related with @\féB
females but not for males (CWB was not measured and other Big Five traits were not
tested for interactions; Gonzal®tule et al., 2013). In a larger sample of employed
adults, the negative relationships for Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and Emotional
Stability with CWB'| were stroger 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 cdde 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 personalitgCWB relationships, along with a hypothesis for a general main
effect of gender on CWB, a research question was also proposed:
H8a and b: Males willaport engaging in more (a) CWB and (b) CWBI than will
females.
RQ5: For which aspects and for which dimensions of CWB does gender moderate the
personalityCWB relationship?
Cognitive Ability as a Potential Source of Incremental Validity in tB&AS-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, SGudkr&
Humpfner, 2002) or have found a positive (albeit weak) relationship (RpHartss
Caspi, & Moffitt, 2007) between cognitive ability and CWB. A large rraatalysis did
not find cognitive ability to be related to overall CWB (Gonzaéla#é, Mount, & Oh,
2014); however, analyses using only studies with objective measures of CWB found a
relationship off =-.12. Additionally,GonzalezMulé and colleagues fourzbgnitive
ability was related with CWED at} =-.20, although the credibility intervaicluded
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 intelligencé®negatively related to criminal and
delinquent behavior (Hichi & Hindelang, 1997), there may be a substantial mean
difference in average intelligence between criminal populations andritoimal
populations (e.g., Jensen, 1980) and as such, findiiig® wriminology literature may
not generalize to neariminal 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
outaomes (Roberts, Kuncel, Shiner, Caspi, & Goldberg, 2007). There has been some
suggestion that Conscientiousness can act as compensation for cognitive ability in
influencing certain outcomes (Chamefoemuzic & Furnham, 2005), and the reverse
may be truea wel | . Given the two unrelated vari
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 Apersonal disciplineo di mensi oOQWBc o mmon
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 Adintélligenc
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 sisretkby
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 andanbe 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 imagomaeone who likes to
dance and does it often but does not do it very well. Although, typical intellectual
engagement, or oneb6s tendency to pursue in
with cognitive ability (Goff & Ackerman, 1992), as wellagh Opennessr(= .65) and
with Conscientiousness £ .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 relationgh{-.19) with overall CWB and had a stronger negative
relationship with CWBO (-.20) than with CWB (-.11), using an objective measure of
CWB. Critics have suggested that in studies using behavioral records it may be that
intelligence is correlated notithr 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 theelationship: (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]: fHAessentially postul ates an
ability and criminal behavior, mediated by
inhi bitory effect: #Aindividuals of above a

foresight to consider possible consequences of their actions and subsequently choose

thosemost beneficial to them (White, Moffitt,
While it is certainly the case that a t

nortexperimental studies, the other two potential explanations for a relationship between

cognitive ability ad 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 anloér 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 schoothildren), and so do not encompass the adult range in which moral

reasoning is assumed to be fully developed

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

relevant for criminapopulations or adolescent delinquency than forcraminal

wor king adul ts. Even using Kohl bergés the

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

a means of avoiding pishment. 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 developmentin 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
consegences 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 intelligerdee\(Vit, 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
other traits.

Based on the research findings discussed regarding potential relationships
between personality, cognitive ability and CWB, the following research questien
proposed:

RQG6: Is cognitive ability related with CWBor CWB-0O?
RQ7: Does cognitive ability provide incremental validity for CWB beyond that of

Neuroticismbébs aspects?
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RQ8: Does cognitive ability provide incremental validity for CWB beyond thtteof
Industriousness aspect?

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

Method
Participants

The study participants were 1&&mployed students from the psychology
depart ment 0s lasgge Mijwestetn Upwversity wha tometed an online
survey for research participation points. Attention checks were embedded in each
measure in the survey and 313 participants
responding. Participants were counted aeleas responders if they missed one attention
check. The final sample consisted of4A3@mployed students. Of those,B8ere
employed partime and B were employed fultime. Total mean hours worked were
15.7 D= 8.9). Mean fultime hours wereB1 (SD= 4.6). Mean paftime hours were
14.2 D= 7.0). Mean age of employed students was 20 year$Sbld .5). Mean
tenure of fulltime employed students was 1.9 ye&B € 2.3), and mean tenure of part
time employed students was 1.2 ye&@B € 1.2). In the sample, 9l participants were
female, 2B participants were male,and@ar t i ci pants responded as
Anonbinaryo, fAtransgender o, fAother, not st
respond to the question. Tabl@ $howsthe gender and race breakdown of employed
students. Participants completed the study survey online using the Qualtrics survey

platform.
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Measures
Big Five Aspect Scales

The Big Five Aspect Scales (BFAS) assesses the Big Five domains and each
d o ma i n Glevel Aspesteas described in the introduction (DeYoung, Quilty, &
Peterson, 2007). The scales consist of 100 items with 10 items for each aspect.
Conscientiousness csists of an aspect of Industriousness and Orderliness;
Agreeableness consigsisCompassion and Politeness; Neuroticism consists of Volatility
and Withdrawal; Openness consists of Intellect and Experiencing; and Extraversion
consists Assertiveness and Ergtasm.

This study used setfited personality for the whole sample, with a subset of the
sample N = 104) also providing otherated personality. By assessing whetherisetd
personality provides markedly different relationships with CWB than does @tted
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. Selfreport personality was assessed using the BFAS. Item
responsessed a fivepoint 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 thessaverag
and Orderliness.

Other-rated BFAS. 104students in the sample also provided otfa¢er
personality by one friend or classmate. The BFAS was also used foratings, with
the adjustment of changing the referent to other rather than self. Forlexamp fi Rar el y

|l ose my composureo was changed to ARarely
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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 otheater whom the participant hasmimated completed the
otherrater 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 recordself
reports of SAT or ACT scores (The correlation between registrar scores arepseiéd
test scores isbs= .82; Kuncel, Credé, & Thomas, 2005), as well as astudy cognitive
ability test consisting of a verbal portion and a quantitativagoftom the ETS test kit
(Ekstrom, French, Harman, & Dermen, 1976). These are described below.

Range restriction corrections wersly applied to correlation analyses including
cognitive ability, using the population ACT scores (all high scktaalents who took the
ACT between 2015 2017). Rather than correct using the standard deviation of scores
for all applicants to the particular school from which the sample cautteonly college
applicantsthe population was used as the referent becthasinterest 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 abilitfthe SAT score scale changed in March 2016 from

a 2400 scale to a 1600 scdParticipants 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 theA$ test scores were on unless the score was above 1600.

Those SAT scoref®r which we could confidentlydentify the score scalgere converted

to ACT scoresusing the concordance provided by the College Board
(www.collegeboard.orgNot all students conséed to allow access to their registrar

data. In these cases, sedport (converted) SAT or ACT is used. Previous studies have
found high agreement between s@port and registrar records of test scores € .82;

Kuncel, Credé, & Thomas, 2005). iSlsamplé® sorrelation between setéport

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,
FrenchHarman, & Dermen, 1976). The verbal test was the Advanced Vocabulary Test |
T V-4 and consists of 18 multiplhoice vocabulary items and participants had 4 minutes
to complete it. The numerical reasoning test was the Mathematics AptitudeR®&t
andconsists 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
averae of the scores for the vocabulary test and the mathematics test.
Counterproductive Workplace Behaviors

This study used sefeport CWB. Metaanalytic findings (Berry, Carpenter, &
Barratt, 2012) provide three pieces of evidence for the usefulnes$-oésmited CWB.

First, due to the surreptitious nature of many counterproductive behaviors, individuals
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generally selreport more CWB than others report about them. Secondaselother

ratings of CWB are moderately positively correlated, and etygorts of CWB provide

very small amounts of incremental validity beyond-sefforted CWB. And third,

relationships with selfeport and withother e port CWB antecedents a

identical o0 ( Ber r-yepoe CWharelatignshipObdglightly swangeth s e |l f
Twoselfr eport measures of CWB were u-sed: B

item measure of Workplace Deviance which measures frequency of behaviors on a

sevenpoint scale, and the d&m Counterproductive Workplace Behaviors Chistk

(CWB-C; Spector, Fox, Penny, Bruursema, Goh, & Kessler, 2006) which measures

frequency of behaviors on a fagwint scale. The Workplace Deviance measure contains

al2zitem measure of organi zat iiteomsgdleofdevi ance

inteper sonal deviance (e.g., @AO0). ltem respc¢

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-GWB

which consists of four scales: production
work incorrectlyo), sabotage (3 items, e.g
propertyo), withdrawal (4 items,teop, ,antde
theft (5 items, e.g., fATook suppldes or to
which consists of the abuse scale (18 item

described in Spector et al. (2006). Iltem responses were on a frequalecfnseer = 0O;
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 dataemeexamined for outliers in the personality, CWB, and
cognitive ability variables. Whils o me of t he p distribdionavweret y aspe
somewhat negativelskewed, the data showed no statohe outliers which could be
ressonably 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 staralone outliers or influential cases which could be discarded or
excluded after examination on an individual basis. Multivariate influential cases were
tested for using Cookbés distancecoudCook, 19
potentially influence results. To mitigate the effect of these cases, robust regression
analysis was used. Specifically, an Miype regression estimator was used (Koller &
Stahel, 2011) which employs admjuare redescending score function givimgkast 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 nenterval frequency scale (i.e., the distances between each point on the
scale were not equal)iiswhile common in CWB literatureproblematic. A frequezy
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 wor k b eévareD;onceasyeadl] e s
twice a year = 2; several times a year = 3; monthly = 4; weekly = 5; dady. T6e use

of robust regression is less restrictive with respect to linear relationship constraints
between predictors and criteria in regression models while abteatoappropriate
regression model given the dathat said, scatter plots for relations betwpesdictors
and CCB criteria in this sample were visually more metathetic (linear) than prothetic
(nonlinear).

Another consideration especially salient fatiieg group differences or using a

grouping variable such as gender in moderated multiple regression is heteroscedasticity

in varianceacross groupsTo test for heteroscedasticity of variance across gender
groups, the score test was used (Cook & Weisd&@3). Other methods were
considered, however, the score test is less susceptibletoaoonmal i ty t han
method (Bartlett, 1937; as referred to in Box, 1953), is more stable under differing
sample sizes or unequal group sizes than DeShonangd Alnder 6s (1996)
method (Rosopa, Schroeder, & Doll, 2016), and in tests for sufficient power under the
condition of unequal group sizes, the score test has outperformed the-Boosythe
method (Brown & Forsythe, 1974; Rosopa et al., 2016).

Peason correlations can also be influenced by outliers. Therefore, Spearman
correlations (which are more robust to outliers) were useftlitionally, because CWB
(and CCB in Study 2) are measured on a frequency scale, which is ordinal in nature,
Spearman aoelations are more appropriatéhe Spearman correlation)(is a

nonparametric test which assesses the monotonic relationship between two variables.

ar e

Differences between Pearson and Spearman correlations were minimal or, in most cases,
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nonexistent. Pearson correlationgith andwithout multivariateoutliers are presented in
Appendix1-A. The Pearson and Spearman correlations are similar in magnitude for all
variables.
Results

Descriptive statistics of personality for working students

Table 13 provides sample internal consistency reliabilities for the BFAS aspects
and Mosier reliabilities for the Big Five domains as well as meanSBsdor each, for
selfratings and for otheratings 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 selfas well as for otheratings. Scale reliabilities were also consistent
across seifand otler-ratings. The intercorrelation matrix between-satéd (for those
who have an othemater) and otherated BFAS is provided in AppendixB.
Descriptive statisticsof CWB for working students

Table 14 provides internal consistency reliabilities anddver reliabilities, as
well as means an@Ds for both the CWBC measure and the Workplace Deviance scales.
Number of items for each scale and-sghle is also provided in the table. The C\@B
(Spector et al., 2006), for purposes of comparison in Thbjevas rescaled to the same
metric as the Workplace Deviance scales. For analyses, standardized scores of both scales
were used. Additionally, total composite CWB, CWB and CWBI were created by
averaging across measures the standardized total CWB;@, and CWBI 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 Appefrdix 1



48

Descriptive statistics of cognitive ability for working students

The mean selfeported ACT score for working students was 2733 3.42),
mean registrar ACT score was 27.&D(E 3.44). The correlation between sekport
and registrar ACT for working students was .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 2016om a 1200 to 240point scale to a 400 to 16qint scale Some
of the scores in the dataset use the3@r&6scale while some use the p@&tl6 scale and
date data is not available for theses scoFes those scores above 1600 (which must
have been from the 2400 scale= 114), the mean score was 1,96®DE 192). After
convertingthis subset 08AT scoregthose above 160@p ACT scores andombining
selfreport with registrar report (using registrar report instead ofreptirt where
available), the meatotal combinedACT score for working students was 2Z(SD=
3.46). Table 15 provides internal consistency reliabilities and Mosier reliabilities (where
applicable) as well as means &its, and U ratios between the sample and population
normsfor the cognitive ability variable®Range restriction for cognitive ability in the
sampe was assessed using U ratios; the standard deviations in the sample divided by the
standard deviations in the populati®upulation means and standard deviations for the
ETS tests were not available; therefore the ACT U ratios were used for the cadiegpo
ETS tests (verbal, math, and total), as well as for the composites Total g, Math g, and
Verbal g for range restriction correctiofi$ie ACT subscale reliabilities were from
published technical reports for tB815- 2017years, which would closelyigh 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 matricebgervedfully corrected for unreliability,
and corrected for unreliability in Y) of all study varias with selfrated BFAS are
provided in AppendiXd-D. Corrected correlations are provided in reported in results.

For discussion afesearch questions ahgpothesesTable 1.6provides a list of
research questions and hypotheses sutihhmarized results.
Results for Conscientiousness and its Aspects
Conscientiousness and CWB

For selfrated BFAS, Hla was supported (Tablé)lthe zereorder Spearman
correlation between Conscientiousness and total CWB, corrected for unreliability in the
criterion, wags =-.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 anQ GsB
rs=-.31 (90% CI {.36,-.26]), and CWBI wasr =-.16 (90% CI{21,-. 1 1] ) . r Fi shet
to Z transformation was used to compare the two raw correlations, givigstaéstic of
-5.25 and using Zoudbs (2007) method for conm
confidence interval for the difference excluded zero (90%.20]-.10]).

For othefrated BFAS results were variable, and though some were suggestive,
they were inconclusive due tioe small sampleN = 104). Hla wagpartially supported;
the uncorrected correlation between Conscientiousness and total CWiggedise but
weak(rs =-.09, 90% CI [-.26, .08]). The corrected correlation between otreted

Conscientiousness and sadport CWBO (rs = -.21, 90% CI }[.37,-.03]) while the
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correlationbetween otherated Conscientiousness and seffort CWBI wasrs= .15
(90% CI .02, .33), supporting H1b The sample for tests of correlations between ether
rated BFAS and selleport CWB exclude careless responders from both the otia¢ed
BFAS sample and the sakport CWB sample. This left a sample siz&lef 104
While thisN canprovide 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 skleport CWB. They are presented here for reporting purposes only.
Conscientiousness Aspects and CWB

For selfrated BFAS, H2a was supported (Tablé)lthe corrected (for
unreliability in the criterion) zerorder correlation between Industriousness taral
CWB wasrs=-.28 (90% CI {.33,-.23]). H2b was supported as well; the corrected-zero
order correlation between Industriousness and total @WiBasrs = -.32 (90% CI {.37,
-.27]), while for CWBI, it wasrs=-.19 (90% C1{.25,-. 1 4] ) . UstoZng Fi sher
transformation on the raw correlations, thetatistic for the difference between
correlationswagZ=-4. 9, and using Zoudbds (2007) met hoct
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 correcteebmdeo
correlations between Orderliness aathl CWB (rs=-.14, 90% CI{.19,-.08]), CWB-O
(rs=-.19, 90% CI {.25,-.14]), and CWBI (rs=-.08, 90% CI {.13,-.02]) were all
weaker than those for Industriousness and CWB (90% confidence intervals for difference

in the correlations were.p0,-.10], [-.19,-.09], and {.17,-.07], respectively)Further,
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Or d e r lzerooreescoreelation with CWBO (rs = -.19)was also stronger than its
correlation with CWRBI (r =-.08) (90% confidence interval for the difference in
correlations was-[17,-.08]). To test for relations between
aspects when controlling for the other aspect, partial correlations were exavitmed
each CWB criterionTable 17a). The uncorrected Spearman correlations for
industriousness with CWB, CWB, and CWBI werers=-.19,-.30, and-.27,
respectively while the partial correlations for industriousness and total CWB;QWB
andCWBI when control | i ngaridinoerweresr-12¢,+.2b,iande s s 06 s s
.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 CWBr¢ =-.13, partial r =.03), CWBO (rs=-.18, partialrs =-.02),
arnd CWB-I (rs=-.07, partialrs = .01).The Industriousness aspect carried most of the
predictive variance in Conscientiousness for CWB.

For othefrated BFASthe data providgpartialsupport forH2a The corrected
correlation between otheated Industriousness and sedport total CWB wasveak(rs =
-.05, 90% CI }.22, .12]). The corrected correlation betweetherratedindustriousness
and CWBO (rs=-.21, 90% CI }.37,-.03)), while its correlation with CWBI wasrs =
.17 (90% CI [.09, .47]) supporting H2b As mentioned in the findings for otheport
Conscientiousness, it would be tempting to
otherratedindustriousness had a negatogarelation with CWBO and a positive
correlation with CWBI, 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 6t r tbeassuimedahatea larger Jamglethery . |t
ratingswoul d have resulted in O6more of the sam
Results for Agreeableness and its Aspects
Agreeableness and CWB

For selfrated BFAS, the corrected zeooder correlation between Agreeableness
and total CWB wass = -.26 (90% CI{.31,-.21]), providing support foH3a However,
diverging from previous findings (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 208d@jeeableness related
similarly to CWB-O and CWBI (correlation with total CWBO (rs=-.24, 90% CI {.29,
-.18]) and total CWH (rs=-.26, 90% CI {.31,-.20]). Thus,H3b was not supported

For othefrated BFAS, zermrder correlations between Agreeableness and total
CWB, CWB-0, and CWBI wereweak(rs = .00, .02, .01, respectively.
Agreeableness Aspects and CWB

For selfrated BFAS, the corrected zeooder correlation between Politeness and
total CWB wags=-.31 (90% ClI {.36,-.27]), providing support foH4a. However,
there wadittled i f f er ence bet ween Pol i t-@mes28,6 corre
90% CI [.33,-.23]) and total CWB (rs=-.30, 90% CI {.35,-.25]). Thus H3b was not
supportedlIt is notable that the correlations between PolitenessaalkC\WB (-.31),
CWB-O (-.28), and CWH (-.30) werejn every casestronger than those between
Compassion and CWB and its fac@ts= -.13,-.11, and-.14, respectively) The 90%
confidence intervals for the differences in correlations we2é [-.11], [-.20,-10], and {
.18,-.08]. These differential relationships are new findiagd support the theory that
Politeness is related to rdlellowing and norrafollowing, whereas Compassion may still

be related to those behaviors but less so (cf. DeYoung et al., 2007; Detsglogvi2012;
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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-COWB
versus CWBI, but rather in the differential strength of their relatiopshwith CWB,
whether total, O, or Partial correlations (Table 1.7a) show trelations between
Politeness and CWB4{=-.28 and partiats = -.30), CWBO (rs=-.27 and partiats = -

.28), and CWHI (rs =-.28 and partiats = -.30) were slightly stronger when controlling

for the variance in Compassion. Conversely, correlations between Compassion and total
CWB (rs=-.13, partialrs = .09), CWBO (rs=-.10, partiaks = .06), and CWH (rs= -

.12, partialrs = .05)) were weleer when controlling for Politeness, showing that
Compassion contributes very little predictive variance in the relationship between
Agreeableness and CWB. Furth€rp mp a s snique vaiancenay be associated
positively with CWB.

For otherrated BFAS, lte corrected zerorder correlation between Politeness
and CWB, CWBO and CWBI werers=-.09,-.08, and-.05, with wide confidence
intervalsincludingzero.Therefore, the data did not provide supportdda and H4b
using otherrated BFAS The same was true for Compassion
Results for Neuroticism and its Aspects
Neuroticism and CWB

For selfrated BFAS, the corrected zeooder correlation between Neuroticism
and total CWB wass = .21 (90% CI [.16, .26])providing support foH5. 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 othefratedNeuroticism relations wee weaker but in the expected directions
(rs= .14, 90% CI{.03, .03] for total CWBfs = .19, 90% CI [.02, .36] for CWH®; andrs
=.02, 90% CI{.15, .19] for CWBI). Thus, the datprovide partiasupport forH5 using
otherrated personality
Neuroticism Aspects and CWB

Volatility and CWB . For selfrated BFASthecorrected zermrder correlation
between Volatility and total CWHBwasrs= .21 (90% CI [.16, .27])providing support
for H6a. However)olatility related similarly taotal CWB-O (rs= .18, 90% CI [.13,

.24]), failing to offer supporH6b. While a hypothesis was nofferedfor the relative

strength of Volatilityds compared to Withd

differencesVol at i | i t yds r e(sa R4, W EIH.13p.24jand CWBI CWB

(rs=.21,90% CI[.16, 27)wer e stronger (r=hEMPOWCI {14, ,d2Rlawal 6 s

andrs=.11, 90 CI [..05, .16], respectivel{90% confidence intervals for tlkfference

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.

Forotherrated BFASV ol at i | i t y6s r e lwaaker unssll inshe t h

expected directiorr{= .11, 90% CI1{.07, .27] for total CWBrs= .12, 90% CI {.06,
.29] for CWB-O; andrs = .06, 90% CI{.11, .24] for CWBI), providing partialsupport
for H6a

Withdrawal and CWB . For selfrated BFAS, the corrected zeooder
correlation between Withdrawal and total CWB was .15 (90% CI [.09, .20))

providing support foH7a Likewise, the corrected correlation between Withdrawal and

CWwW
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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 foH7b.
For otherrated BFASWi t h d r coveatd cdreelation with CWBO wasrs =
.18(90% CI }.05, 90% CI1{.11, .24, while its correlation with CWB wasrs=-.05,
90% CI F.11, .24). This difference in correlations between CWBand CWBI is in the
expected direction butsasaid before regarding the otlrated BFAS for this working
sample, this finding is based onldmf 104 and further testing with a larger sample is
needed to explore whether this is a stable effect.
Partial correlati ons ( ddamtivd variarice far&€WB s h o w
i s quite diminished when Volatilitydés var.i
Vol atilityoés c dandothl €WB decreasedvslightly whemiBithdrawal
was partialled out, the pattern of partial correlatiomgtese two aspects shows
Volatility carried more unique variance in predicting total CWB, G@Band CWBI
(partialrs= .16, .18, and .13, respectively) than did Withdrawal (pagil.02, .00, and
.07, respectively).
Results for Extraversion andOpenness

Extraversion, its Aspects, and CWB

For selfrated BFAS, Enthusiasr(irable 17) was negatively correlated
(corrected correlations) with both CWB (rs =-.10, 90% CI {.15,-.04]) and CWBI (rs
=-.10, 90% CI{.15,-.04]) (Research Question.1)his is a new finding and may

represent Enthusiasmds connection with pos

lUsing Zhouoés method (2007), the Z statistic for the diff
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.
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For othefrated BFAS, Enthusiasm wagakly andpositivelycorrelated wth total
CWB (rs = .09, 90% CI }.08 26]), and CWBO (rs = .06, 90% CI [.11, 24]), and
moderately positively correlated witbWB-1 (rs = .20, 90% CI [03, .37). This finding
requires replication in another, larger sample before attemptintgtpret it.

For selfrated BFASjn answer to Research QuestiorA2sertiveness (Table).
negligibly correlated with CWBO (rs =.04, 90% CI }.01, .09) but exhibited a weak

positive correlation with CWB (rs=.11, 90% CI [.05, .16]) This may be due to

Assertivenessd relationship with provocat.i

runs counter to the earlier suggestion

and Industriousness would lead to a negative cglakiip with CWB. In this sample,
selfrated Assertiveness exhibitediaablerelationship with selfated Industriousnesss(
= .30)andIntellect {s= .44) (Appendixl-C) butdid not correlate well with CWB

For othefrated BFAS, Assertiveness wassjitvely correlated with CWB (rs =
.28, 90% CI [.09, .47]). However, Assertiveness was correlated01 with CWB-O,
andrs = .16 with total CWB. Again, the small sample size for otheted personality

renders this finding preliminary at best.

Assertivenessods partial -@andCWBI @drtialo ns

rs=.13, .12, and .11, respectively) were slightly strongerwexe its uncorrected
correlations with these criterias € .08, .04, and .10, respectively). Likewise, for
Enthusiasm (partiak =-.14,-.11, and-.14, whilers = -.09,-.08, and-.09). This is likely
due a suppression effect between the two aspe@s wt controlling for one or the
other.

Openness, its Aspects, and CWB

t

h a

Wi



57

Intellect and CWB. For selfrated BFAS, Intellect (Table 7). negatively, but
negligibly correlated with total CWBrs =-.05, 90% CI {.10, .00]),CWB-I, (rs=-.03,
90% CI F.08, .02]) andCWB-O (rs=-.06, 90% CI{.12,-.01]). The findings were
similar for Experiencing.

For otherrated BFAS, Intellect wasegligibly related with CWB, CWED, and
exhibited a weak positive correlation with CWBrs= .12, 90% CI4{.06, .29]).

Intellect providing incremental validity beyond industriousness. For self
rated BFAS, Intellectid not provide any increment in predicting total CWB, CM@Bor
CWB-I above IndustriousneggR? = .00 for all three modelJ:able 18). The
unreliability-correctedcorrelation between Industriousness and Inteliect (40, 90%
ClI[.21, .57]),but partial correlations for this pair of aspects suggests that in predicting
CWB criteria they aréargely independent of each other (Tableal..8

For othefrated BFAS this question was not exploratlie to insufficient sample
size.
Results for Gender
Gender Differences in CWB

Standardi zed me a nd) betivder reateeandcfenmles(inCo hen 6 s
frequency of CWB is reported in Tablé1. The author wishes to r
encompasses much more than the dichotorselfiseportedmale and female categories,
but hypotheses and analyses focus on those two categories. Further, the ptiréon o
sample of those identifying as other than male or female was not large enough to use as a
variable in analysesAs found in previous studies examining gender differences in

CWB, females reported less total CWB than males¢€liability-correctedd = -.23, 90%
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Cl [-.36, -.10]). Males reported more CWB than did females (femaiemaled = -.18,
90% CI F.32, -.05]), providing support for Hypothesis .8&8b was also supported;
males reported more CWBhan did females (femalemaled = -.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 scales. For the WDS, the larger
gender dference was found for organizational CWB (femial@aled = -.37) while for
the CWBC, the larger gender difference was in interpersonal CWB (fehrakded = -
.21). Males reported engaging more frequently in CWB across all $oalasth
measuresso this may be a distinction withoutidference but it is worth noting that
even withn the same sample, these two measures can give different impressions of which
type of CWB(i.e., organizationabr interpersonalhas the most pronounced gender
difference
Gender Differences in Cognitive Ability

While not inclued in the research questions for this studgndive ability
differences between females and males are presented in Apfdadir this sample, the
differences are quite largeith males scoring higher on the quantitative and overall tests
A metaanalyticexaminationof gender differences in ACT scor@setaanalyzing scores
across institutionsghow 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 compdgast(ick, 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 femnhkes i
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sample, as well. However, the difference in ACT composite scoeesr(ales scoring
nearly a third of a standard deviatibigher than females) is not reflected in population
findings. Further, although females score higher on average on the AglEfEsubtest,
the difference between males and females in the sample is virtuallgxistant. 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 theystddwever, 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 sarfgpléhe ACT score
comparisons wall = 125 and for the ETS score comparison it \Was 223 These
results would need to be replicated in a much larger sdvefideedraning any
inferences beyonthe participants in this study.
GenderDifferences in Personality

Table 1.10 provides gender differen¢e€ o h @, noérected for unreliability in
personality)n selfratings of the Big Five Aspect Scales. Only 16 males had-other
ratings for BFAS sanly selfrateddifferences were examineBemales were higher on
most BFAStraits. While differences between females and males were quite weak for
Conscientiousnegéemalei maled = .15, 90% CI [.02,.28]and Industriousnegéemale
T maled =-.09, 90% CI {.23,-.05]), females werenoderatelyhigher in Orderlinessd(=
.37). Females were also higher in Agreeablendss.70) and its aspectslE .55 for
Compassion and = .67 for Politeness), as well as in Neuroticisih=(.66) and its

aspectsd = .47 for Volatility andd = .64 forWithdrawal). Males were higher in

Assertivenessd=-.25) and Opennes 39&-.43) byt fencates were highérl e c t
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in Experiencingd = .34). These gender differences in the BFAS are similar to those
found by Weisberg, DeYoung, and Hirsh (20i)heir multtsample study.
Gender as a Moderator

Research Questiondskedwhich personality aspects might be modified by
gender in predicting CWBIt is a welkknown problem in psychological research that
interactions are difficult to correctly identify given sample size constraints in statistical
power analyses (e.g., Aguinis & SteRemero, 1997), and are equally difficult to
guantify in a meaningf 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 predictinga 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 inegression slopd&obust moderated multiple regression was used as
a first step in assessing moderating effects of ggiidde 111). However, it should be
noted that this method has many shortfalls; the first of which is the complexity of the
models wien assessing all 10 BFAS aspects togetheraddress this, regression models
were built using pairs of aspects in the first step, with a gender interaction term included
in the second stefrhen, the most promising predictors were entered into a model
together in step 1, with a gender interaction term added in steggs®y, a model was
assessed including all BFAS aspects in the first step and gender interaction term in the
second steplhe results from tbse regression modedse briefly described belgvafter

which a new method for assessing differential prediction is used and discussed. Due to
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otherrated BFAS sample size and gender-saimple size constraintsnly 12 males had
otherratings of BFAS) regressioranalysedor gender moderation weo®nductedonly
usingself-rated personality.

Table 111 provides results for theeries oimoderated multiple regréess.For
the modelsassessing gender interactionsdspect pairsn some cases small amounts of
additionalpredictivevariance(R?) were accounted for when gender was added to the
model(the largest being for the Volatility and Withdrawal pair; adding gender increased
R? 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 predictorghey are limited in the information they can provide given that
intercepts and slopes are assessed separately. Further, research has dentloastrated
challenge of having sufficient sample size to detect small interaction effects (e.qg,
Aguinis, Beaty, Boik, & Pierce, 2005). methodfor assessinthe combined effects of
differences in intercepts amslopes across groupsgasemployedo more clearlyassess
gendedifferencesn predicting CWB. For this reason, each aspect was assessed
separately with regard to gender differences in predicting CVéBle 12) This was
done using the effect size for moderationdwvod (Dahlke & Sackett2018; 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
two categories of gender: male and female. The effectdsizg provides a way to

guantify the magnitude of slope differences between groups on a predictor for a criterion.
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The index,dwvod_signedgivesthe weighted average difference between the regression lines
for females (the referent group) and for males (the focal group) within the predictor score
range while dwvod_unsigned@ivesthe overall magnitude of the difference in regression lines
betweenhe 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 sigrikdq allows negative and positive slopes to cancel each
other out.The statistiadwin is the smallest absolutealue difference between the female
and male slopeshile dvax is the absolutealue largest difference between the two
slopesThese two st atScose withde.dofthe score ah Y awhichh 6
there is the smallest absolualue difference between the female and male s)apes
Scorewith Max. d (the score on Y at which there is the largest absolalige difference
between the female and male slgga®vide the general shape of thegrttal difference
in regression lines between the two graoupgesestatisticsare given in Table 12.
Simple slopenteraction plots for each BFAS aspect with gender for each CWB variable
are provided in Appendi%-F. In predicting total CWB, CWED, and CWRBI 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., netjae 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 indated 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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signeddwoq effect size, aspect scorgsnerallyunderprediddma | es 6 CWB, CWB
and CWBI.

Results for Cognitive Ability

Cognitive Ability and CWB

As shown in Table 13 total verbalg negatively correlated with total CWB(rs
=-.15) and contributed to totglexhibiting a negative relation with CWBas well {s= -
.10).(RQ 6).Both ETS verbal and ACT English scores were negatively correlated with
Total CWB §¢s=-.11 and-.10, respectively) and CWB(-.13 and-.10, respectively).

This trend carried througihe CWB scales and subscaleand particularly for the CWB
| scales Whereanythingmore than a negligible relation was found, it was found with the
verbal/English components of the cognitive ability measures.

Correlations beteen the cognitive ability variables and BFARprovided in
Appendix tl. Thepersonalityi cognitive ability correlationg this sample are stronger
than the metanalytic estimates provided in Stanek, 2014.

Incremental Validity of CognitiveAbility

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 mod@&hable 1.8). Cognitive ability (as the
composite g factor) provided very small amounts of incremef€ifor Compassion and
Politeness in predictingCWB R . 03 ) an d Ri=o0R)pAsser@®/@viBss (
and Enthusiasm in predicting CWB R e.02), CWBO (R@p .01) and total CWB
( & =.02); and Intellect and Experiencing in predicting CWB R ep.01).Cognitive

ability did not increment ictng@WBnRQ 7/Neour ot i ci
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did it provide incremental validity beyond Industriousnebgn Orderliness was also in
the mode(RQ 8). A model adding cognitive ability to the four most predictive aspects
(Industriousness, Politeness, Volatility, and Assertigsjovided incremental validity
forCWB-O Rog . 02) and Rit=c0R)aWhenGeated fof igzremental
validity when added to a model consisting of all ten BFAS aspexsijto/e ability
provided small amounts of incremental validity in pradgptCWB forCWB-1 R ep
01),CWBO Rp .02) andRt=o0Blal CWB ( @

To more directly address RQ 9, a regression model adding cognitive ability to
selfratedintellect alone was assessed (Tableld)1Cognitive ability provided
negligible incremental validity beyond Intellect in predicting C\N&hd showed no
increment for predicting CWH or total CWB.

Discussim

In general, this study explored relationships between the Big Five personality
traits and CWB more comprehensivdiyh has previously been done. By using the Big
Five Aspects Scale and a mplrt CWB composite, this study provides insight into the
relative strength of relationships between personality and CWB. The study results show
that to only examine relationslsifpetween 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 CWiBs study shows the practicality and
benefits of examining these relationships at the Aega of personalityAppendix1-J
gives a comparison of BFAS ratings for thi

from the general population (cite) aode from college students (cite).
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While correlational results between sedfed personality and selieport CWB
supported previous findings for Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and Neuroticism (e.g.,
Berry et al., 2007), examinations at the aspect lefvitlese 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, aidhdrawal offered up their own
interesting relationships with CWB. Somewhat at odds with the previous finding for
Orderlinessd positive correlation with Neu
results for a relationship with CWB (e.g., Drasgow et2012), seHratedOrderliness
exhibited negativeercorderrelationships with CWB, CWED and CWBI. However,
partial correlations for Orderliness with CWB showed that these relarenggligible
when the shared variance with Industriousnes®ntrdled for.

While Compassion was negatively correlated with CWB, G&/Bnd CWBI, its
correlations were weaker than those for Politeness. This is a novel finding and supports
the suggestion that the compliance and-fallwing tendencies for those whome
higher on Politeness influence their engagement in CWB. More importantly, the zero
order correlations between Politeness and CWB, &WVéhd CWBI were on par with
those for Industriousness. This is a promising finding and future research should
consder tailoring Agreeableness scales used for prediction ofolitaving 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 itberatfects
for gender. Along with substantial standardized mean differences with males reporting
more CWB, CWBO and CWBI than females, gender interactions showed that some of
the relationships between aspects and CWB could in part be explainedebgrdié
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 CWBOCWB
and CWBI. The discussion about the zesaler correlation between Assertivenass
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 irBtudy 2when otheirated BFAS and otheeport countgroductive
behavior is examined.

The results fodwvoed analysis were interesting from a differential prediction
perspective. In general, males and females have different mean levels of CWB and
personality scoreend tounderpredict CWB for males. The underprediction is not large,
and further studies should examine this issue with a larger sample of miaées.
underprediction for males may be in part duthtzse traits with positive relations with
CWB being generally wre 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 exhii negligible correlations with
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CWB. This runssomewhatounter to previous research findings (Dilchert et al., 2007),
butalso not quite irine with others (Marcus et al., 2002). Given the mixed findings in
previous studies, this current result doesprovide final enlightenment on the
relationship between cognitive ability and CWHRwever, future studies examining
cognitive ability and counterproductive behavior may benefit from examgatgts
component leveThe findings from Study 1 preparestgroundwork for Study 2, in

which some of these issues will be explored further.
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Study 27 Big Five AspectScalesand Counterproductive College Behavior

This study examirgethe predictive validity for the BFAS with a different set of
counterproductive behaviotisan examined in Study, $pecifically, counterproductive
college behavior. As has been discussed, counterproductivity is a strong latent general
factor (Stanek etla 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, 204). As mentioned previously, counterproductive college behaviors
T from cheating on tests to dangerous drinking behavior to theft andiacsshcolleges
and students wuncountable resources and hayv
reputatonad demol i sh st ude APefa,&018)udfadditosal (e. g. , P
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 coss 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 asrape @@.Donohue, Yeater,
Fanetti, 2008or binge drinking Chauvin, 2012 A small handful of studies have
examined student counterproductive behavior beyond academic dishonesty. Meriac
(2012) examinedtadent 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), whicincludedstudentmisbehavioisuch asubstance abuse, theft, and
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Al ow personal standardso (e.g., Ashowed up
examining the range of student behaviors have not been published (e.g., Dilchert & Ones,
2009). A large portion ohe counterproductive college behavior spectrum has gone
underexamined. 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 anstudent 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 waseasuredather tharCWB or CCB facets and

dimensions.

This study adslto 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 for@ined 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 forrelationships between CCB and CWB

A list of all hypotheses and research questions for this study is providedl
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 academi
dishonesty and CWB (e.g., Gau & Kuncel, 2012; Harding, Carpenter, Finelli, & Passow,

2004), itwasexpected that counterproductive behavior in the workplanddibe
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positively correlated with counterproductive behavior at school. The Counterproductive
College Behavior (CCB) measure used in this studygadapted from the
Counterproductive College Behavior measure developed by Dilchert and Ones (2008)
which measures several dimensions of student counterproductive behavior such as theft,
sabotage, negligee, misrepresentation, and withdrawal behavior to name a few.
Published studies have not examined the ecossext validity of individual
counterproductive behavior scales. It may be intuitive to assumenthaype of
behavior, such as theft, wouldreelate more strongly across contexts than, say, theft in
one context with takingverly longbreaks in another context, but there is no published
empirical basis on which to make that hypothesis.

However, it isreasonabléo propose that organizatidhadirected
counterproductive behavior at school may be correlated more strongly with
organizationallydirected counterproductive behavior at work, and likewise for
interpersonallydirected counterproductive behavior, due to the pattern of trait
antecedets 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 consisteacyoss context

Bennett and Robinson (200@rapared correlations between four CWB measures
(their measure, which is used in this study, and three others). They found stronger
correlations between di flécalesamdiCWHecalssur e s 0
(between .48 and .79) than were found leewvCWBI and CWBO scales from
different measures (between .23 and .42). The-amedytic relationship between CWB

| and CWBO is} = .62 (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 200Becausehe dimensions of

r
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counterproductive behavior are strongly correlated ai tve that there is no cress
context differentiation between interpersonal or organizational counterproductive
behavior.

Given the considerations above, the following hypothesis and research questions
wereproposed:
H1: Overall CCB will exhibit a strongositive relationship with overall CWB.
RQ1: Is CCBI more strongly positively correlated with C\WIBhan with CWBO?
RQ2: Is CCBO more strongly positively correlated with C\WBthan with CWBI?
Hypotheses for the By Five Aspect Scale®redicting Counterproductive College
Behavior

| expecedthat the Big Five Aspectsauld exhibit relationships with
counterproductive college behavior (CCB) similar to those exhibited with CWB. |
briefly add to the discussions from Study 1 for each of the Big Five sagpects.
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
compensatéor 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
termsof 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 considetions which may be unigue 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
compensatefgpoor academic performance (i .e., mis
academic dishonesty, lying). Therefore, the more competent one is at academic
endeavors, the less appealingr strategid many of the CCB behavioral dimensions
may seem. As with the fermancerelevant naturgof 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 reladhships with CCB.
H2a and b: Conscientiousness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a)
CCB and (b) a stronger relationship with GCBhan with CCBI.
H3a and b: Industriousness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) CCB
ard (b) a stronger relationship with C&Bthan with CCBI.
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 Interpatgbmensions of the
CCB measure includes interpersonal behaviors analogous to those ixi @@&ures,
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 thegeelationship with (a) CCB

and (b) a stronger relationship with CCBan with CCBO.
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H5a and b: Politeness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) CCB and (b)
a stronger relationship with CCGRhan with CCBO.
Neuroticism and its Apects 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 mayeguiye 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 stressorsampécially
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 environn8orhe 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 interpersonalat®e, 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 envirental stressors in college,
Volatility may exhibit | relationships with both CEGBand CCBO. Whether Volatility
exhibits relationships of similar magnitude with GC&nd with CCBO will be posed as
a research question.

H6: Neuroticism will exhibit a wek positive relationship with overall CCB.
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H7a and b: Withdrawal will exhibit a weak positive relationship with (a) €ZRnd (b)
a stronger relationship with CC8 than with CCBI.
H8: Volatility will exhibit a moderate positiveslationship with CCH.
RQ3: Is the relationship between Volatility and CGOBsimilar in magnitude to the
relationship between Volatility and CCB
Extraversion and its Aspect as predictors of CCB

For the same reasons discussed in Study 1, researdlongsi@se posed for
Extraversionbés aspectsd relationships with
RQ4: Is Enthusiasm correlated with CCBor with CCBI?
RQ5: Is Assertiveness correlated with GOBr with CCBI?
Openness and its Aspects as predictors of CCB

As has been discusseletintellect 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, 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 behgiors outside of the classroom and without a direct relationship to
academic performance, about half of the GCGEBems are related to academics. Intellect
is likely to obtain a weak negative relationship with GOB

As with proposed relationships betwe@penness and CWB, no hypotheses are
made regarding Openness or the Experiencing aspect. They are not expected to be

significantly related to CCB. Al t hough it
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relationship with CCB, independent of any sharetdbvae 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 GOB

RQ6: Does Intellect add incremental variance to Industriousness in predictirfy CCB

Hypotheses for Potential Moderators and Group Differences
Gender as a potential moderator of personal@®CB relationships

Whitley, Nelson, & Jones (1999), in a metaalysis of samples of college
students, found men held more favorable attitudes toeedting than did women €
42), however the actual cheating behavior (mostlyreglbrted) difference was very
small d = .17 for studies from the U.S.). Although the effect is sinpbssibly in part
due to course choice apdrticipation behaviors related to gender differences in
Conscientiousness levéldemales have a higher GPA than do males (e.g., Keiser,
Sackett, Kuncel, & Brothen, 2016). While the differemc&PAis small, this could lead
to a gender difference irheating 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 dasbegs STEM
courseworl, it may stil 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, | rely on mataalytic findings regarding gender and
CWB for hypotleses related to gender as a potential moderator eC(@Ht

relationships. Men engage in more CWBand CWBI than do womepand this is
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likely to be true in the academic context as well. Moderator effects are difficult to
hypothesize due to reasonsatissed in Study 1, so | pose this as a research question.
H10a and b: Males will report engaging in more (a) @ZBnd (b) CCH than will
females.
RQ7: For which aspects and for which dimensions of CCB does gender moderate the
personalityCCB relationkip?
Cognitive Ability as a moderator dfieuroticismCCB 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 @/B, 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 (chating) 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
coud 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 (Ackerma& Heggestad, 1998e 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 importamd examine whether Neuroticism or its

aspects interact with cognitive ability in predicting CCB. For those individuals higher in
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cognitive ability, Neuroticismbés relations
individuals may perceive less of a needheat 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-academic CCB
(Fox & Spector, 1999; Penney & Spector023)

| proposed a main effect hypothesis for cognitive ability and CCB. However, |
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
uni versityodos psychol ogy depastutysaveyonimeibj ect
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 comsehefresearcher to match
their data between data collections. The primary sari#e2,138) completed the self
rated BFAS, selfeport CCB, othereport CCB, demographic variables, and cognitive
ability measures. The matched subset of the sarptelB5) also includes otheated
BFAS. Attention checks were embedded in all measudré®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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analysesComparisons of descriptive statistfos study variablegor those included in
the study analyseendthose excluded as careless responders is provided in Appendix 2
N.

The final sample waN = 1,763. Of those, 1,293 were female and 428 were male.
Fortyt wo partici pants Iifideamtnisfgieend ea 0, i MmamgkeinMdan
statedo, fAprefer not to respondo, or | eft
was 20 yearsSD= 2.5), with a minimum age of 18 and a maximum age of 53. Fhirty
nine participants did not state theirratcefeni ci ty, and 2 participan
not statedo. Of those who provided race/ e
were Asian, 103 (6%) were of two or more races, 59 (3%) were Black or African
American, 42 (2%) were Hispanic/Latinad3 (0.2%) were American Indian or Native
Alaskan.Table 22 provides gender by race/ethnicity counts by-saimple set.
Measures
Big Five Aspect Scales

The Big Five Aspect Scales (BFAS) assesses the Big Five domains and each
d o ma i n Glevel Aspesteas described in the introduction (DeYoung, Quilty, &
Peterson, 2007). The scales consist of 100 items with 10 items for each aspect.
Conscientiousness csists of an aspect of Industriousness and Orderliness;
Agreeableness consisisCompassion and Politeness; Neuroticism consists of Volatility
and Withdrawal; Openness consists of Intellect and Experiencing; and Extraversion
consistof Assertiveness andnhusiasm. These aspects are briefly described in Study 1

as well.
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Selfreport BFAS. All participants completed the sekport BFAS. Items
responses wereonafypeoi nt Li kert scale (1 = Astrongl
agreeo) .
Other-report BFAS. A portion of the sample\ = 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 assessmeaatiout them. The othaaters 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 othaater BFAS form. Othereport personality was assessed using the
BFAS withitemsadj ust ed to refer to the third pers
is reworded as ASel dom feels Dbl uepat The re
BFAS.
Cognitive Ability
The study included two measures of cognitive ability: a standardizesttes,
and an irstudy timed cognitive ability battery as described in Studysistated in Study
1, cognitive ability was the only variable corrected for range restriction in the study.
Range restriction corrections used the population ACT scordsdhlschool students
who took the ACT between 20152017). The population was used for the referent
standard deviation because this dissertation is interested in the scientific question
regarding how cognitive ability effects counterproductive behawitiie 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, sedport ACT(SAT) was used. Studies have found high
agreement between seffport and egistrar records of test scores,{= .82; Kuncel,
Credé, & Thomas, 2005). The sample correlation between registrar anepsstfACT
scores is given in the results.

ETS verbal and numerical ability. Participants took a timed verbal
comprehension andtened numerical reasoning test from the ETS Test Kit (Ekstrom,
French, Harman, & Dermen, 1975). The verbal test is the Advanced Vocabulary Test |
V-4 and consists of 18 multiplehoice vocabulary items and participants have 4 minutes
to complete it. Tie numerical reasoning test is the Mathematics Aptitudei TR&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 counterproductii@er. The measure is 142 items, consisting
of six dimensions which subsume A&rowfacets(i.e., homogenous item clustershhe
dimensions of Academic Deviance consists of the facets Academic Dishonesty (13 items,
e. g. , ADuring ath &axamandugaeatk!|iynfl oomat i on f i

paper o) ; Support of Academic Dishonesty (7
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copied by another student o) ; Mi srepresent a

from the intertnem®, ;iRadr iLyatngd (® rief er ence

Wit hdrawal Behavior consists of the facets
classo) and Lack of Effort (7 items, e.g.,
dimension consists ofthafc et s Negl i gence (10 items, e.g.
materials to classo) and Outcomes (8 items
instructor o). The Theft/ Sabotage di mensi o
ASt ol e smmeampwmgo)o and Sabotage (10 items,

notes with a student t hat mi ssed a cl ass s

consists of the facets Substance Abuse (8

alcoholwhi e at school 0) , Physical Violence (4 i
someone on campuso), Property Damage (6 it
wall so), Severe Criminal Behavior (8 items

s ¢ h o dHe dngivility dimension consists of facets Disruptive Behavior (3 items, e.g.,

Al nterrupted other students (e.g., by dist
Il ncivility (12 items, e.g., fACurseantat som
frequency scale: Anevero, Aonce a year o, A
weeko, fAonce a dayo, and fiseveral times a

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 Outcoméeliabilities were examined for the
shortened scales and the full scabesd those for thehortened scales were comgdale
to those of the full scalesA table comparingeliabilities is in Appendix 2. The
equivalence of the short and original long form was establisheddiningcriterion
validity between composites from the full CCB scales and B&#i&g the selfeport
and seHrater subsamples and comparing these to validities using the shortened CCB
scalegseeAppendix 2M). The subsample who responded to the full scales was too
small (N = 173) to compare the factor structures of the short andrfalisures

Self-report CCB. Participants completed the sedfport CCB measure online at
the same time as the sefport BFAS and cognitive ability tests.

Other-report CCB. Participants were asked to provide the email address and
name of someone who knewhem well to complete an otheaport version of the
measure. These individuals were sent an email describing the study and providing a link
to an online survey which includes the otheport version of the CCB questionnaire.
The othetreport versionncluded the same items as the seffort CCB questionnaire,
with items rephrased to refer to another p
sign for them on the attendance sheeto rat
at t enda n After exxlhding dar@lgss responders, a total of 761 participants had
otherreport CCB scores.

Personal Acquaintance Measure
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For the subsample for whom othreiport 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

otherreport CCB measer The 18tem measure assesses the depth of acquaintanceship

bet ween the respondent and a focal other p
have known this person for many yearso), f
personispartany weekly routineodo), knowledge of gc¢
personbés goals areo), physical inti macy (e
i nti matde s)c,| osailrfe (e.g., AThis person often
andsocishet wor k familiarity (e.g., @Al am fami/|l

dimension is measured with three items. Responses are measuregaointasbale, with
0= fAstrongl 4= dfi sstargonegeloy taogr ee. O Responses
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 relationsmmdserator for
the relationship between seport BFAS and othereport CCB and of the relationship
between selfeport CCB and othereport CCB.
Procedures
Examination of potentially influential cases

As in Study 1, the data was examined for outlieth@&personality, CCB, and
cognitive ability variabl es. Mul tivari ate

distance (Cook, 1979JT hirty-two casesvere found which could potentially influence
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results, therefore robust regression analysisusad to mitigate their influence on
results. The same method used in Study 1 was used for this study.

Additionally, the same method as used®tady 1was used teest for
heteroscedasticity of variance across gender groups, (the score test; Cook &yVeisbe
1983).

In correlation analysesg@rson correlations can also be influenced by outliers.
To address this, Spearman correlations were used.

Results
Sample Descriptive Statistics
Descriptivestatisticsfor personality

Table 23 provides sample means a8s 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 aspectiercorrelations between
selfrated and otér-rated BFAS is provided iAppendix2-A. Notably, both seifand
otherratings follow the general pattern of relatively lower scores for Neuroticism and its
aspects compared to the other domains and asgectsparing otheratings with sel
ratings ofonly those who have otheatings, n general, otheratings were higher than
selfratings, with larger standard deviations. Scale reliabilities were fairly consistent
across seifand othetratings with the exception of Orderliness, for which ottated
reliability was substantially lower than se#ted reliability.

Descriptivestatisticsfor CCB
Table 24 provides descriptive statistics for sedfport and othereport CCB.

Composite CCBO (CCB toward the organization or school) is an average of the
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dimensions Withdrawal Behavior, Theft/Sabotage, Negligence/Outcomes, lllegal
Behavior, and Academic DeviancECB-I (CCB toward other people) is identical to the
dimension of Incivility. Total CCB is calculated as an avew@dgdl six dimensions
rather than an average of C&Band CCBI in order to give equal weight to all
dimensions rather than overeightingIncivility. Interestingly, internal consistency
reliabilities for otherreport CCB were generally larger than for gefport CCB.
However, for composite CCGB), selfreport reliability was stronger than otkreyport
while for CCB | otherreport reliabiity was stronger than seléport

Some sufscaleqi.e., homogenous item clustewsithin the six CCB composite
dimensions have very low internal consistency reliabilities. This is likely in part due to
the low number of items ittem clusters Severe dviance and outcomes have
particularly low reliabilities. The items comprising these-saales 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 decremeali@bility. For example, one
may frequently engage in illegal gambling on campus yet never carry an illegal weapon
on campus. As to why otheeported versions of these behavior scales do not suffer
from low reliability, it may be that halo effectsean play because otheaters may be
less informed.
Descriptivestatisticsfor cognitive ability

Table 25 provides descriptive statistics for the cognitive ability variables used in
analyses. The mean seffported ACT score was 27.3Q= 3.4) and the mean registrar
ACT score was 27.68D= 3.4). The correlation between selport 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 A@fien available and setéport ACT
when registrar report was not available. The ACT subscale reliabilities were from
published technical reports for tB8152017years, as that year range closely follows
when the majority of our sample would have takentest Correlations with ACT
scores (including SAT scores converted to ACT scores using the College Board
concordance) were corrected for range restriction in this variabldiscussed in the
Method section for Study 1, only those SAT scores above Ww&de 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, sceags for nomative
English speakers were compared to those for native English speakers. Bothvhative (
4.79,SD= 4.09) and nomative English speakerM(= 4.98,SD= 4.26) had similar
mean scores on the vocabulary test. In fact;madive Englihn s peaker sé scor e:
higher. Running test correlations between the ETS vocabulary test score and total CCB,
CCB-0O, and CCBI excluding nonnative English speakers did not change the
correlations found for the whole sample.
Descriptivestatisticsfor Personal Acquaintance Measure

Table 26 provides means and standard deviations for the Personal Acquaintance
measure (PAM) from otheaters of BFAS and otheeports of CCBas well as
correlations between selind otherreport PAM scalesPAM scoes were reasonably
similar between participants and their acquaintance rater. Further, correlations between
self- and othefreport total PAM scores were strong. Intercorrelations among the cales

for selfreport and for othereport separately are wak 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
standalone outliers showing any response patterns or other disqualifiers fortahich
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 (N043) is a large subset of tBéudy 2
sample (N = I763). 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 nal unus
characteristics were found as cause to exclude them, they were marked as extreme scores.
Analyses were performed using robust metho
regression) where applicable. In other analyses such as standardized meancdgdfer
( C o h @) andldmod, analyses wereeportedwith the outliers and analysescluding the
outliers are provided iAppendk 2-B. Cronbach alpha and Mosialiabilities, means
andSDs for the sample without the extreme scores as well as for the full sample are in
Appendix2-C. Thessne ei ght mul tivariate influenti al
were identified in Study 1 were also marked in this study. Analyses were perforrhed wit
and without these eight cases with no substantial differences in results. However, when

excluding theB2 extreme CCB scores, results were altered slightlis important to
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remember the response distribution in general for counterproductive berarang
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 persbn. An
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 tase robust methods where applicable anatésent thersalyses
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 oniateoral 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 fifp@nopriate regression
mode] given theobservediata.As was the case for Study 1, it should be mentioned that,
in this sample, scatter plots for relations betweedictors and CCB criteria were
visually more metathetic (linear) than prothgtionlinear).

Results for the Relationship between CCB and CWB

Table 27 providesSpearmarntercorrelations betweeseli-reportCWB and both
selfreport and othereport CCB. Results for hypotheses are described below.
Total CCB and total CWB

Thecorrected for unreliabilityin both X and Y) correlation between sedfport

total CCB and total CWB was = .65 (90% CI [61, .69]), supporting H1
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The fully corrected correlation between otineport total CCB and total CWB
waspositive but not stronfrs = .13 (90% CI [04, .21]), providing partial support for H1
CCB-1 and CWBH

In answer to Research Questiondlf-seport CCBI &arrectedcorrelation with
CWB-I (rs= .52, 90% CI [.4, .58]) was larger than its correlation with C\W® (rs = .43,
90%CI[.B,48 ) (using Zoubs 2007 method, the 90¢
difference in the correlations was [.03, .1Hpbwever for otherreport CCBthe
correlation between CGBand CWBI wasweak(rs =.06, 90% CI [.03,.14]),and
smaller tharthe correlatiorbetween CCH and CWBO (rs= .11, 90% CI [.01,.20]).

CCB-O and CWBO
Thecorrectedcorrelation between seteéport CCBO and CWRBO (r = .67, 90%
CI [.63, .71]) was stronger than between C&Band CWBI (rs= .43, 90% CI [.8, 48)).
The 90% confidence interval for the difference in the correlations was [.17in25]
answer to Research QuestianLikewise, for otherreport CCB and CWB, theorrected
correlation between CGB and CWBO (rs= .20, 90% CI [09, .30]) waslargerthan
between CCBO and CWBI (rs= .07, 90% CI14.04, .17]).The confidence interval for
the difference in correlations excluded zero (90% CI [.07, .IHj)s is a new finding
and suggests that not only is counterproductive behawimtiapersonacrosscontext
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

studyalong with results for each hypothesis for eachsarnple where applicabl&able
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2.9 provides BFAS and CCB intercorrelations for gelfed and otherated BFAS and
selfreport and othereport CCB. Confidence intervals for Heeorrelations are in
Appendix2-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 AppendbE.

Conscientiousness and CCB

Thecorrected (for unreliability i€CB) correlation between setated
Conscientiousness and total CCB was -.38 (90% CI {.42,-.34]), providing support
for H2a H2b was supported agell; the corrected correlation between
Conscientiousness and C&B(rs = -.42, 90% CI [.46, -.39]) was stronger than its
correlation with CCB (rs=-.17, 90% CI }.22, -.12]). The 90% confidence interval for
the difference in correlations was2p, -.21].

There was a weak to moderate (corrected) correlation betwearpait CCB
and otherratedConscientiousnegss = -.19, 90% CI .32, -.05]), providing additional
partial supporfor H2a The corrected correlation betweatherratedConscienibusness
andselfreportCCB-O (rs=-.24, 90% CI .37, -.10]), was stronger than correlation
betweerptherratedConscientiousness asélf-reportCCB-I (rs= .06, 90% CI }.10,
.22)), providing support for H2bThe 90% confidence interval for the difface in
correlations was-[31, -.05].

For othefreport CCB and selfatedConscientiousness, H2a was supported; the
corrected correlation between Conscientiousness and CCB was moderat2g, 90%
Cl[-.32-.19). H2b wasalsosupported; the corrected correlation betwselirated

Conscientiousness antherreportCCB-O (rs=-.34, 90% CI }.41, -.27]) was
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effectively stronger than the correlation between Conscientiousness and €GB-.04,
90% CI F.11, .03]), as the latter was negligible

For othefreport CCB and othamated Conscientiousned$2a wagpartially
supported; the corrected correlation between Conscientiousness and CCB-wad
(90% CI F.13, .06]). Likewise H2b wagpartially supported; the corrected correlation
between Conscientiousness and COHfs=-.21(90% CI [.43, .03]) wasstronger than
that betweeiConscientiousness and CCBrs =-.03 90% .25, .18]), although both
estimates had 90% confidence intervals including zero.

Conscientiousness aspects and CCB

For selfreport CCB and selfated Industriousneg3able 2.8) the corrected
correlation between Industriousness and CCBnwas.42 (90% CI {.46,-.39]),
supporting H3a The (corrected) correlation between Industriousness and@E€8-= -
46, 90% CI .50, -.43]) was stronger than the correlatiogtlveen Industriousness and
CCB-l (rs=-.22, 90% CI }.27, -.17]), providing support for H3brhe 90% confidence
interval for the difference in correlations wagy, -.21].

For selfreport CCB and othenated Industriousnesll3a was partiallysupported
with a weak to moderate correlatim=-.16, 90% CI .29, -.02]). The corrected
correlation between Industriousness and &C®&asrs =-.20 (90% CI F.33, -.06]),
while the corrected correlation between Industriousness andl@@Brs =.01(90% CI
[-.15, 18]), providing support for H3b

For othefreport CCB and selfated Industriousneskli3a was supported; the
corrected correlation between Industriousness and CCBswas24 (90% CI .30, -

.17]). The corrected correlation between Irtdosisness and CCGB (rs=-.32, 90% CI
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[-.39, -.24]) was stronger than the correlation between Industriousness and CGB-
.04, 90% CI {.12, .03]) which wasnegligible, providing support for H3b

For othefreport CCB and othamated Industriousness, H3a was supported; the
corrected correlation between Industriousness and CCBswas27 (90% CI }.44, -

.07]). The corrected correlation between Industriousness and@@Bsrs = -.37 (90%
Cl [-.57, -.14)]), while the corrected correlation between Industriousness andl@@B
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 correlatiomgh CCB which were approximately half
as strong as those with sedited Industriousness. Setfted Orderliness exhibited
moderate negative correlations with seport total CCBris =-.21, 90% CI [.25;.17])
and selreport CCBO (rs=-.24, 90% CI[-.28;.20]), and aveak negativeorrelation
with selfreport CCBI (rs=-.06, 90% CI [.11,-.01]). Other combinations of self
versus otheratings and selfversus othereport Orderliness and CCB, CE&B and
CCB-l were more equivocal.

The patterrof zeraordercorrelationdor Industriousness and Orderliness shows
Industriousness to be tlowerallstronger predictor for CCB. However, to empirically
test the relative strength of this pair (and each pair) of agpectse | at i qpagial wi t h
correlations were examined (Tablel@). Uncorrected grtial correlations foself-rated
Industriousness with total CCB, C&B, and CCBI (partialrs =-.36,-.32,-.18,
respectively)wereonly slightly lower tharuncorrectedercorder correlations
(uncorrected rs =40,-.36,-.18, respectively) with these criterldowever, partial

correlations between saifited Orderliness artle CCB variables (partial rs-704,-.02,
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.03) were much lower than zeooder correlations ¢r=-.20,-.17,-.05). Of these two
aspects, Industriousness carries the bulk of the predictive variance for CCB) G
CCB-l.

Results for Agreeableness and its Aspects

Agreeableness and CCB

Self-report CCB and selfated Agreeableneg$able 29) had a weak to moderate
negative correlatiofrs = -.15 (90% CI [.19, -.11]), providing partial support for H4a
The correlation between Agreeableness and -CCB=-.21, 90% CI [.25, -.16]) was
stronger than the correlation between Agrésadss and CCB (rs=-.12, 90% CI [.16,
-.07]). The 90% confidence interval for the difference in correlations w5 {.05],
thus supporting H4b

The correlation betweestherratedAgreeableness arsklf-reportCCB was
negligible(rs =-.03, 90% CI F.11, .17]), failing to support H4alLikewise,H4b wasnot
supported; Agreeabl eln(res-85 andtocorrelatiorawith on wi t h
CCB-O (rs= .05)werenegligible This islikely because Agreeableness was calculated as
an average ofompassion and Politenedsor selfreport CCB and othemated BFAS,
Compassion exhited positive or zero correlatiawith CCB while Politeness exhilei
negative correlatioswith CCB (see Table 8).

The correlation betweeastherreport CCBandselfrated Agreeablenesgas
negligible ¢s=-.06) with 90% confidence intervals including zero, failing to support
H4a The corrected correlation between Agreeableness andl @@Brs = -.13 (90% CI
[-.21, -.06]) while thecorreldion between Agreeableness and GOBvas-.06 with 90%

confidence intervals including zero, providing support for H4b
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The correlation betweestherreport CCB x otherated Agreeableness was
positive but very wealrs = .05) with 90% confidence intengincluding zero, thus
failing to provide support for H4aEven thougtthe correlation betweearstherrated
Agreeableness aratherreportCCB-I (-.06) was negative while the correlation was
positive with otheirreportCCB-O (.04), these correlations were negligible and had 90%
confidence intervals including zero, failing to support H4b.
Agreeableness aspects and CCB

Self-rated Politenessxhibiteda moderate negative correlation with selport
CCB (rs=-.24,90% CI [.28, -.20]), supporting H5a The correlation between Politeness
and CCBI (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 HsbTrhe 90%
confidence interval for the difference in correlations wéds}]-.06].

For selfreport CCB and othenated Politeness, H5a wpartially supported, as
the corrected correlation between Politeness@CB wasegative but wealrs = -.07,
90% CI }.21, .07]). HoweverH5 b was supported, as Politene
with CCB-l wasrs=-.21, 90% CI [.36, -.04]) its correlation with CCBO wasweaker (s
=-.02, 90% CI {.16, .12]) Notably, while the correlation betweetherratedPoliteness
andselfreportCCB-lI wasnegative, the correlation betweetherratedCompassion and
selfreportCCB-l was positive Is = .17, 90% CI [.01, .3]). In fact, othesrated
Compassion was posigly correlated selfeported total CCBr§= .16, 90% CI [.02,
.29]) and seHreported CCBO(rs= . 13) al though this esti mat e

included zero.
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For othefreport CCB and selfated Politeness, H5a was partially supported; the
correded correlation between Politeness and CCBwas.11 (90% CI [.18, -.05]).
HoweverPol i t eness & c ol(rg=e.17,00% @ p24,wl0} wasna@ C B
stronger thaiits correlatiorwith CCB-O (rs=-.12, 90% CI [.20, -.04]) thus failing to
support H5b The 90% confidence interval for the difference in correlations wag [

0]. Correlations betweeselratedCompassion andtherreportCCB, CCBO, and
CCB-I werenegligible

For othefreport CCB and othamted Politenesgi5a wasonly partially
supportedasthe corrected correlation between Politeness and CCBegative but
weak(rs=-.07,90% CI }.27, .13] ) . Pol i t eswithsthebreportedCCBd | at i on
andwith otherreportedCCB-O werethe samerg=-.11, 90% CI1{.34, .13] ands=-.11,
90% CI F.32, .11], respectively), therefokbb was not supported

Partial correlation§Table 210) between selfor otherrated compassion and self
or otherreport CCB were stronger when politeness is controlled for. Likewise for
correlations between selfr otherrated politeness and setfr otherreport CCB. Seff
rated politeness carried more ureqoredictive variance for both sefport and other
report CCB than did compassion. Further, correlations betweeratadf compassion
and CCB were generally positive whereas the relation betweeratadf politeness and
CCB was negative in all casen.dontrast to the magnitude differences for-satéd
compassion and politeness, othated compassion and politeness carried similar
amounts of unique predictive variance for CCBIthough, echoing findings for these
aspects when setated, relationbetween otherated compassion and CCB were

positive while relations between oth@ated politeness and CCB were negative.
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Results for Neuroticism and its Aspects
Neuroticism and CCB

For seltreport CCB and selfated Neuroticism, the corrected correlatlmetween
Neuroticism and CCB was = .23 (90% CI [.19, .27]), supporting H6For selfreport
CCB and otherated BFAS, H6 waalsosupported; the corrected correlation between
Neuroticism and CCB was = .23 (90% CI [09, .36]) (Table 2.8)

For othefreport CCB and seffated NeuroticismiH6 waspartially supported; the
corrected correlation between Neuroticism and CCBnas10(90% CI [.04, .17)),
providing support for H6For otherreport CCB and othenated Neuroticismthe
corrected correlation between Neuroticism and CCBnaas16 (90% CI F.04, .35]),
providing partial support for H6, with a 90% confidence interval including zero.
Withdrawal and CCB

The correlation betweeselfratedWithdrawal andself-reportCCB-O wasrs =
.22 (90% CI [.18, .26]), supporting H7a H7b was also supported,
correlation with CCBO was stronger than that with C8Brs= .09, 90% CI [.04, 3)]).
The 90% confidence interval for the difference in correfet was [.10, .18].

For selfreport CCB and othenated Withdrawal the correlation between
Withdrawal and CCBO wasrs= .24 (90% CI [.10, .37]), providing further support for
H7a Further, this correlatiowas stronger than that wiselfreportCCB-1 (rs = .10,
90% CI F.07, .26]), providing additional support for H7b

For othefreport CCB and selfated WithdrawalH7a wassupported, as the

correlation between Withdrawal and C&Bwasrs = .10, 90% CI [.@, .18]). Further,
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this correlatioorwas stronger than Wit h-Hr=2.08a90%G6l corr e
[0, .19)), providing support for H7b.

For othefreport CCB and othamated WithdrawalH7a waspartially supported,
as the correlation between Withdrawal and GQRBasrs = .22(90% CI }.02,.44),
although the 90% confidence interval included z&tos correlation wasot stronger
than the correlation withtherreportCCB-I (rs= .16, 90% CI.06,.36]), failing to
support H7b.
Volatility and CCB

For selfreport CCB and selfated Volatilitythe correlation between Volatility
and CCBI wason the weak end of moderate £ .18, 90% CI [.14, .3]), providing
support for H8The @rrelation betweentherratedVolatility and selfreportCCB-1 was
(rs=.17, 90% CI [.@, .33]), further supporting H3

The correlation betweeselfrated Volatilityand otherreportCCB-l1 wasweak(rs
=.08, 90% CI P, .15]), failing to support H8Likewise, for otherreport CCB and other
rated Volatility,H8 was not supported, as the correlation between Volatility andICCB
wasalso weakrs= .10, 90% CI .12, .31)).

The correlation betweeselfrated Volatilityand selratedCCB-O (rs= .21, 90%
CI [.17, .25]) wasindeedsimilar in magnitude to its correlation with C&Hrs = .18,
90% CI [.14, .3]). The 90% confidence interval for the difference in correlations was [
.01, .07] providing arnaffirmativeanswer to RQ3-or self-report CCB and otheiated
Volatility, its correlation with CCBO (rs = .18, 90% CI [04, .31]) wasalso similar in

magnitude to itgorrelation with CCHB (rs= .17, 90% CI [.4, .33]).



98

However, br otherreport CCB and seffatedVolatility, its correlation with
CCB-O (rs= .15, 90% CI [.@/, .23]) was stronger than itorrelation with CCHBI (rs =
.08, 90% CI D, .15]), answering RQ3 in the negative
In contrast, further answering RQ3 in the affirmative, othert ed Vol at i | it
correlation withotherreport CCB(rs = .15, 90% CI{.09,.38) and with CCBI (rs = .10,
90% CI F.12,.31) were not different from each other
Controlling for Withdrawal, sélr at ed Vol at i | i trgporsCCBel at i o
I, CCB-O, and total CCB were weaker (uncorrected parsial.13, .13, and .12,
respectively compared to uncorrected zerderrs = .15, .20, and .20, respectively), as
shown inTable 210. This same was true forselfat ed Wi t hdr awal 6s cor |
three selreport CCB composites. This patterisoemerged for otherated Volatility
and Withdrawalvith selfreport CCB corosites, and to a lesser extent when the aspects
were othetrrated and CCB was othegport, and when the aspects were-sid and
CCB was othereport.These results suggest that using Neuroticism aspects is not
necessarily more informative than usinguxoticism at the domain level in predicting
CCB composites. However, at the CCB facet level;rstéd Volatility exhibited
strongerzercordercorrelations with seffeporttheft/sabotage, illegal behavior, and
incivility T although this pattern was nethoed in the other combinations of these
aspects as selbr otherrated with CCB as selbr otherreport
Results for Extraversion and its Aspects
Is Enthusiasm correlated with CCE or CCB1?
SelfratedEnthusiasnexhibited negligiblecorrelationswith self-reportCCB-O

and withselfreportCCB-I (Table 29), answering RQ4 in the negative
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For selfreport CCB and othenated BFAS, Enthusiasm wassitively correlated
with CCB-l (rs= .23, 90% CI [07, .39]), butwas weaklycorrelatedvith CCB-O (rs =
.08) with 90% confidence intervals including zero, providing mixed results for RQ4

For othefreport CCB and seffated BFAS Enthusiasm waseakly positively
correlated with CCBO (rs= .10, 90% CI [02, .18]) andwith CCB-I (rs=.08) although
the 90% confidence interval for this estimate included.zero

For othefreport CCB and othamted BFAS Enthusiasm wapositively
correlated with total CCBr{= .23, 90% CI [03, .41]), and with CCBO (rs= .23, 90%
Cl [-.01, .45]) although the 90% confidence intervatludedzero. Otherated
Enthusiasnexhibited a weak positive correlation wittherreportCCB-I (rs = .08, 90%
Cl [-.14, .29])

Is Assertivenessorrelated with CCBO or CCB1?

Addressing Research Question &f sated Assertiveness was weakly positively
correlated withselfreportCCB-O (rs = .06, 90% CI [.@2, .10]), and moderately
positively correlated witlselfreportCCB-I (rs= .22, 90% CI [.17, .27]jTable 29).

For selfreport CCB and othenated personality, Assertivenesghibited a
negligible correlation with CCB (rs= .02, 90% CI1{.12, .16]) anch moderatgositive
correlaton with CCB-I (rs= .32, 90% CI [.6, .47]).

For othefreport CCB andelf-rated personalityAssertiveness was weakly
positively correlated with CCB(rs= .17, 90% CI [10, .24]), andwith CCB-O (rs = .09,

90% CI [.aL, .17)).
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For othefreport CCB and othamated personalityAssertivenessxhibited weak
positive correlations witicCB-1 (rs=.10, 90% CI{.12, .31) andwith CCB-O (rs=.07,
90% CI .17, .30).

When controlling for Enthusiasm, partial correlations between Assertiveness and
CCBvariableswvere weakefor both self and otherrated Assertiveness with both self
and othetreport CCB with correlations between setited Assertiveness and sedport
CCB-l, CCB-0, and total CCB changing sign to negative, but quite weak (Taldg 2.
While this patterrof weaker partial correlatioradso held for Enthusiasm when
controlling for Assertiveness in three of the correlation sets (i.esragell Enthusiasm
with otherreport CCB and the two sets using othetied Enthusiasm), correlations
between selfated Eithusiasm and sefeport CCBvariableswvere stronger and positive
when controlling for Assertiveness.

Results for Openness and its Aspects

Self-rated Intellecexhibited negligible correlationsith self-reportCCB-1 (rs =
.01) andwith selfreportCCB-O (rs = -.03), with 90% confidence intervals for both
estimates including zer@able 2.9) failing to support H9

For all other sample setsr CCB-O (self-report CCBO with otherrated Intellect,
otherreport CCBO with selfrated Intellet, and othereport CCBO with otherrated
Intellect),correlations were negligibl&{9 was not supported.

Notably, If-report CCBI and otheirated Intellect exhibited a moderatesitive
correlation s = .22, 90% CI [06, .38]).

While nothypothesized nor a research questiexperiencing exhibited weak

positive correlations with seteport CCBO (seltrated Experiencings= .12, 90% ClI
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[.07, .16]; otherrated Experiencing rs = .12, 90% CI0OB, .23), and with othereport
CCB-O (selfrated Experiencings = .16, 90% CI [08, .24, otherrated Experiencings =
.13, 90% CI {.11, .36), although seKand othetrrated Experiencing exhibited weak to
negligible correlations with selind otherreport CCRBI.

Partial correlation§Table 210) controlling for each aspect in correlations with
CCB variables showekry little change from zerorder correlations.

Does Intellect add incremental variance to Industriousness in predicting CCB?

Addressing Research Questiorfd, selfreport CCB selfrated Intellectid add
avery small amount of incremental variancestdf-ratedindustriousness in predicting
total CCB (Table 2.10)with an adjuste®? increment of .Q (omultiple R=.01). Table
2.11 provides theegression models for all analyses sample pairs.

For selfreport CCB and othenated personality, Intelleeiiso provided an
increment beyond Industriousness in predictotgl CCB, with anadjusted=? increment
of .05 (gpmultiple R=.11)

Further, br otherreport CCB and selfated personality, Intellegirovidedan
increment in predictive validity for CCB beyond that of Industrious(essljusted?? =
.01; gomultiple R=.03)

For othefreport CCB and othemted personalitypeither Industriousness nor
Intellect were predictive for CCB in the regression mo(sde Table 2.1250
incremental variance was not tested for.

Overall, intellect did incremerdightly above and beyond Industriousness in

predicting CCB but not in thanticipated directionReadingthe 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 212 provides results fogender differences in frequency of engaging in
CCB. For selreport CCB, Males reported engaging in GOBvith the same frequency
as did femalesd(=-.05, 90% CI {.15,-.04]), failing to provide support for H10a
However, malesM = 1.44,SD= .55) reprted engaging in CGBmore frequently than
did females = 1.32,SD= .45,d =-.31, 90% CI{.36,-.17]), supporting H10b

Otherreports of the frequency of males engaging in SCB = 129, SD=.28)
were greater than otheeports for femaled = 1.21,SD= .24,d =-.39, 90% CI [=.57;
.21]) providing support for H1QaLikewise,otherreports showed malebi(= 1.32,SD=
.57) engaged in CGBmore frequently than did femaledl € 1.23,SD=.47,d =-.20,
90% ClI F.36,-.04]), supporting H10b

These findings argenerallyin line with previous research findings for gender
differences in frequency of engaging in counterproductive behalibough the null
finding for a gender difference selfreport CCBO does not reflect findings in previous
researchMales did seHreport engaging in CCB facets more frequently (i.e.,
Theft/Sabotage, Negligence/Outcomes, and lllegal Behavindiatingthe null finding
for self-reportcomposite CCBO ispartially due to lack of differences selfreported
frequency of Academic Deviance and Withdrawal behaviorsontrast, ér other

reported CCB, males were reported to engagee frequentlyn Academic Deviance
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and Withdrawal than we femalesdorrected = -.30and-.24, respectively) although
these estimates had 90% confidence intervals including zero.
Gender interactionsvith BFAS in predicting CCB

Two methods of assessing gender interactions seitiratedpersonality in
predictingselfreport and othereportCCB were usetb address Research Question 7
The first method was moderated multiple regressitwe. second methods described
and used irstudy 1, was the use dfoq Or the effect size of theftkrence in the
prediction models between males and females for CCB.

Separatenoderatedegression models includirgach pair of aspectsane
examined to assess gender interactions in prediséligeport and othereportCCB.

Small sample sizes preded testing for interaction effects with othrated BFAS.

Overall, gender interaction effects were small to neglidimell selfrated aspect pairs

for seltreported total CCB, CClB and CCBO (Table 2.B). The change ifRR-squared

and multipleR 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
differencedor gender and CCB)

Industriousness, Politeness, Volatility dafissertiveness were examined together
in predicting selreport CCB, and gender interaction terms were added. There was no
increment in Rsquared for any of the three CCB criteria when gender and interactions
were addedWhen entering all aspects atmngenderinteraction termsTable 213),
increments in Rsquared were nil to .01 and coefficients for interaction terms guete

weak
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Table 2.Ba provides eégression results fatherreportCCB predicted byself
rated BFASwith gender interaction#\s with regression models for setport 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 s8igges of
coefficients are an indication of the direction of relationship in regression, although in
moderated regression, simple slopes are commonly used to assess interactionfsffects
mentioned above, the moderated regression models give a good overall assessment of the
validity for the BFAS and gender in predicting CCB, but the usiefwill aid in
assessing differential prediction for each BFAS aspect by gekdién.the dwos 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 aspettg gender. In order to assess
differential prediction across gender each asped¢male and female subgroupdyod
was used The female group was used as the referent group (i.e., the standard deviations
for females were used to standardize effect siZzEahle2.14 provides results for each
BFAS aspect.Separate regressions were runrf@les and for females usiegch sdt
rated aspect with seteport CCB variables and othexport CCB variablesSample size
was insufficient to test othe@atedBFAS aspects.

Thedwod 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 bydwod_signed@Nddwmod_unsigne}. Additionally, the negative sigrior dwvod_signed
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indicates tht the differences in slopes exprassetunderprediction for males. There is a
danger of capitalizing on chance with so many individual tests. While post hoc tests are
not possible with thianalysismethod, it is acknowledged that these findings are
preliminary and need to be replicated in further studies with other saniples.
summarizegender effects on personality in predicting CCB are weak amstrihregest
predictive powefor CCB comes from the main effects of personality and the main effect
of gender rather than their interactipathough there is a small net underprediction for
males with personality predicting CCB
Results for Cognitive Ability

Table 2.5 provides correlation results for cognitive ability with CGBonfidence
intervals for the correlations areAppendix 2F. The results for hypothesasd
research questiormse discussed below.
Cognitive abilitycorrelations withCCB

In contrast to findings for CWB in Study 1, verbal ability was a waaditive
correlate of selfeport CCBI (rs=.09, 90% CI{.01, .19]), anaxhibited nil or
negligible correlatonswith CCB-O and total CCB Interestingly, math ability and totgl
were also positively correlated with sedfport CCBI (rs= .15, 90% CI [.06, .24] and
=.14, 90% CI [.03, .24], respectivelghd all three g composites were positively
correlated with selfeport Withdrawal behaviors, although the 90% confidenesvats
for the estimates included zerAs would be expected, verbal ability € -.13, 90% CI
[-.22,-.04]), math ability (s=-.11, 90% CI {.19,-.02]), and totalj (rs = -.14, 90% CF
.23,-.04[-.23,-.04)) werenegatively correlated witkelf-repot Academic Deviance

providing only partial support for H11
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For othefreport CCB total g, math ability, and verbal ability were positively
correlated with total CCBr{= .21, 90% CI [.07, .35]rs= .17, 90% CI [.04, .29]rs =
.19, 90% ClI [.05,31]), CCB-O (rs= .20 90% CI [.02, .36]rs= .17, 90% CI [.02, .31]rs
=.17,90% CI [.00, .32]respectively, and CCBI (rs= .28 90% CI [.13, .42]rs= .23
90% CI [.09,.36]andrs = .25 90% CI [.10, .38]respectively, failing to provide suppb
for H11 For totalg and math ability, the relationships with otlreport CCBO appear
to be driven by the positive correlations with otheort Academic Deviance and
Theft/Sabotage. These positive correlations between cognitive abilitytlaeeteport
CCB are surprising findingsCorrelations between seléport and othereport CCB
(Appendix2-G) are weak to moderate, indicating each method of assessing CCB captures
a good amount of unique variance. There may be any number of reasthresfositive
correlations between cognitive ability and otnated CCB, some more intuitively
plausible than others. For example, otteporters mayassume thatarticipants higher in
cognitive abilityengage ircounterproductivéehaviors more frequegtlthis might
particularly be the case with Academic Deviance if otiegorterdound it hard to
believe that someone could achieve excellent gra@ssuming ability positively
correlates with grades in this sampleithout some sort of cheatingnother possibility
is otherreporters of CCB may exaggerate their reports for brighter fellow students as a
means to Oknock t heanbydanpansorsKimpedGlombd2010¥ e e | b
found that cognitive ability is positively related with victimization in the workplace.
Alternatively, those higher in cognitive ability may engage insaifdicapping talk in
the form of bragging about irresponstiiehaviorso avoidappeaingé n e rTdege 6

reasons may be unlikely, but further research is needszktarvhether these correlational
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findings hold and to explore reasons for them. It is interesting that for botiegeit

CCB and othereport CCB, ognitive ability (total g, math ability, and verbal ability)

was positively correlated with CCB(incivility). In this sample, Total, verbal ability,

and math ability exhibited weak but negative correlations withratdtl Volatility ¢s = -
.05,-.02,and-.07, respectivelyand with otherrated Volatility {s=-.12,-.13, and-.09,
respectivelyrlthough the 90% confidence intervals for these correlations included zero
(Appendix2-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 abiligppendix 2I), males are
higher in Total g and math ability aetigage 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.

Cognitiveability moderating Neuroticisni CCB relationships

Cognitive ability exhibited negligible moderain effectson relationships between
selfreportNeuroticismandits aspects in predicting CCB, C&B, or CCBI (Table
2.16), answering RQ8 in the negativincluding cognitive ability with Neuroticism in
regression models increased the amount of variance accounted for in totadpBES (
.01 andpmultiple R=.02) and CCH (pR? = .01 andpmultiple R = .04). Including
cognitive abilityprovided an incremetih predictive validity abov& olatility and
Withdrawalfor total CCB (pR? = .01 andpmultiple R=.02) and CCBO (pR? = .01
andgmultiple R=.03).As with gender moderaticamalysessmall sample size for

otherreport BFASprecludednoderatioranalyses
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For otherreport CCB and selffatedNeuroticism and aspecf$able 2.15)
cognitive ability exhibited negligible interaction effecémswering 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 withrag¢d Neuroticism in
predicting the CCB variableddowever, small increments in variance explained were
found when cognitive ability was added to models for Volatility and Withdrawal
predicting Ttal CCB (pR? = .02 andpmultiple R=.14), CCB-O (pR? = .01 andyp
multiple R=.10), and CCBI (pR? = .02 andpmultiple R= .14).

Additional analyses using the Personal Acquaintance Measure

The analyses using the Personal Acquaintdheasurego assess closeness of
relationship between salaters and othematersare exploratory, as no hypotheses or
research questions were formulatedardingthis variable. To assess whether degree of
acquaintanceship impacted the relationship betvee#rated personality and othested
CCB, closeness of acquaintanwas examined as a moderator of the relationship
between BFAS aspects and CCB, GOBand CCBl. Moderated regression results
(Appendix2-J) showed that othereportcloseness of acqudancedid not moderate the
relationship between selated personality aspects and otregort CCB, CCBO, or
CCB-I. However, closeness of acquaintance exhibitednsistenmain effect for other
report CCBI such that those closer atquaintance tended to report less frequent-CCB
for their acquaintance

A second exploration was the degree to wiidseness of acquaintanceght
moderate the relationship between sated and otheratedCCB. Using selreport CCB

as the dependéemariable, othereport CCBwas entered in step dndotherreport
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closeness of acquaintan@ad the interaction between the two were enterstep 2in

regression model@®ppendix 2K). Closeness of acquaintance had small moderation

effects on thealation between otheeport CCB variables and setport CCB variables,

such that closer acquaintance increasedebeessiorslopeof otherreportCCB

predictingselfreport CCB. Knowing the target better led to slightly better convergence

betweentheé ar ge-t épos el CCB and t hreporaGCB.uai nt ancebod
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
Consci ent i oubdugrdssiiessarsd Oalerliness as well as between
Agr ee abl e nCompgsionsasdPelitenessirther, this study was able to
compare counterproductive behavior across two contexts, work and school. As an
additional contriltion, this study provided a 2x2 fully crossed comparison of the
relationships between the Big Five Aspects asragdfd and as otheated with
counterproductive college behavior as-seffort and as otheeport. And finally, the
study provided estintas of gender moderation for sedfted personality in predicting
both selfreport CCB and otheeport CCB.

The strong correlation between sedport CCB and selfeport CWB supports
findings of previous research that counterproductive behavior hasamoext validity
(e.g., Stanek & Ones, 2015). A novel finding in this study was the correspondence
between correlations of CCB with CWB-O and CCBI with CWB-I for both selfreport

CCB and othereport CCB except in the case of otneport CCBO. Itmay 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 conteRRtsberts and DelVecchio, 2000
Comparing relationships between personality and CWB with rel&ijonbetween
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 negjativaships.

There were striking differences between-seffort CCB correlations with self
report CWB and othereport CCB correlations with CWB; the most striking of which
was that othereport CCBI and selfreport CWBI were correlated, where otheeport
CCB-0O and otheireport CCBO 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 thaditttat the
correlation between otheeport CCB Withdrawal and seléport CWB Withdrawal is
.14, which is comparable to the correlation between CCB Incivility and CWB Abuse (
=.12). Although there seemed to be some inexplicable intercorrelations betihee
report CCB and selfeport CWB, as well (e.g., otheeport CCB lllegal Behavior
exhibiting a correlation af = .13 with CWB Withdrawal). Again, it is important to note
that the CWBChecklist facets, Sabotage, Withdrawal, Production Deviancét, Binel
Abuse, were not derived through factor analysis but through exgenpglychologists)
sorting the behaviors into clusters. In fact, internal consistency reliability for some of the
five CWB-C dimensions is strikingly low (e.g., coefficient algbaSabotage = .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 othegport CCB and selfeport CWB, with organizatiaai
workplace deviance exhibiting a positive correlation with eteport CCBO and
interpersonal workplace deviance exhibiting a positive correlation with-cepert
CCB-l.

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 ofatelfl and dterrated
BFAS and seklreport and othereport 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 satsfie s
at least some of the CCB facets fact, Compassion was positively more often than
negatively correlated with CCB facets.hi s f i ndi ng supports DeYo
finding that cooperativeness and compliance load more strongly on the afspect
Politeness than on Compassi on. Further, i
(2018) metaanalysis that Politeness would be more associated with perspedting
and the rational calculus of what is accepted, or perhaps socially strategic, bethéeior
Compassion may be more associated with the emotional component of Agreeableness
which may not necessarily call for noror rulefollowing behavior.

Another novel finding from this study is the positive relationship between
Assertiveness and CCB, particularly CECBAs discussed earlier, Assertiveness was
found in previous research to be positively correlated with Intellect and Industriousness.

Likewise, in this study, Assertiveness exhibited modei@strong positive correlations
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with both Intellect and Industriousneddowever, in partial correlations for pairs of

BFAS aspects with CCB, CGB, and CCBI, Assertiveness positively correlated with

al three, while Intellect had generally negligible correlations for the CCB composites, yet
Industriousness negatively correlated with all thrieés as if Assertiveness has two

agentic natures (cf. Smillie et al., 2013); one consisting of expendory fif productive
pursuits and the other consisting of expending effort for counterproductive pursuits.
Extraversion has exhibited a negative rrestalytic relationship with CWBBerry et al.,

2012, and often in primary studies exhibits no relationstiith 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@CBhe

pattern of positive correlations between selfort Assertiveess and othereport CCBI
suggest that Assertiveness may be associated with behaviors that others find offensive or
insensitive, although the positive correlations between -odpart Assertiveness and
selfreport CCBI this link is not just due to misgiled dominance.

A third contribution of this study is the examination of gender as a moderator of
personality in predicting sefeport CCB and othereport CCB. While mean score
differences abound between males and females feregmft and otherepat CCB,
interactions were few and when found, were we@kis is good news, as it indicates that
in general, the Big Five aspects predict CCB similarly for males and fernialesver,
for BFAS predicting CCBthere exists aetunderpredictiorfor males. As discussed in
Study 1, the slight underprediction for males may be in part attributable to the trait
differences between males and femabasich weregenerallylarger 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 eachitratiteast sufficient to bifurcate
each of the Big Five. Depending on which aspect is more or less represghted w
Big Five trait test, criteria may be well or poorly predicted.

Lastly, it is surprising that cognitive ability was correlated positively with @CB
(Incivility) . This finding echoes one other study (Rohdtterms, Caspi, & Moffitt
2007) which bund a weak positive relationship between cognitive ability measured in
adolescence and CWB in adulthood. However, that cognitive ability should be positively
related with CCBl rather than CCED is somewhat perplexing. As mentioned earlier,
aspect Intééct has shown positive relationships with cognitive ability (DeYoung et al.,
2014) and in the current studtherratedintellectwas positively correlated with self
report CCBI. At least one metanalytic study found that trait Intellect does not peedi
CWB (e.g., Woo et al., 2014However, 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 les3 lisils
an area that needs further study.

A limitation of this study was the unfortunate small sample size for-o#ted
BFAS which precluded some analyses. However, the correlational analyses presented
here provide a fully crossed (sedind othetreport) examination of relationships between

personality and CCB.
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Study 37 Personality 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, & G248, 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 (&/gqter, 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.qg.,
Ramey, Klinger, & Hollibaugh, 2014; Silvester, Wyatt, & Ralhd?014), 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 nulsmbrin 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 predictocandlate of U.S. legislator
misconduct.

Judge, Bono, llies, and Gerhardt (2002) note that the problem in early research

(before the early 199006s) on trait relati

taxonomic structure for classifyingandgjoa ni zi ng traits. 0 We n

accepted and used Big Five traits, and in this study, we have the Big Five Aspects

(0]

ow

assessing both the Big Five and each di men

2007). However, political leadersor, as theyare called in the political psychology

literature, political elites (e.g., Winter, 20%i3have 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. (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 scopkthis dissertation. The current study examines political
leader personality through an industgatanizational psychology lens and focuses on
addressing three questions: (1) whether archival records of U.S. legislator CWB can be
predicted with otherated legislator personality using the Big Five Aspect Scales
(DeYoung et al., 2007), (2) whether otlrated political leader personality differs by
political orientation, and (3) whether and how any personality trait differences between
parties affects kder trait correlations with CWB. To this end, | 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, bt 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, & Dowlihiy, 20
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
liberdism 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 palitical participationhas found
mixed results fomost 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 prefereoaed fn
the general public are assumed to exist in political leaders as well (Constantini & Cralik,
1980) because political leaders often belong to a party before they ascend to leadership in
it, and then spend their careers supporting goals which alignwit hei r part yés L
desires. I n I'ine with findings regarding
political participation in the general public, personality research in the organizational
sphere has found a profile for leader traits in gan&rthout 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 correlatedwiiktraversion, Openness, and emotional
stability (the inverse of Neuroticism) (Judge, Bono, llies, & 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 consitler personality profile of leaders both as a group and as
party members.

Of the studies which obtained sedfported personality from politicians, a similar
elevation in Extraversion is seen. Previous research did not distinguish leaders with
different paty 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 npolitical individuals. More recently, Constantini
and Craik (1980), administering a sedfport personality measure, found thalitical
elites (California presidential delegates) were more assertive, outgoing, ambitious, and
achievemenbriented than the general public, which echoes previous research on
leadership in the organizational domain. In a study of 94 State legislatorg\fizona,
Connecticut, and Maine (Dietrich, Lasley, Mondak, Remmel, & Turner, 2012),
legislators completed seléport Big Five personality measures. The study found less
variance among legislator personality ratings then is found in the general plibbagh
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 conservate, and Extraversion had no relation with political ideology. This
echoes what has been found in the general public. Silvester, Wyatt, & Randall, 2014
obtained selfeport personality ratings from 231 local politicians in the U.K.

Extraversion had the higst 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 publigyhile 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., llies, 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 leaderstepgiator
emergence, if not effectiveness) and choosing a political career may contribute to trait
profiles for political leaders (e.g., Park, Wiernik, Oh, Ones, &, 2620).

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 Higlel 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 pdéadairs
along party lines, and potentially attenuate personalitysconduct correlations.

Personality using otherraters

Due to the obvious challenges in obtaining-safings of politician personality at
the national level, researchers have commatigtied 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 curstndy uses a novel approach for assessing
political leader personality. Multiple raters watched anonymized videos of politicians and
provided ratings on the politiciands perso
the Methods section.

There hadbeen some research usingotheat i ngs of political f
In a set of studies in Italy, Caprara, Barbaranelli, and Zimbardo (2002) found that other
ratings of politiciansd personalities usin
factors: Energy and Agreeableness, as the researchers labeled them. Raters were asked to
rate politicianbés personalities based on t
politicians. The twefactor 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 politiciansdé personalities were r
the rater was of the same political party. From an atter perspeocte, this may be a
reflection of true variance, an effect of group identificatiithgse in my group are
simlartom®) , or an effect o-€ontrpladtheyingaiiaeen s d ¢ ann)
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;
Schafer2000; 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 remarksshould be noted that the texts were transcriptions
from the videos used for othemtings. These texts had been edited to remefezences

to hotbutton 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

derivedfrom NLP text analysis

Hypotheses for BFAS predicting Politich Misconduct

| collected archival records from news sources and House and Senate records for
incidents of counterproductive work behavior, using a measgueader misconduct
based orFolde® 2006)framework use@s a coding guide. The Foldes modeleaider
misconduct is provided in Append«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 behaviorfi{gg)., 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 pubmain and the subjects are public figures.
Some politiciansé behaviors may not find
range of news and information sources available with an equally wide range of political

motivations and biases, it is assahthat all politicians in the sample may have an equal



121

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 mwdow. If surreptitious misconduct behaviors become known
later, the measure of misconduct is incomplete. This would be the case with any archival
or recorddependent measure of CWB.

At present, there is no validated research measure for politician GQ\WB.
mentioned, thérameworkfor measuring senior leader misconduct (Foldes, 2006)
providedthe closest fit. Other measures of leader misconduct focus to a great extent on
leaderfollower relationships (e.g., Tepper, 2000), however, the purpose ofutisistto
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 bribessmpresent
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 Robinsonds (2000)

W

et al.6s (2006) Counterproductive Workpl ac

includes an organizationally targeted dimension and an interpersonally targeted

dimension (Fales, 2006). In addition to CWBand CWBO counterparts, the measure
includes a Selfratifying counterproductive behavior dimension (e.g., alcohol abuse,
sexual harassment) . Two additional metri

have ready awespondence with other leadership roles are (1) missing congressional roll

c
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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 aclose recent analogy to the current studyawiss a political leader sample,
Ones (2004) found th&onscientiousness as well as two of its fatetsmpetence and
achievement striving 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; Robei®hernyshenko, 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
Miscod u c t . Further, considering Conscientio
and previous findings for Conscientalousnes
votes (Hollibaugh, Klinger, & Ramey, 2014), this trait should be negatively relatied w
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)l Overal
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 hypothesesmal research questions are provided in Table 3.1. The

following hypotheses for Conscientiousness and its aspects are proposed.
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Hla and b: Conscientiousness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a)
Overall Political Misconduct and with (b) Cagizational 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 moderaegative 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)n consideing 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, whi@nservatism is positively related to Politeng@sissh 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). | make
similar hypotheses for Agreeableness and for Politeness as | made in Study 1.

H4a aml 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
Politicd 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 dsscussed in Studies 1 and 2, Neuroticism



124

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.
Addi tional |l y, Neithdrawal and Vdatiity,sare axpgetedad eghjbit W
similar relationships with counterproductive behavior to those expected in Studies 1 and
2 with respect to Organizational Misconduct (analogous to €YYBnd Interpersonal
Misconduct (analogous to CWB.

The additional behavioral criteria of S@fratifying Misconduct and Avoidance
Behavior require consideration here. The
hypothesized association with C\WB and with Organizational Misconduct applies to a
relationshp 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 behawrs as measured in this studyamely skipping out on town hall
meetings or evading reportdr$o the degree that these behaviors stem from individual
tendencies or motivations rather than situ
relationship with inpulse control and aggression (DeYoung et al., 2007) suggests a
potential relationship between this aspect and-Gadtifying 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 rationship with SelGratifying 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 analysesewdmine
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 Bigdikave
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 leadethese 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 neexecutivesA 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.q., Fridkin & Kenney2009; 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 counterpartsurther, 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, | explore gender
differences in politian 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 BFARatings 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 legskatol 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 partieschsupporting 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 conservatiis 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 Extraiarss 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 personalitydeology relationships using otheated
politician personality, | 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 stamties i
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 rigtareists, in that
both extremes were more aggressive, dogmatic, and had more rigid thinking styles than
did moderates. These findings suggest that the simple consettitana distinction
does not capture the full picture regarding political orientaimhits relation to
personality. More recent research using the Big Five taxonomy has refined this general
pattern regarding the difference betweknectionof party affiliation andstrengthof
party affiliation. While direction of political affiliation (in the U.S.) consistently resolves
into higher Openness being related with more liberal ideology and higher
Conscientiousnedsand less consistently, Extraversion and emotional stabibiging
related with more conservative ideology (e.g., Mondak & Halperin, 2868))gthof
party identificationi or degree of partisan extremignmas different motivational

underpinnings (Gerber, Huber, Doherty, & Dowling, 2012). Direction of party
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identf i cati on is built on alignment between a
espoused party beliefs and goals (e.g., Levendusky, 2009),delgiteeof partisan

identification appears to spring from separate motivations (Gerber et al., 2012; Jost,
Federicqg & Napier, 2009). Gerber et al. (2012, p. 661) argue that party identification not
only all ows fAone to choose a group that re

provides individuals two other important benefits: (1) a sense of belonging and (2) a

stucture for interpreting the world. o Jost
political ideol ogies as fAmotivated soci al
stance is not simply a personal fiealeifaer ence
means of interaction between oneself and o

belonging and social affirmation, but a sense of meaning, purpose and order. Jost (2017)
argues that a drive for a sense of oiider need for closurer need for structurg aligns

with conservative ideology more so than with liberal ideology. Indeed, some research has
shown that higher threaensitivity is linked with conservatism (e.g., Oxley et al., 2008).
Directly addressing the question of perality 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 identificatidigreeableness 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 relatio 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 fountbr 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 loddtede 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. KiskHephart, Harrison, and Trevino (Z)¥ound that moral
relativists make more unethical decisions than do moral idealists. However, there is no
doubt that division along the liberabnservative 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, | also examine personality differences and differences in levels of political
misconduat by legislator ideology in the form of partisan extremism as well as party
loyalty.

To further explore the degree to which pamjated variables influence
relationships between personality and politician misconduct as well as to eXpPre
textinferred personality, | 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 msnduct correlate with political partisan extremism?
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RQ8: What are the correlational relationships between-oétted BFAS and text
analysisbased BFAS ratings for politicians?

RQ9: Are there gender differences in taxialysisbased politician personsfiratings?
RQ10: Are there party differences in textalysisbased politician personality ratings?
Research Questions for legislative leadership performance

As an additional examination of criteriwalated validity for BFAS ratings of politicians,

| also examine whether politician personality correlates with legislative leadership, or the

degree to which legislators are able to persuade their colleaguesigmabeir
legislation.

Personality predicts job performance across occupations (e.g., Baickint,
1991). While the tasks of voting on legislation and negotiating with others is central to
the job of |l egislator, writing | aw and,
initiatives is a furt herionmeahichwauldrequioen e n't
leadership skills. | propose three research questions regarding legislative leadership
performance.
RQ11: Do personality ratings correlate with legislative leadership?
RQ12: Does legislative leadership differ across politiciatypar
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 wereal a

mo

of
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stratified random sample from among all U.S. legislators in office between 2010 and
2016. | stratified the draw for an equal number of Democrats and Republicans and
attempted to obtain an equal number of males and females within each partyweHadwe
was unable to attain an equal number of Republican and Democrat female representatives
due to the low number of female Republican legislators. | 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 discussian t ®n daiswaspione sototheatings of politican
personal ity would not be influenced by the
topiccor t heir reaction to t heEaphodterwaichedia nds pc
video of one randomly assigned U.S. legislator after simply beinghteydwere 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 surveyonthep t i ci ands personal i
several debriefing questions to use as con
person in the video?0, ADo you know whi ch
AHow strongly do you fneetlh ea bvoiudte ot?hde, tAoHoiwe n
agree or disagree with the views expressed
not know the name or party affiliation of the individual they observed. This is not
unusual, as most citizens can recognize onlgradful 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 straatyegs of personality have a small
amount of convergent validity with sefitings, and the more raters, the higher the
reliability (Connelly & Ones, 2012). Differences and similarities between asdf other
rated personality has a large literature and ethtings of personality have demonstrated
validity in predicting a host ofriteria (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

onelegislatoiei t her a | egi sl atordés interawasw or a
to provide three independent raters for ea
independent raters for each | egislatoroés f

per politician. Raters were either undergraduate students at a largredtbdn University
who participate for extra credit, or Amazon mTurk workers who completed the study for
$1.50. Raters consented to participate in
figures. o Raters were not videomwaslapbligcfamr e hand
For each politician in the sample, twarbnute 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 tideos. Videos did not include the
individual 6s name or party, names of their
ot her i dentifying infémumatoindn. s sAlels r(ef gr e
abortion, ACA, gay rights) were editedt of every video.

Some raters who signed up either did not take the survey or did not complete it.

Backup 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 ledto som
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 casgessers.
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 étcinginalyses not

involving otherrated personality. This gave a final legislator sample with ottargs

of personality oN = 153.

While there was a rater sample sizéNof 983 for 153 legislators, hierarchical
modeling or multilevel modeling wasot 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 otheratings, a decision was made to focus on obtaining ratings
for as many politicians as posklyather 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 reearch 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 imfluence
on fyg() Within politician.

As well as calculating otheated aspect scores from interview videos and speech
videos separately, the two sets of ratings were combined for each legislator giving overall

otherratings. However, analyses were conductgzhsately on interviespased ratings
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and speechatings because each sounsay displaydifferential 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 ledggors 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 aspecty(); James et al., 1984).R; of personality at the
aspect level (Btems for each of the ten aspects) was calculated for the group of raters for
each politician. Thewge st i mat e compares the variance i
variance of some distributidnmost commonly the nudistribution. The index gives a
value between 0 and 1.0 for rater agreement, with higher values indicating more interrater
agreement.

rwg() IS calculated as:

wherelJ is the number of items in treeale, ¥ is the mean of the observed variance in

raterso rat i n gsisthewarianee oftthe unifoerm(rectaaguldr)

distribution. The R programming language was used to calculgi€Bliese, 2000) for

al | pol i ti cgs.aRwysodpemamaity at the aspeedt levetitdms for each of

the ten aspects) was calculated for the group of raters for each politician.
Politicians6é aspect r a&}3iOhvpeeflagjged, &Gndno r a't

initial descriptive analyses were ruith and without the ratings for those particular
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aspects. This threshold was decided on considering the nature of tAeatitigs?
Stranger ratings of personality after-anthute exposure to a target should be expected to
agree to some extent if gypersonality variance is being captured. However, even given
the same sample of behavior, othaters might perceive different levels of certain traits
in a target. This is borne out by metaalytic examinations of otheatings including
ratings fromfamily 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
rwgG), repeated saptes (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 perfecigj). Therefore, the current interrater agreement threshold
(rwgg) = 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 §q() for each aspect from intervielbased and speedtased ratigs.

To test for rater bias effects, | 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 katav the

political orientation of the subject (if the rathd not know the political orientation of the

2 While the literature does suggest thresholds for rwy delineating weak, moderate, or strong
agreement (e.g., LeBreton & Senter, 2008) due to the brief exposure raters had to targets and rater s 6
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 rwgg as
well. In Appendix 3-B, rwg() values are compared across politician party, gender, and type of video source for
ratings, as well as a table giving rwgg) 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 rwgg) 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.



136

subject, the ratawasasked if they could guess based on what they observe in the video
and most raters were unable to guess); rater political oimmtaater political
sophistication; level of rater agreement with the content discussed in the video; strength
of rater feelings about the content discus
personality assessment of the individual in the videogam@mce, mannerisms, topic
content and opinions).
Measures
Personality
Politician personality was measured in two ways: a Big Five measure which
raters used to rate politicians, amaomatiadextinferred Big Five personality ratings of
the transcripts from the politiciansd vide
Big Five Aspect ScalesA 50-item versiorof the Big Five Aspects Scale for
otherraters (BFAS; DeYoung et al., 2007; personal communication with Colin DeYoung
on 7/ 14/ 2016) was used to rate pmiuteti ci ans
video of the politician. The Big Five aspectsideszeach 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 Volatilaypd Withdrawal; Agreeableness consists
of Compassion and Politeness; Conscientiousness consists of Industriousness and Order.
All items are provided in Append3-D, listed by Big Five domain and aspect.
Personality items were rated on a-point scale;l = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly
agree because of the lack of clarity in interpreting a migdlet response (personal

correspondence from Colin DeYoung on 7/14/2016; Kulas & Stachowski, 2009).
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Text-inferred Big Five personality ratings. Given thakach politician in the
current sample had two video samples of speech, | transcribed the videos into text
documents andubmittecthe text to IBM Personality Insights
(https://cloud.ibm.com/docs/personalitysights?topic=personaliiynsightsscience
between July 2016 and December 2018), which uses an open vocabulary approach
(Pennington et al., 2014) with a machiearning algoritim to infer personality traits
from text. The personality model used by IBM Personality Insights is described in
Appendix 3E.

In developing their Personality Insights instrument, IBM administered two Big
Five-based personality instruments along with caddcTwitter feeds from around 1500
to 2000 participants per language across five languages (including English). They found
thatNLP textinferred Big Five ratings had an unweighted average correlation for Big
Five dimensions between se#fport and the IBMextinferred personality ratings of=
.31. The average correlation between Big Five facets and\NBRItext-inferred ratings
(for English) wag = .22. These correlations are illustrative of the narrow slice of
personality signaled solely by words.riher, 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 ilNLP textinferred personality for purposes of this study teas
assess convergent validity of the two methods of personality measurement in the same
sample and more importantly compare critenielated validities of the two approaches.
Gi ven | BMO s NUP textidfernedgpsrsonalityadoes not exhibit a sgo

average correlation with seléport personality, strong convergence with ctia¢ed
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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 duio®ton 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 haygested 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 émnmunication. Skin color, for
example, is |l argely beyond the individual 6
intentional communication although certainly the observer may make conjectures based
on nonintentional cues. Burgoon and colleagimave 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 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 €gas, 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), Apkilaty 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/persondlityghts?topiepersonality
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insightsreleasenotes#July2016aThe IBM Personality Insights demonstration website
was used to input transcripts of the polit
personality ratings from the texts. A transcript from the speecloadd 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 bgdBM is a Big Five
model, with six facetevel scores within each Big Five domain. Within the
Conscientiousness domain are facets Achievestening, Cautiousness, Dutifulness,
Orderliness, SelDiscipline, and SelEfficacy. Within the Agreeablenedesmain are
facets Altruism, Cooperation, Modesty, Morality, Sympathy, and Trust. The Neuroticism
domain is labeled Emotional Range and consists of facets Anger, Anxiety, Depression,
Immoderation, Seltonsciousness, and Vulnerability. Extraversion comsitfacets
Activity level, Assertiveness, Cheerfulness, Exciterrsagking, Friendliness, and
Gregariousness. The Openness domain consists of facets Adventurousness, Artistic
Interests, Emotionality, Imagination, Intellect, and Liberalism. Appe8dixprovides a
table defining the IBM Personality Insights facets.
Political Misconduct

My research assistardaad| 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

| used the previously developatbdel 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 abdeaking agreements, misuse of power,
misrepresentation/manipulation of information), Interpersonal misconduct (misuse
organizational resources, discrimination, interpersonal incivility and aggression, and
nepotism), and SelBratifying misconduct (sexualarassment, 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 scalge.included two additional CWB variables;
avoidance behavior and missed-wall 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 meesray running from reporteils
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 dichotomousiyeisame 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 whichetliislator 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 qatured 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 §D=6.9).
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Legislator measures

Additional data gathered for each politician were gender and political party
affiliation, as previous research discussed aliowed 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,
metaanalytic 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 metaanalytic research shows that job tenure is positively correlated with non
selfreport 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.
GovTrackisanopmarti san congressional tracking wel
project to use technology to make the U.S.
claimtobe @At he Jdgaverrinentabsounce of legislative information and
statisticso (www.govtrack.us). The site tr
information (bills, resolutions, committees, and votes) as well as bill authoring,
sponsoring, and \img by all members of the House and Senate for each congress. The
charter for GovTrack is provided in Append@.

Ideology scores from GovTrack.us are used as an index of liberal or conservative
partisan extremism for each legislator. This is a singtearical index of the extremity

of conservatisntiberalism 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 €ponsorship. Thassumption 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 from2®0to 2017 (during the 113and 114 Congresses),
using GovTrackés (www.govtrack.us) ideol og
singular value decomposition from principa
legislator along a dimension which reprasehe percent of crogsmrty cesponsorship

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. Thisseasddo

Z scores within each congressibeassion using all House members and, separately, all
Senators so that 0 is the middle point on the scale and higher Dampartisanship 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 irg@ss 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. Furtheslategs who were not in
office during either the 143or the 114 Congresses did not have a score. This meant

that in the sample, 28 legislators in the 1 Cdngress and 29 legislators in the 114
Congress did not have ideology scores.

Legislative ledership behavior



143

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 naifriband
influenceo-cosponsors the |l egislatords bills get
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 dacelye
considered a legislative task performance index, but because it requires persuading or
ot herwise getting oneds coll eagues to sign
legislative leadership.

Party loyalty

Party loyalty was measured usingting 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 ACUis a nonprofit foundation that hosts the Conservative
Political Action Conference (CPAC) each year, and has formed the initiative, the Center
for Legislative Accountability (CLA), with
accountabl eo ( watvevarg/about). Thg GLA dentifissevates it deems
pertinent to conservative values in each c
voting behavior as it aligns with the interests of conservatism as judged by the ACU
(www.ratings.conservative.org/abt). A rating of O indicates a legislator did not vote in

favor of any | egislation which aligned wit
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indicates that a legislator voted in favor of AG&avored legislation one hundred percent
of the time.

ADAratings. The ADA is an Aindependent | iber
(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.adactioorg) 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 ealied 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 typevideo 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 age education attainment, and previous career are provided in
Appendix3-G.
Rater Agreement

Rater Agreement and Politician Characteristics



145

From the 983 separate personality raters (501 for interviews and 482 for speeches)
for 154 politicians (an averagé ©.4 raters per politiciar§D= 1.5), the averagea.gj
across personality aspects and politicians for spbashd ratings was .75D= .30),
and .77 (SD = .28) for interviewased ratingg Figure 3.1 shows the distribution @)
for each aspect for speebhsed ratings and for intervidvased ratings. Subsequently, as
explained in the Method section, personality ratings of aspects within politicians with
rwg) = O were dropped from thdataset. 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 @derliness 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 Volaity 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. Fgpeech ratings, 11 politicians were removed from

3 Another line of inquiry into the low rwg() ratings was to examine whether certain personality traits
were more difficult for raters to assess. Appendix B provides a table of rugg) for each politician for each
aspect, as well as counts and percentages of rugj = 0 by personality aspect. Generally, within politicians,
most aspects had sufficient rugg while some had lower rugg). However, across politicians, no aspects
systematically exhibited low rwgg. When examining rater characteristics as predictors of personality ratings of
politicians, comparisons were made between raters of politicians with low rwgg and raters for politicians with
acceptable rwgg). 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()
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 rwgg)
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.



146

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 iNeticism (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 Experiencirth Wioverlapping).
Interrater Reliability

After excluding politiciansd ratings
based on thew), intraclass correlations were calculated for each aspect for each video
source (i.e., ICC (1, k) for interviewdeo ratings and for speech ratings were calculated
separately). Whereaggt) 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, ther 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 (208) that both indexes be examined in order to better understand the sources of
ratings variance. ICC (1, k), a om&y random effects absolute agreement intraclass
correlation, was used as the reliability estimate (LeBrenton & Senter, 2008; McGraw &
Wong, 096; Shrout & Fleiss, 1979). As described in McGraw and Wong (1996), ICC (1,

k) is estimated as
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where M& is the mean square ratings by target Wi§Sthe mean square within target,

and K is the number of rateper 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@mmon measure($)that is, a different set of raters rates each targstis

the case in this study. ICC (1, k), for each aspect by each video source for those aspect
scores withwgg > 0 within politicians, is provided in AppendB«l. The table alsgives

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 hadncpiyoaw

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 hat, K)®{ .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 expeagtjrto also be low for this trait. Thaas not the
case. Taken together, the highgr and the low ICC (1, k) point to an issue of the ratings
not distinguishing one politician from another (i.e., nearly as much wgiblitician
variance as betwegpolitician variance). Inspecting standalelviations for the BFAS

(Table 3.3) shows that Conscientiousness and its aspects had relatively low variance

across politicians6é ratings, compared with



148

large and the relationship between standard deviatibmean trait scores and ICC (1, k)
is not a monotonic function (the correlation between spbashkd trait SD and ICC (1, k)
isr =.74, between interviewased trait SD and ICC (1, K)ris= .76), even though they
are strongly correlatetotwithstanding 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 traitgth 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 infl@méises 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 abmdticend 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 relatigmsiile same between other
rated personality and criteria when including and when excluding the identified outliers.
Descriptive statistics for intervieWwased and speediased otheratings of BFAS
scales along with ICC (1, k) interrater reliabilities ata@hdardized 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 Append@K. As mentioned in té introduction, standard
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deviations for otherated 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 betwselt and otherreported 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 exangipersonality 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 thgb 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 exetive 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 lowelevel supervisors, otheatings for politicians exhibited smaller
standad deviations for traits but had higher Conscientiousness and Extraversion but
lower Neuroticism, Agreeableness and Openness tharasielfjs in the general public.

Standardized mean differences in politician personality ratings (T&)lstw
that Neuoticism, 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 € .40).

Convergent correlations between othated personalitfrom interviews and
from speeches is provided in Appen@ik. While interview ratings were positively

correlated with speech ratings, correlations were weak to moderate ranging=rod
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tor = .32, indicating raters watching interviews were comingjightly 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

Appendix3-M provides comparative intercorrelation matrices for otiaged
politician personality in this study and metaalytic estimates of Big Five
intercorrelations for otherated personality (Park et al., 2020).
NLP Text-inferred Personality

Appendix3-N provides means and standard deviationd\itd? 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
rathe 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, usingext from speeches, was on thé@®rcentile for Conscientiousness, the
30th percentile for Agreeableness, the 88th percentile for Neuroticism, tpe&@ntile
for Extraversion, and the $%ercentile for Openness. Using text from interviews, the
average politician was on the 7®ercentile for Conscientiousness, th&%3gercentile for
Agreeableness, the 7®ercentile for Neuroticism, the #percentile for Extraversion,
and the 98 percentile for Openness. Appen@O gives descriptive statistics for the
number of words per politician used in the text analyses.

Additional job -related variables



151

Table 34 provides descriptive statistics for legislative leadership scores, partisan
extremism scores, and party loyalty ratings. Legislative leadership scores are on a metric
from O 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 esitnesnbres 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 .93 = .45), while for Republicans the absolutdue average
score was .783D= .34). The overall absolute value mean for was &84 .41) and, as
with legislative leadership scores, the score range is broad. For both of these variables,
there was sufficient variance for analyses. Party loyaliggatwvere 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 laagability 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 35 provides descriptive statistics for politician misconduct scates,
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 swéioemte
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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 2des stasel
gratifying misconduct, only two of those were alcohol use and only two were sexual
harassment. Mittlick and Schemper (2002) point out that when the-batsefor an

event is close to 0 (or, conversely, close to 1) predictive models maksdite 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 instaagdsjiscrimination (3

instances) were also very low basg¢e 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 behavas criteria should be interpreted

with caution. Because sexual harassment and alcohol use are facets ofdhaifetig
misconduct dimension, this dimension relies heavily on its single remaining facet of
condoning wrongdoing of others in correlaiid and predictive models. Overall, 33.3%

of the sample engaged in interpersonal misconduct, 35.2% engaged in organizational
misconduct, and 13.2% engaged in-ggHtifying misconduct.

Hypothesis Tests and Research Questions Results

Table 36 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

otherrated personality of politicians (Table’B.All standadized 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 Conscientiousdes$8),
Agreeablenessl(= .46) and both its aspects£ .46 for Compasion, and .41 for
Politeness), which is in line with previous research (e.g., Costa, Terracciano, & McCrae,
2001; GonzaleMulé, DeGeest, Kiersch, & Mount, 2013dditionally, research using
the BFAS scales found thi#males reported higher agreeableneséiteness, and
compassion (Weisberg, DeYoung, & Hirsh, 2011).

Females were also higher in Extraversidom(47) and its aspect Assertiveness (
= .47), and Opennesd £ .85) and both its aspects=£ .68 for Intellect and .97 for
Experiencing), as ratl 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 dstorting 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 weredahigher in Conscientiousness<.1.03)
and both its aspectd € .79 for Industriousness and .94 for Orderliness), Agreeableness
(d =.40) and both its aspects<£ .47 for Compassion and .39 for Politeness), the aspect
Assertivenessid(= .66), and Openessd = .71) and both its aspects=£ .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 examinedegatifferences 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 thaninvatbsthe exception

of Assertiveness and Intellect. Notable differes between the current findings and

Wei sberg and coll eaguesdé findings are the
higher in Conscientiousness and Industriousness (although this 90% confidence interval
includes zero) whereas Weisberg et al. fonedligible 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 théfdrences 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 foheir 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 paliiosattain
positions adJ.S. legislator§ have adopted or are naturally higher on those traits
historically ascribed to men (e.g., Schneider & Bos, 2014).

The magnitudes of the current studyods d
Weisberg et al. found, except for Agreealglss and its aspects, which are of similar
magnitude as Weisberg and coll eagues6 find
national study found results for the United States sample in the same direction as this
study (but smaller in magnitude) for Agpableness, Extraversion, and Conscientiousness,
but found females were lower on Openness and higher on Neuroticism than were males.
Further contrary to the currentculuralndi ngs,

review also found gender differendes 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, 20bB)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 woul d f alsumbrella{Ferexarnpteapbsitige erpodong vérsus
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 &ier 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 Tabl8. 34ale and female politiciarengaged in similar
amounts of interpersonal, organizational,-gg#tifying, and overall misconduct (with
=-.05, .07-.15, and-.05, respectively), although the 90% confidence intervals for these
estimates included zero. Likewise for the miscondacets 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 atimdsmorelikely 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 tharid 314
Congresses than did maleks<.38 (Table 39). 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 highatisan
extremism than their male counterpads (.40, 90% C[.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 pertainegtoty differences in BFAS aspects. TableOdfovides
means and standard deviations as dell as s
between Democrats and Republicans on BFAS composites and aspects. Large differences
in personality across party weiauhd for ratings from interviews; Democrats were rated
higher in Agreeablenesd € .34) and both its aspects%£ .39 for Compassion and .44
for Politeness), the aspect Enthusiasia (30), and Opennesd £ .41) as well as its
aspect Experiencingl € .61) and its Intellect asped € .35) although the 90%
confidence interval for this estimate included zero. Republicans were rated higher in the
Orderliness aspect of Conscientiousneéss{.54) although the 90% confidence interval
included zero. Intestingly, for interview ratings, Republicans were higher on the
Volatility aspect of Neuroticisnd(= -.23) while Democrats were higher on the
Withdrawal aspectd= .24), although the 90% confidence interval for these estimates
included zero. These findisgare 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.qg.jl#ey 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),Extraversiond = -.12) and Assertivenesd € -.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 belue 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 Re=arch Question 4, Table 3.pirovides proportions and odds ratios
for incidence of misconduct among Democrats and Republicans. Republicans engaged in
more overall misconduct than did Democrats ¢.39). Republicans had more incidents
of interpersonald = -.26), organizationald = -.26), and selgratifying misconductd = -

.21) as well, although the 90% confidence intervals for these included zero. Turning to
the misconduct facets, Republisamad 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 (@)6and misrepresentation/manipulation of information
(2.50). On the other hand, Democrats missed a greater percentage of roll call votes over
the 118" and 114 Congresses than did Republicased agaiTable 39).

Examining party loyalty (Research Gatien 5), Table 324 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 Conscientioass ( =-.12, 90% CI{.31, .08],
Agreeableness € .13, 90% CH.09, .33]), and its aspect Politeness (13, 90% CH

. 08, . 32], and Neur otile 90%rGH.GA, .34) beirngthe a wa |

as
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largest estimates. The traits, AgreeablenedgeRess, and Withdrawal were also higher

in Democrats than in Republicans for intervibased personality. For intervidvased

personality for Republicans, several correlations between personality and party loyalty

were moderate in magnitude. Republipanty loyalty was positively correlated with

Neuroticism f = .23, 90% CI[.01, .42], and its aspect Withdrawat (34, 90% CI[.15,

. 52]1) . Rat her than being a function of tra
may indicate a tendency for @ 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: Politeress (

.28, 90% CI}.46,-.07]), Extraversionr(=-.29, 90% CI{.48,-.08]) and both its aspects

(r =-.21, 90% CI{.41, .00] for Assertiveness and .22, 90% CH.41,-.02] for

Enthusiasm), as well as Openness {.23, 90% CIf.43,-.01]) and its aspect
Experiencingi(=-.26, 90% CIf.44,-. 061] ) . Extraversionés and O
relation with party loyalty may be due to these traits forming the metatrait plasticity in

the twafactor model of personality (e.g., DeYoung, Peterson, & Higgins, 2002), which
inDeYoungandcbleagues6 study, was shown to negat
However, it is interesting that this is the case for Republicans but not for Democrats in
interviewrated personality. DeYoung and colleagues also found the metatrait stability

(formed from Conseintiousness, Agreeableness, and emotional stabilig/reverse of
Neuroticism) positively predicted conformity. However, that is not mirrored for

interviewrated personality in this politician sample if we consider party loyalty a type of

conformity.
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As with interviewrated personality, speechted personality for Democrats again
showed weak relations with party loyalty. However, Democrats showed a moderate
positive correlation between Withdrawal and party loyalty (28, 90% C[.08, .46].
Neurotcism = .19) and Volatility ¢ = .09) also exhibited positive correlations with
party loyalty. Coefficients for Conscientiousness (.12) and its aspects were weak and
negative ( = -.05 for Industriousness amd- -.13 for Orderliness) while coefficients for
Agreeableness and its aspects were weak and positivd { for Agreeableness= .16
for Compassiony, = .17 for Politeness) although these all had 90% confidence intervals
which included zero. Extravemi and its aspects had weak negative correlations (see
table 3.13) and Openness and its aspects had weak positive correlations with party
|l oyalty. These findings donét align well w
stabil ity an dishpwithsanformity.t FpriRepublicans,ahere were
moderate negative correlations with party loyalty for Conscientiousness23, 90% CI
[-.42,-.02] and its aspect Industriousness .25, 90% CI[-.43,-.04]. Republican
speeckrated Agreeablenessd its aspects were weakly negatively related with party
loyalty (Table 3.2) 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 plan the calculus of party loyalty than trait tendencies. One such
influence may be history effects. These ratings were taken from a period with a
Democrait president in office and a congress with a Republican majority in the House
and a Democrat 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.
Conscientiousnessc(= -.33, D% CI[-.55;.10]) and its aspects Orderliness= -.33,
90% CIE.56,-.09]) and Industriousnesk: € -.20, 90% CI[-.42, .02]) were moderately
negatively correlated with partisan extremism for interview ratings (Tab8a)3 While
Neuroticism (. = .17, 90% CI[.01, .32]) and its aspect Withdrawal(.23, 90% CI[.08,
.38]) were weakly to moderately positively correlated with ideology score. For speech
ratings, Conscientiousness £ -.18, 90% CI[-.42,.06]) and its aspect Indususnessrg
=-.19, 90% CI-.42, .04]) exhibited weak negative correlations with partisan extremism.
As with interviewbased personality otheatings, Neuroticismr¢ = .20, 90% CI[.04,
.35]) and its aspect Withdrawat € .28, 90% CI[.11, .43]) wee positively correlated
with partisan extremism (Table34d) . Wi t hdr awal 6s positive <co
extremism may be due to a higher level of isolation and dissatisfaction leading to a
tendency to dig in and cling to more hardline positonsofe 6 s party. Thi s i
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 behainasne of the few studies to examine
personality and politician performance (excluding CWB), Silvester et al. (2014) found a
negative correlation between politician selfed Neuroticism and 360 ratings of
analytical skills and resilience. Perhaps thatpasrelationship 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-atabkhite views.
Conversely, Consci esnstG onuesgnaetsisvbe acnodr rQCerldaetriloin

extremism (for interview ratings) may alig
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Conscientiousness6 positive correlation
reflecting a tendency to take more measupat@aches to drafting and negotiating
legislation, thereby gaining and giving more bipartisan support.

As shown inTable 3.5, partisan extremism had negligible correlations with
facets or composites of politician misconduct (Research Question 7) kaxtidliit a
moderate positive correlation with missed floor votes (29, 90% CI{.07, .22])and
with Selfgratifying misconductr(= .14, 90% CI [.01, .27]) by dint of its correlation with
Alcohol use ( = .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 correhtion 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 othéed personalitgorrelations with
legislative leadership, Tables 3dland b and 34k and b provide correlations for
interview ratings and speech ratings, respectively. For speech ratings, legislative
leadership was negatively correlated with Agreeablemess-(16, 906 CI[-.31,-.01])
and both its aspects.E -.22, 90% CI[-.37;.06] for Compassion and: = -.20, 90% ClI
[-.35,-.04] with Politeness). This finding for Agreeableness is contrary to-meta

analytical organizational research that has shown a positivégtiom 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 weakiveegalaition between

Wi
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Agreeabl eness and | eader shi p.-andlysisoni ne wi t h
personality and leadership, spedxased Extraversion aspects in this politician sample

were correlated with legislative leadership. While Assertivewasspositive related &

.18, 90% CI[.01, .34]), Enthusiasm was negatively related=(-.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 gldnding and wooing, but by dominating. Inexy real

sense, legislators are leaders and getting leaders to follow a leader may require different
tactics than would getting a group of Al@aders to follow a leader.

For interview ratings, legislative leadership exhibited quite different cornefatio
with otherrated personality, showing moderate negative correlations with
Conscientiousnessc(= -.28, 90% CI{.50,-.05) and both its aspects € -.25, 90% CIf
.46,-.03] for Industriousness amd- -.20, 90% CIH{.44, 0.4] for Orderliness).

Neurotigsm (¢ = .18, 90% CI[.02, .33]) and its aspect Withdrawal=(.22, 90% CI[.07,
.37]) had weak to moderate positive correlations with legislative leadership. Perhaps
most surprisingly, Extraversionc(=-.22, 90% CI§.38,-.05]) and its aspect
Assertivenessi = -.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.o6s (2014) poncdardatilgcki ng and
dimensions. Their finding that agreeableness negatively correlated with politicking
echoes this studyés finding that compassi o

correlates with legislative leadership. However, Silvester and caksagund 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 cosignatoriesastgireester and

coll eaguesd performance ratings were holis
guantifiable results. That is not to say legislative leadership is a better measure of
performance, as any outcome measure of performance inchillemces beyond the

control of the individual while holistic scores may be able to take into account situational
conditions to a greater degree.

Opennessr{ =-.20, 90% Ci1.38,-.02] and its aspect Intelleat:E -.24, 90% Clf
.38,-.09]) also exhib&td 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 theiateilectual climate of Congress
has been noteably 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.

Researh Questions 9 and 10 are addresserhinie 3.5. There was a small
difference between male and female politicians in legislative leadedshidl{, 90%

Cl[-.15, .49]) with females having a higher mean score. For party, Republicans had a
mean leadershigcore of about half a standard deviation higher than did Demodrats (
.53, 90% CH}.87,-.21]). (Research Question 10).
NLP Textinferred Personality
Table 3.17 provides correlations (convergence) between text analysis personality

and otherrated politician BFAS, in answer to Research Question 11. The average
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correlation between otheatings of the Big Five andLP textinferred Big Five
personality fo interviews wasc = .11. The average correlation between the two
assessment methods for speechesrwas08. It should be noted, as discussed in the
introduction, that these two methods of assessment draw on different information. That
they do not corlate highly does not mean that one or the other or both are all error or do
not contain true score variance.

Regarding gender differenceshiP text-inferred personality (Research
Question 12), Table 3.18 gives means and standard deviations alongandthrdized
mean di f f er d)mbhawean mal€Candfemalé goliticians P text-inferred
personality. Females were generally higher in Conscientiousness, Agreeableness,
Extraversion, and Openness facets as inferred from interview texts butsonalsy
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 achievemestriving d = .45, 90% (118,.73) and seHdiscipline @ =
.43, 90% CJ-.57:.03]) while males were higher in Orderlinesis{-.30, 90% C].16,.71).
From speech transcripts there were minimal gender differences in Conscientiousness or
its facets.

Large differences were found for Agreeableness and its facetsrfremiews;
females were higher in Agreeablenesds (73), altruismd = .59), and moralityd =
.55), with smaller differencdésfemales higher for cooperation, sympathy, and modesty
(d=.21, .23, and .25, respectively although these three estinaat&do confidence

intervals that included zero). Gender differences in Agreeableness facets for speeches
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were smaller: females were lower in altruisin=(-.23, 90% CJJ-.50,.04], lower in
sympathy { = -.26, 90% CI{.53,.01]), and lower in trustl(= -.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% CJ-.52,.02]),self-consciousness (d=
.23, 90% CJI-.5,.04])and depressiord(=-.28, 90% CJ-.55;.01]). ForNLP textinferred
Neuroticism from speeches, males were higher in immoderatror.29, 90% CJ-.56-
.02]) and females were higher in the remaining facets; notably, vulneraditity28,
90% CJ.01,.55) and anxietyd = 30, 90% C]L03,.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 leveld = .33, 90% (106,.60]) and cheerfulnessl & .48, 90% (121,.76),
as well as Extraversion and friendlineds=(27 and 25, respectively although these 90%
confidence intervals included zero). For Extraversion inferred from speech texts, males
were higher in friendlineds = -.39, 90% CJ-.67-.12]) as well as excitemesieeking and
gregariousnessl= -.24 and-.27, respectively, with confidence intervals including zero).
Females were generally higher in Openness and its facets from interview texts,
with adventurousnesd = .28, 90% (]l01,.55), artistic interestsd= .30, 90%
CI[.03,.57), and emotionalityd = .58, 90% (]131,.86). Men were higher in Intellect
from interview textsd = -.33, 90% CJI-.60,.06]). Conversely, for Openness inferred from
speech textspen were higher in Intellecti & -.41, 90% CJl-.69:.14]) as well as in
adventurousness, artistic interests(-.24 and-.23, respectively, with confidence intervals

including zero)
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There were feweNLP textinferred personality differences acrosstpar
(Research Question 13), as shown in Table 3.19. In text from interviews, Republicans
were higher in Conscientiousnesls=(-.43, 90% CJ-.70;.16]), as well as facets
cautiousnesgd(=-.27, 90% CJ-.54;.01]), dutifulness § = -.34, 90% CJ-.61;.07]),
Orderlinessq = -.28, 90% CJ-.55:.02]), and seldiscipline @ =-.33, 90% C]-.60,.07]),
while in speeches Democrats were higher in achievestawing d = .33, 90%
CI[.07,.60])and dutifulnessd = .36, 90% (109,.63])

There were minimal differences in Agreeableness or its facets for interview texts
(Republicans were higher in cooperation and modédsty., 20 for each, with 90%
confidence intervals including zero), but feLP textinferred Agreeableness from
speeched)emocrats were higher in cooperatian=(.42, 90% (l115,.69])and morality
(d=.28, 90% {102,.55]) as well as in Agreeableness and modekty.22 and .26,
respectively, with 90% confidence intervals including zero).

Democrats were higherin Neuwti s més (emoti onal range)
Conscientiousness for interviewds= .30, 90% (L04,.57]), as well as in anxietd € .24)
and angerd = .21) although the 90% confidence intervals for these two estimates included zero.
There were only weak andgigible 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. FONLP textinferred Extraversion from interviews, Democnraisre higher
in cheerfulnessd= -.18), with the 90% confidence interval including zero.

For Openness, Democrats were higher in imaginatien.28, 90% (102,.55])

and liberalismd = .38, 90% (l11,.65])from interviews, although Republicans were

f
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higher in Opennessl € -.32, 90% CJI-.59,.06]) for NLP textinferred personality from
speeches. Republicans were also higher in Intellect and liberalism2a3 each,
although these estimates had 90% confiddntervals including zero).

Given the contradictory findings across interviews and speeches for both gender
differences and party differences, it is hard to interpret tNegetext-inferred
personality findings with any certainty. It may be that therguiite a bit of error iNLP
textinferred 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 tautes quite different findings across these
contexts.
Correlations between Otherated Personality and Politician Misconduct

Hypotheses were proposed regarding Conscientiousness, Agreeableness,
Neuroticism, and each of withpo&tician misoerglyce ct i v e
As referred to previouslylable 3.Ba and 3.3b give the unreliabilitycorrected
correlations between intervielased BFAS ratings and politician misconduct, and
Tables 3.4a and 3.4b provide those for speedtased BFAS ratgs. Uncorrected
correlations are provided in Append®. 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 resuRgrsonality 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 aspectdypotheseda 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.
Hypothess 2a and 2b stated that Industriousness would exhibit a moderate negative
relationship with overall political misconduct and organizational misconduct
respectively. For interviesnferred Conscientiousness (Tablé3j, the unreliability
corrected corraltion wasr¢ = -.17 for interpersonal misconducg,= -.15 for
organizational misconduct, ang=-.19 for total misconduct. The relation with self
gratifying misconduct was= .00. The 90% confidence intervals associated with the
correlations includedero. For speeceimferred Industriousness, corresponding relations
werer¢ = .26 for interpersonal misconduct, for organizational misconduct03, for
total misconduct = .24, and. = .21 for selfgratifying misconduct. Thus, the
magnitudes and dictions 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
speeckrated Industriousess and misconduct are quite unexpected. If taken at their face
value, highly industrious politicians may
and be so bent on accomplishing their goals that they tend to bend the rules or take
advantage of abiguous 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 speechs to give the appearance of being hawierking and more productive.
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Neither interviewbased nor speediased Conscientiousness correlated well with

missed congressional votes among legislaters;.06 and = -.09, respectively.

However, the intemew-inferred Orderliness facet of Conscientiousness correlatedat

-.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 compoge 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 textinferred Conscientiousness from interviews was not notzdrhelated
with misconduct (Tabk3.21laand B, butNLP text-inferred Conscientiousness from
speeches (Table 2@ andb) was negatively correlated with condoning the wrongdoing
of others [ = -.18) and seHgratifying misconduct-(17).

Agreeableness andts aspectsHypotheses 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 Talde, &tthough
Agreeableness from int@ew ratings was negatively correlated with lying and breaking
agreements ¢ = -.21) which is a facet of interpersonal misconduct, correlations between
Agreeableness and interpersonal misconduct and with overall misconduct (T&h)e 3.1
for interview ratngs ¢c = .01 and-.05, respectively) and speech ratings (Tabld&8 1k =
.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 € .21), possibly indicating missing votes as a

way to avoid controversial votes for politicians higher in Agreeableness. Alternatively,



170

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 3d) or from speeches (Table 3a) was not
notably correlated with overall political misconduct%£ .01 and-.02, respectively);
Hypothesis 5a was not supported. Although Spéefeinred Politeness was not
correlated with interpersonal misconduct, Politeness rated from interviews was negatively
correlated with lying and breaking agreemenmts=(-.18), but its correlation with
interpersonal misconduatc(=-.02) was negligible (Table 3& and b, providing only
partial support for Hypothesis 5b. While not hypothesized, Compassion agoated
interviews was also negatively related with lying and breaking agreements18).

When combining interview and speech rated personality into composites (Table
3.20), Agreeableness had no notable correlations with misconduct composites, atthough i
exhibited a moderate negative correlation with lying and breaking agreement3().

NLP textinferred Agreeableness from interviews (Table 8)2das negatively
correlated with interpersonal misconduct(-.20), organizational misconduct= -.14),
and total misconduct € -.19). InterviewNLP textinferred Agreeableness was also
natively correlated with misuse of resources (.15), interpersonal incivility and
aggressionr(=-.13) and misuse of power £ -.13) although the 90% confidence
intervals for the latter two estimates included Z@iable 3.21b)SpeechNLP text

inferred Agreeableness (Table 3a2and pwas negatively correlated with discrimination
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(r =-.14), but positively correlated with misuse of power.26) and organizatia
misconducti( =.15).
Neuroticism and its aspectsAs shown in tables 33k and 3.4a, Neuroticism
from interviews and from speeches exhibited weak positive relations with organizational
misconducti(= .11 and .14, respectively) as hypothesized, atthdbbe 90% confidence
intervals included zero. Therefore, Hypothesis 6 was partially supported. Spesth
Neuroticism exhibited a negative correlation with -gghtifying misconductr(= -.25).
Neuroticism and Volatility as rated from both interviews &peeches were negatively
correlated with misuse of resources= -.24 and-.25, respectively for interview ratings;
r =-.23 and-.23, respectively for speech ratings). Aspect Withdrawal was likewise
negatively correlated with misuse of resourges ¢.20), but only for interview ratings
(Table 3.13b)Neuroticism has consistently shopwositiverelationships with
courterproductive 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 gr worr
i nhibits bad behavior in an environment wh
For Volatilityés negative relationship wit
which politicians work may be so constructed that an angry and bellicosamni@me
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 iondisa.
Contrary to Hypothesis 7, Neuroticismbs

negatively correlated with interpersonal misconduct for both interview ratings and speech
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ratings (c=-.11 and-.07, respectively)r¢ =-.10 and-.07, respectively)although again
the 90% confidence intervals included zero. This was also the case for both interview
rated and speedfated Volatility and selfyratifying misconductr¢ = -.14 and-.15,
respectively), failing to support Hypothesis 8.

While the hypothesizkrelationship between Withdrawal and organizational
misconduct was weak and positive for intervibased ratings§ = .12) and for speeeh
based ratings{ = .05), the 90% confidence intervals included zero, providing partial
support for Hypothesis 9. \tidrawal from both interview ratings and speech ratings had
negligible correlations with avoidance behavier<-.08 and .04, respectively), failing to
support Hypothesis 10.

For speech ratings, Withdrawal was negatively related witkgsatifying
misconduct (¢ = -.29) and its facet, condoning wrongdoing of othess €.23). Speech
rated Withdrawal was negatively related with interpersonal misconguct.1) and
overall misconductr¢ =-.19). However, for interviewated 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
misconducti( = .16, .15, and .12, respectively), although thh @@nfidence 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 interviewratings ( = -.24,-.25, and.20, respectively).

NLP textinferred Neuroticism from interview@able 3.21agxhibited weak

positive correlations with overall misconductH.17) and organizational misconduict(
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.17), as well as with misrepresentation and manipulation of informatronl@) which s
a facet of interpersonal misconduct.

Openness and its aspectQpenness and its aspects had negligible correlations
with misconduct at the composite level for both sparetdrred and interviewnferred
otherrated personality. Metanalytic examinations of the predictive validity of the Big
Five domain of Opennessaits facets has given equivocal results (Woo, Chernyshenko,
Stark, & Conz, 2014) due to the heterogeno
alt hough t ranalytic telatarns with €WBnveete aery weak. For otretings
from speeches, Oprass and its facet Experiencing exhibited a positive correlation with
selfgratifying behavioric = .23 and .22, respectively) and Experiencing had positive
point biserial relationships with sexual harassmeyt (23) and with condoning the
wrongdoing & others (. = .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 Heorefit
using an aspedevel measure rather than examining it at the individual facet or domain
level.

Extraversion and its aspectsFor personality otheratings from speeches,
Extraversionic = .21) and its aspect Enthusiasm= .20, although the 90%onfidence
interval included zero) were positively correlated with $eétifying Misconduct and
exhibited weak but positive correlations w
harassment, alcohol use, and condoning the wrongdoing of otherssigathueflects

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 Openness® EXxpemeedmoeistady. as p e
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 indat#3a 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 sia choosing the predictors for the
regression models, zemyder correlations were examined to select the most promising
predictors. Because the zayaler correlations between personality and misconduct were
generally small, traits which correlatededst |.10| with a given misconduct criteria were
included in regression models. Regression models were also examined for the Big Five
from observer ratings and froNLP textinferred personality. Regression models tested
which were not predictive are prided in Appendix3-Q.

Gender, party, and tenure were entered as control variables in the regressions. In
general, the amount of variance in misconduct predicted by-ttest 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. Citest
Industriousness, Withdrawal, and Assertiveness from speeches accounted for just 1% of
the variance in interpersonal miscond{aclj. multipleR = .10) A model using the Big

Five traits from otherated speeches as well as the control variables accounted for 10%
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of the variance in interpersonal miscondiactj. multipleR = .32). When combining
otherrated personality ratingsom speeches and interviews, Industriousness, Volatility,
Withdrawal, and Intellect accounted for 6% of the variance in interpersonal misconduct
when controlling for gender, party, and ten(adj. multipleR = .24) NLP textinferred

Big Five traits frominterviews 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 predictiLP text-inferred Big Five traits from interviews
accounted for 2%adj. mutiple 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 varigiacg multipleR=.10) A second
regression usindlLP textinferredBig Five traits from speeches produced a final model
including the control variables that accounted for 2.4% of the variance in organizational
misconduciadj. multipleR = .15)

Self-gratifying misconduct. NLP textinferredBig Five traits from speeches
accounted for 1% of the varian(lj. multipleR = .10)in selfgratifying 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
zercorder correlations to test in regression for total misconduct. Along with the control
variables, these aspects predicted 2% of the var{@agemultipleR = .14)in total

miscondut. Text inferred Big Five personality from interviews and from speeches, when
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including control variables in the model, accounted for(&8). multipleR = .22)and 3%
(adj. multipleR = .17), respectively, of the variance in total misconduct.
Discussion

This study examined relationships between ethtrd politician personality and
politician misconduct. To do so, several hurdles needed to be surmounted: the use of
strangeiratings for politician personality, the adaptation of a measure of organizationa
leader misconduct to measure politicraisconduct angathering records of politician
misconduct. While each hurdle came with its own set of considerations and tangential
analyses, the main questibrvhether otheratings of politician personality caredict
politician misconduct found some interesting answers.

Interview-based and speedfased ratings were examined separately because each
source of ratings provided different information for raters (e.g., Connelly & Ones, 2010).
When combined into eomposite, 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 th
a s p e c t ram@an hatingshfae speeches may reflect the way politicians communicate
while giving floor speeches; sometimes arguing, demanding, or complaining. Likewise,
Ent husi asmés higher mean rating for interyv
politicians ae 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 pretir 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 patians. 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 th expected larger variance within politicians for personality rated
by strangers, presented a challenging sigmaloise ratio. Even so, stranger ratings of
politician personality were generally cohesive (reasonakig and politician BFAS
correlatioral 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, otherated politician personalitywas 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 literafuand further research is needed to
understand the drivers of these persondatitgconduct relationships.

A surprising finding was that otheated personality from speeches generally
exhibited stronger correlations with misconduct than did persoffiaity interviews. An
intuitive assumption was that an interview setting would allow politicians to be more
60t hemselvesd and provide a venue for more

constrained environment of Congress. However, given thasdésuhd 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 tosgpeak 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 pulbhierefore 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 s@ande
to avoid relying on a single source for an account, news reports nigseel 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 rendengésere 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 measg 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 Kingda. 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 capturettavities 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; nterview 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
textlikely curtailed text analysis accuracy.

Study strengths

This study employed two measures of politician personality, -o#tggs and
NLP textinferred personality, allowing tests for trait measure convergence. Further, for
each politician twanstances 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 nltiple 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
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 gicaoid in

U.S. politics the victors can change every two years or so. Objective, soiamoed
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 stuly is a proof of concept that otheatings 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 cressction of nationalevel 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 legisleti®l 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 dissertatiorexploral two underexaminedareagegarding relationships
between personality and counterproductive work behavior (CV¥Bjelationsbetween
counterproductive behavior and personality at the Aess using the Big Five Aspects
(DeYoung, Quilty, & Peterson, 2@Drather than at the level of the Big/e or their
individual facets, an@) the relations between personality and counterproductive
behavior in a sample of United States legislatdisree studies were presented. The first
study examinethe Big Five Aspect Scales as predictors of CWBe second study
investigatedtorrelations between CWB and a broad measure of counterproductive
college behavior (CCB) as well as relations between @@Bthe 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 legisirs.

The first two studies have provided additional clarity in personiality
counterproductive behavior relationships by demonstrating the superior predictive power
of Conscientiousnessd aspect Industriousne
A g r e e a babpechRolgendss 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 stonger negative correlations with C&Bhan 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 comtextslérding,
Carpenter, Finelli, & Passow, 2004; Marcus et al., 2002; Roberts, Harms, Caspi, &
Moffitt, 2007; Stanek et al., 2017 ounterproductive behaviors exhibited
correspondence across context as well, with @Cgenerally more strongly related with
CWB-0O andCCB-I more strongly related with CWB

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 undetfmedif 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 personalitypth 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 examgenger moderation for
personality predicting counterproductive behaviog.(65onzaleaVulé, DeGeest,

Kiersch, & Mount, 2013; Specté& Zhou, 2013)and provide a comparative look at these
relations across two contexts, work and school.

The fully crosse@x2 examination of seffated and otherated personality
correlations with selfeport and othereport counterproductive college behavior showed
the consistency of positive and negative trait correlates for CCB across raters and
reporters. Although theample size for otheated 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 fuher contribution of Study 2 is the examination of facets of CCB.
While not a focus of the study, it is clear from #@I(CB correlations across raters that a
host of counterproductive behaviors beyond academic dishonesty can be well predicted
by personaty, 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 ality exhibited a positive correlation with CCBin Study 2.
More research is needed to replicatnd explicaté these findings; to explore whether
this contradiction is a function of context, sampling error, or some other unidentified
variables.

Lasty, 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-odtiegs 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 sensve topicsor identifiers Neutralizing the videos in this way may have
limited some personality variance which would have otherwise been appéresnmay

also have been due to the nature of the misconduct méaissireliance on news



184

accounts andecorded 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 tie 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) an
ratings of personaliit 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 findingthese studies to further
understanding of when and to what degree context does matter for pergonality
counterproductive behavior relationships, and to expand the understanding of the national
legislative branch of government as a place of work wittha concomitant potential for
applying industrialorganizational psychology principles.

Little research has examined relations between #ee®b 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.,
selfratings, peeratings, observeratings, and NLP based textferred atings) 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 miscondu@)erall, aunique contribtion of this

dissertatiorwasits synthesis of variables and ideas from divergent literatures in industrial
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and organizational psychologyndpolitical psychologyand reporting of previously
unexamined relations that provide insights into personality ledeseof

counterproductive behaviors, and personality assessment in general.
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Figurel
Study, Sample, and Variablelap

1t |

Study 1. Study 2. Study 3.
Big Five Aspects and CWB Big Five Aspects and CCB BFAS and Political Misconduct
i | |
Personahty BFAS observer ratings
BFAS self-ratings (50-item BFAS)

BFAS other-ratings Text-inferred

(partial sample) Personality
| __ N !

Cognitive Ability

| R | | SRS

Note. BFAS = Big Five Aspect Scales; CWB = counterproductive work behavior; CCB = counterproductive college behavior.
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Hypotheses and research questions

Number Research Questions
RQ1 Is Enthusiasm correlated with C\WW® or with CWBI1?
RO2 Is Assertiveness correlated with C\WBor with CWBI?
RQ3 Is Intellect related with CWB?
RO4 Does Intellect adéhcremental variance above and beyond Industriousn
in predicting CWB?
RO5 For which aspects and for which dimensions of CWB does gender mo
the personaliyCWB relationship?
RQ6 Is cognitive ability related with CWBor CWB-O?
RQ7 Does cognitie ability provide incremental validity for CWB beyond that
Neuroticismbés aspects?
Does cognitive ability provide incremental validity for CWB beyond thaj
RQ8 .
the Industriousness aspect?
Does cognitive ability provide incrementadlidity for CWB beyond that of
RQ9
the Intellect aspect?
Number Hypotheses
Conscientiousness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (g
Hla, b | CWB and (b) have a stronger negative relationship with GO\Ban with
CWB-I.
Industriousneswill exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) CW
H2a, b | and (b) have a stronger negative relationship with G@van with CWB
l.
Agreeableness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) C
H3a, b | and (b) have a stronger negative relaship with CWRBI than with CWB

O.
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Haa b Politeness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) CWB g

’ (b) have a stronger negative relationship with G\WBan with CWRBO.
H5 Neuroticism will exhibit a weak positive relationship with overall CWB.
H6a b Volatility will exhibit a moderate positive relationship with (a) CWBand

’ (b) have a stronger positive relationship with CMMBan with CWBO.
H7a b Withdrawal will exhibit a weak positive relationship with (a) CVZB and

’ (b) have a stronger positive relationship with C\@Bhan with CWBI.
H8a b Males will report engaging in more (a) CAWB and (b) CWBI than will

’ females.




Tablel.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

221



Tablel.3

Personality descriptivstatisticsfor working students
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Selfratings Otherratings
u/ u/

Mosier N M Sb Mosier N M Sb
Conscientiousnes: .87 1039 3.46 .50 .86 104 3.7 .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 1039 391 44 .88 104 421 51
Compassion .87 1039 3.96 49 .88 104 4.0 .60
Politeness 74 1,039 3.86 51 74 104 4.12 .59
Neuroticism .92 1,039 2.89 .66 91 104 251 72
Volatility .90 1,039 2.73 .76 .88 104 236 .83
Withdrawal .85 1,039 3.04 71 .84 104 266 .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 .85 104 379 55
Intellect .80 1,039 3.69 51 .80 104 398 .66
Experiencing 80 1039 371 .60 79 104  3.60 72

Note.Personality was measured using 18€-item Big Five Aspect Scalescored on a 1 to &cale, withl
being fAstrond®l Y esrongpairedg@ohbachigha 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 variabtisscriptive statistics

U / #items #tems #tems N M SD
Mosier (subscale) (O/l) total
Composite CWB

CWSB 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
Workplacedeviance total .83 19 1,042 1.49 49
Workplace deviancé O 17 12 1,042 1.68 .61
Workplace deviance | .75 7 1,042 131 49
CWB-Checklist
CWABC total .70 32 1,042 1.17 .19
CWBC-O .75 15 1,042 1.19 21
CWBC 77 17 1,042 1.11 17
Sabotage .34 3 1,042 1.03 14
Withdrawal .63 4 1,042 1.47 A7
Prod. Dev. 41 3 1,042 1.17 .33
Theft 52 5 1,042 1.08 .18
Abuse g7 17 1,042 1.11 17

Note.CWB = counterproductive work behavidtor this table, measures are left in their original response
metric (#point frequency scale for Workplace Deviance ambt frequency scale for CWBCJhe-O
designation after CWB and CWBGdicatesorganizational counterproductive work behayamd he-I
indicatesinterpersonal counterproductive work behavior. Prod. Dev. = production deviordgis table,
CWB total, CWBO total and CWH total are compsites of both the Workplace Deviance scales (Bennett
& Robinson, 2000) and the Counterprodueti%ork Behavior Checklist (Spector et al., 2006), after
rescaling the CWBC responses to the Workplace Deviance response scale. Hovewalyes, all

scores were standardized, and CWB total, G@&/Btal, and CWH total composites were created using
standardized variable
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Tablel.5

Cognitive ability descriptivatatisticsfor working students.

U/ Mo s 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 A7 1,029 33 451 3.27
ETSMath .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 27.42 450 .66

Note. Total g, Math g, and Verbalare composited frorstandardize@®&TS and ACT variablesETS =

Educational Testing Service cognitive ability test kit; ACT = American College Testing standardized test.
Alpha reliabilities for ACT Entish and ACT Math scores are from published norms. Riiia for ACT

Total Combined is reliability between ACT Total from registrar records and ACT Total frorrepelft.U

ratios are sample SD/population SD and use standard deviations from published ACT normative data based
on 6,044,816 examinees who gratiabhigh school between 2012017.
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Hypotheses and research questmith results

Number Research Questions
RQ1 Is Enthusiasm correlated with C\WW® or with CWBI1?
RQ2 Is Assertiveness correlated with CWBor with CWBI?
RQ3 Is Intellect related with CWB?
RO4 Does Intellect add incremental variance above and beyond Industrious
in predicting CWB?
RO5 For which aspects and for which dimensions of CWB d@esler moderats
the personaliyCWB relationship?
RQ6 Is cognitive ability related with CWBor CWB-O?
RQ7 Does cognitive ability provide incremental validity for CWB beyond thaj
Neuroticismbés aspects?
Does cognitive ability provide incrementadlidity for CWB beyond that of
RQ8 .
the Industriousness aspect?
Does cognitive ability provide incremental validity for CWB beyond thaj
RQ9
the Intellect aspect?
Number Hypotheses Self-rater Other-rater
Result Result
Conscientiousness will exhibit a
moderate negative relationship with (8 a) supported | a) supported
Hla, b | CWB and (b) have a stronger negative
relationship with CWBO than with b) supported | b) supported
CWB-I.
Industriousness will exhibit a moderats a) partial
H2a. b negative relationship with (a) CWB an{ a) supported | support
a,

(b) have a stronger negative relationst

with CWB-O than with CWBI. b) supported | b) not
supported
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Agreeableness will exhibit a modee a) supported a) not
negative relationship with (a) CWB an PP supported
H3a, b (b) have a stronger negative relationsl b) not b
with CWB-I than with CWRBO. supported ) not
supported
Politeness will exhibit a moderate a) supported a) not
negative relationship with (a) CWbBa PP supported
H4a,b | (b) have a stronger negative relationst b) not b
with CWB-I than with CWRBO. supported ) not
supported
Neuroticism will exhibit a weak positiv partial
H5 supported
relationship with overall CWB. supported
Volatility will exhibit a moderate
positive relationship with (a) CWB a) supported | @) supported
H6a, b | and (b) have a stronger positive b) not b) not
relationship with CWHB than with supported supported
CWB-O.
Withdrawal will exhibit a wealpositive
H7a p | relationship with (2) CWED, and (b) a) supported | &) supported
’ have a stronger positive relationship | py supported | b) supported
with CWB-O than with CWRBI.
Males will report engaging in more (a)| a) suported
H8a,b | CWB-O and (b) CWBI than will NA

females.

b) supported
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Table 1.7

BFAS and CWB intercorrelations for working students.

SelfReport BFAS x CWB Otherreport 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 A7
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 A1 A2 .06
Withdrawal .15 .16 11| Withdrawal A1 .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 A2
Experiencing -.01 .02 -.04 | Experiencing 14 A3 A2

Note.Spearman correlations are reporté&brrelations were corrected for unreliability in the criterion (CWB). Bolded values indicate correlations with
90% confidence intervals which exclude zero. Beffort BFAS x CWBN = 1024; otherreport BFAS x CWBN = 104. BFAS = Big Five Aspect

Scales; CWB= counterproductive work behavid€WB-O = organizational counterproductive behavior; CWB interpersonal counterproductive
behavior Confidence intervals for the Spearman correlations for all study variables are in App&lixcorrectedand fully correctej]l For Pearson
intercorrelations with and without outliers, see Apperidix.
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Tablel.7a
Partial correlations between se#ftedBFAS and CWB

INT CWB ORG CWB TOTAL CWB
rs partialrs rs partialrs rs partialrs
) -.19 -17 -.30 -.25 =27 -.24
Industiousness -.23:.14 -22,-12 -.35:.25 -.30:.20 -.32:22 -.29:.19
. -.07 .01 -.18 -.02 -13 -.03
Ordetiness -12:.02 -.04,.06 -.23:13 -.07,.03 -.18:.08 -.08,.03
) -13 .09 -.10 .06 -12 .05
Compasion -.18:.08 04,14 -15-.05 01,11 -17-.07 .00,.10
. -.28 -.30 =27 -.28 -.28 -.30
Politeness -32:.23 -.34:.25 -.31:.22 -.33:.24 -32:.23 -.35-.26
- .20 .13 .18 .18 21 .16
Volatility 15,.25 .08,.18 13,23 13,22 16,.26 11,.21
. .10 .07 .16 0] 14 .02
Withdrawal .05,.15 02,12 11,21 -.05,.05 09,.19 -.03,.07
.10 A1 .04 12 .08 .13
Asseriveness .05,.15 .06,.16 -.01,.09 07,17 03,13 .08,.18
Enthus -.09 -.14 -.08 -11 -.09 -.14
nthugasm -14-.04 -19:.09 -14-.03 -.16-.06 -14:.04 -19-.09
I -.03 -.02 -.06 -.07 -.05 -.09
Intellect -.08,.02 -.07,04 -11-.01 -12-.02 .10 -14-.04
E . . -.04 .04 .02 .01 0 -.05
Xperiencing -.09,.02 -.01,.09 -.03,.07 -.04,.06 -.05,.05 -10,.00

Note.Obser ved 8(p)asaaportaedrfod the zerorder correlations and for partigdartialrs)

correlations. Partial correlations with criteria were run with aspect pairs, controlling for the other aspect in
the pair.BFAS = Big Five Aspect ScaleBYT CWB = interpersonal counterproductive behavior; ORG

CWB = organizational counterproductive beltayirotal CWB = combined interpersonal and

organizational counterproductive work behavior; INCbnfidence intervals showselow correlation
coefficientsare 90% intervals.
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Tablel.8

Multiple regression modefsr incremental validity ofntellect abovéndustriousness in predictir@WB

Interpersonal CWB Organizational CWB Total CWB
Adj @ Adj Adj
Model b SE R R R R b SE R R R R b SE R R R R
1 Industriousness | -.07 .01 .17 .03 -12 .01 .30 .09 -10 .01 .26 .07

Industiousness | -08 .01 .17 .00 .03 .00|/-13 .01 .30 .00 .09 .00|-20 .01 .26 .00 .07 .00
Intellect .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01
Note.Selfrated industriousness and intellaspects from the Big Five Aspect Scades used in the modelSWB = counterproductive work behavior.
Predictors were standardizéd= standardized coefficient; SE = standard error of the standardized coefftient;mu | t i Ro=IcleangR in mudip
R from model 1 to model; Adj R? = adjusted RsquaredpR? = change in adjusted-8juared from model 1 to model 2.

Table 1.8a

Partial correlations for Intellect and Industriousnggh CWB

INT CWB ORG CWB TOTAL CWB
rs partialrs rs partialrs s partialrs
. -.19 -.19 -.30 -.30 =27 =27
Industiousness -23:.14 -24:14 -.35;.25 -34;.25 -32;22 -32;22
Intellect -.03 .04 -.06 .04 -.05 -.09
ntellec -.08,.02 -.01,.09 -11;.01 -.01,.09 -1,0 -14:.04

Note.Selfrated industriousness and intellaspects from the Big Five Aspect Scades used in the modelNT CWB = interpersonal
counterproductive work behavior; ORG CWB = organizational counterproductive work behavior; TOTAL CWB = combined interaedsonal

organizational counterproductive work behavioh s e r v e d  $(p)asaapartedriod the zerorder correlations and for partigdartialrs)
correlations90% confidence intervals are given below correlation coefficients.
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Gender differences in counterproductive work behavior

230

Fem. Fem. Fem. Male Male Male SD d  90%Cl Correct. Correct.

N M SD N M SD ratio d 90% ClI

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 -0.07 041 224 0.03 0.49 .84 -.23 -.36:.10 -25 -38:11
Workplace DevO 791  -0.03 0.49 224 0.03 0.51 .96 -12 -.25,0 -14 -28,01
Workplace Dewl 790 -0.09 0.52 224 0.09 0.68 .76 -.32 -.45;.19 -37 -52;.22
CWB ChecklistO 790 -0.06 0.38 225 0.01 0.41 .93 -.18 -.31;.06 -21 -.35;.06
CWB CheckKlistl 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 0.7 .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 = MalgSenderd is Femi Malest andar di zed

me a d). 96% Gl £ 30% eonfidence (nErodokledd s

values have 90% confidence intervals which exclude zero. SD ratio iSBéale SD. Correctd is corrected for unreliability in the criteriomotal
CWB = combined organizational and interpersonal counterproductive work behavior for both théadéobkgviance scales and the CWB Checklist.
CWB-0 = combined Workplace Devian¢e€O and CWB Checklist O. CWB-I = combined Workplace Devianéd and CWB Checklist |. Sabotage,
Withdrawal, Prod. Deviance, Theft, and Abuse are facets within the CWB I&hekod. Deviance = production devianEer analyses, all scores
were standardized, and CWB total, CWBtotal, and CWH total compositewere created using standardized variable
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Table 1.10

Gender differences iselftratedBig Five Aspect Scales

Females Males

N M SD N M SD d 90% Cl correctd 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 10@em selfrated Big Five Aspect Scales. 90% CI = 90% confidence intéBeddled values have 90% confidence intervals
excludingzerod= Femal e minus Mal e st and d)rCorieete=dcorreaed for udre¢lidilify ie thepersomality rGeadure.n 6 s
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Table 1.1
Gender moderation on setited BFASor self-report CWB

Interpersonal CWB Organizational CWB Total CWB
Adj Adj Adj
Model b SE R R R2 R? b SE R oR R2 R2 b SE R oR R )
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

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

Intellect -01 .01 .00 .00 -03 .01 .00 .00 -02 .01 .00 .00
Experiencing -03 .01 01 .01 -01 .01

Intellect -04 03 .10 .10 .02 .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 Gendery .02 .02 .03 .02 .03 .02

Exper. X Gender | -.03 .02 -02 .02 -.03 .02

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

Industriousness | -05 .03 .30 .00 .09 .00|-11 .03 .3 .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

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. XGender | .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 ud®lAS = Big Five Aspect Scales; Total CWB = combined organizational and interpersonal
counterproductive work behavidPersonality predictors were standardiZeor gender, females = 0 and males = 1. CWB, CW/a&nd CWBI were
standardized in order to creahe composites from the two different CWB meas(ires the Counterproductive Work Behaviors Checklist (Spector et
al., 2006) and the Workplace Deviance Scales (Bennett & Robinson, 2@®prrated BFAS for working students had insufficient mallessunple

(N = 25) to test.Indust. = Industriousness; Order. = Orderliness; Comp. = Compassion; Polite. = Politeness; Volat. = Volatility; Withullrawait
Assert. = Assertiveness; Enthus. = Enthusiasm; Exper. = Experiebeirgjandardized coefficient; SE = standard error of the standardized coefficient;
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R= mul t iR=lclangRin mutiple R from model 1 to model&lj R? = adjusted RsquaredmpR? = change in adjusted-&juared from model 1
to model 2.
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Table 1.2
Effect sizes for gender moderation of BFAS in predicting CWB

Fem. Fem. Male Male dMod_Signed dMod_Unsigned _ Score with Score with
Total CWB Intcpt.  Slope Intcpt.  Slope (SE) (SE) hin Min. d Chvax 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 A1 -.36 A1 -.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 15
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
Fem. Fem. Male Male dvod_signed  Owmod_unsigned _ Score with Score with
CWB-O Intcpt.  Slope Intcpt.  Slope (SE) (SE) hin Min. d Ohviax Max. d
Industriousness 44 -.18 .26 -.21 -.21(.08) .21(.08) -.09 5.0 -.31 1.8
Orderliness .20 -.08 A2 -11 -.13(.09) .13(.08) -.03 4.9 -.23 2.1
Compassion A7 -.07 .10 -.09 -.13(.08) .13(.07) -.09 4.7 -.22 1.6
Politeness .95 -.26 .69 -.22 -.03(.08) .05(.06) .00 34 -.17 4.9
Volatility -.49 A2 -.37 A1 -.28(.09) .28(.09) -21 4.4 -.33 1.0
Withdrawal -.49 .10 -.39 A1 -.31(.09) .31(.09) -.27 11 -.35 4.4
Assertiveness -51 A1 -.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 A4 -.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. Fem. Male Male dMod_Signed dMod_Unsigned i Score with A Score with
Intcpt.  Slope  Intcpt.  Slope (SE) (SE) " Min. d & Max. d
Industriousness A1 -.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 11 -.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.i(®)ale (1); negative effect sizesvd signed indicate undeprediction for Males.Regressions for

simple slopes and intercepts excluded outli®&BAS = Big Five Aspect ScaleBFAS aspects scores were unstandardiz&d/B-O = organizational
counterproductive work behavior; CWB= interpersonal counterproductive work behavior; Total CWB = combined organizational and interpersonal
counterproductive work behavi®€WB, CWB-O and CWBI were standardized in order to cretite composites from the two different CWB
measures. Intcpt = Intercegtem. Intcpt. = the regression intercept for females; Fem. Slope = the regression slope for females; Male Intcpt. = the
regression intercept for males; Male Slope = the regressipa &0 malesdwod_signea= the weighted average difference between the regression lines
for females (the referent group) and for males (the focal group) within the predictor scorelian@esgnes the overall magnitude of the difference in
regressin lines between the female group and the male group without regard to direction of eithelsleptiie smallest absolutealue difference
between the female and male slof&spre with Min.d = the score on Y at which there is the smallest absetitge difference between the female and
male slopesgvax = the largest absolutealue difference between the female and male sl&eEse with Maxd = the score on Y at which there is the
largest absolutgalue difference between the female and male slopes.
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Table 1.B

Cognitive ability and CWB intercorrelations

Total Total Total Total ACT ACT ETS ETS ETS
g Math Verb. Comh Math Eng. Total Quant Verb.

ACT
Total CWB -.07 .00 -11 -.05 -.01 -.10 -.08 -.01 -11
CwWB-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 Deviancé O -.02 .02 -.07 -.04 .00 -.05 -.04 .00 -.07
Workplace Deviance | -.09 -.02 -.16 -.02 .00 -11 -.09 -.03 -.12
Total CWB Checklist -.10 -.05 -.09 -.10 -.08 -11 -.08 -.02 -.09
CWB Checklisti O -.02 -.03 .02 -.06 -.05 -.04 -.02 -.02 .00
CWB Checklisti | -.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 A1 .09 .06 .04 .04 .00 .04
Abuse -.15 -.08 -.15 -.09 -.10 =12 -11 -.03 -.14

Note.Spearman correlations are reporteatrected for unreliability in the criteriomnd for range restriction in tlegnitive abilityvariables The-O
designation after CWB, Workplace Deviance and CWB Checklist indicates organizational counterproductive work behaviot,desighation
indicates interpersonal counterproductiverkvbehavior. Total CWB = combined organizational and interpersonal counterproductive work behavior for
both the Workplace Deviance scales and the CWB ChedkW¥B-O = combined Workplace DevianéeD and CWB Checklist O. CWB-| =

combined Workplace Devwiei | and CWB Checklist |. Sabotage, Withdrawal, Prod. Deviance, Theft, and Abuse are facets within the CWB
Checklist.Prod. Deviance = production devianBalded valuehave 90% confidence intervals which excluded z&onfidence intervals for the
correlations are in AppendikcH. ACT = American College Testing; ETS = Educational Testing Service te3okitl g = composite cognitive ability;
Total Math = composite math ability; Total Verb. = composite verbal ability. Total g is a composite o€dwotl ACT and ETS Total. Total Math is a
composite of ACT Math and ETS Quant. Total Comb. ACACT composite score from registrar and from-seffort. Total Verb. is a composite of
ACT Eng. and ETS Verb. ACT Math = score on the math subscale of thaeSGACT Eng. = score on the English subscale of the ACT test; ETS
Quant. = score on the-Burvey ETS math test; ETS Verb. = score on theuitvey vocabulary testotal gN = 581; total matiN = 581, total verbaN
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= 581, total ETSN = 1,029; ETS quantitative = 1,029; ETS verball = 1,029; total combined ACN = 907; ACT mathN = 581; ACT EnglistN =
581
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Table 1.1
Incremental validity o€ognitive abilitybeyondseltrated BFAStor self-report CWB

Interpersonal CWB Organizational CWB Total CWB
Adj @ Adj Adj
Model b SE R oR R R b SE R R R R b SE R R R R
1 Industriousness | -.08 .01 .17 .03 -11 .01 .32 .10 -10 .01 .26 .07
Orderliness 01 .01 -02 .01 -01 .01
2  Cognitiveability -03 .03 .14 -03 .02 -01| O3 .03 .32 .00 .10 .00| .00 .02 .26 .00 .07 .00
Industiousness -07 .02 -11 .02 -09 .02
Ordetiness .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
Asseriveness .09 .02 .06 .02 .07 .02
Enthusasm -07 .02 -09 .02 -.08 .02

1 Intellect -01 .01 .00 .00 -03 .01 .00 .00 -02 .01 .00 .00



241

Experiencing -03 .01 .01 .01 -01 .01

Cognitive ability | -.03 .03 .00 .00 .00 .00 O5 .03 .00 .00 .00 .00|-02 .02 .00 .00 .00 .00
Intellect .00 .02 -04 .02 -01 .02

Expeiencing -.03 .02 .02 .02 .01 .03
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

Cognitive ability | -.04 .03 .28 -02 .08 -01| .01 .03 41 .02 .17 .02|-01 .02 .39 .02 .15 .01
Industiousness -06 .02 -11 .02 -.08 .02

Politeness -08 .02 -12 .02 -10 .02

Volatility .03 .02 .00 .02 .01 .02

Asseriveness .04 .02 .00 .02 .02 .02
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

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 anpeajedafdhe

four standardized cognitive ability measuréstal CWB = combined organizational and interpersonal counterproductive work bel@rganizational

CWB = organizational counterproductive work behavioterpersonaCWB = interpersonal counterproductive work behaviaterpersonal CWB,
OrganizationalCWB, and Total CWB are composites of both the Counterproductive Work Behaviors Checklist (Spector et al., 2006) andlde=Workp
Deviance Scales (Bennett & Robinson, 20@herrated BFAS for working students had insufficient male subsarhpte2?2) totest.b = standardized
coefficient; SE = standard error of the standardized coeffident; mu | t i R=IclangR in muftiple R from model 1 to modelAj R? = adjusted
R-squaredmpR? = change in adjusted-8juared from model 1 to model 2.
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Table 1.4a

Incremental validity of cognitive ability beyond Intellect in predicting CWB

Interpersonal CWB Organizational CWB Total CWB
Adj o Adj o Adj o
Model b SE R R R R b SE R R R R b SE R R R R
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 gAAETican College Testingpomposite score
and ETS(Educational Testing Service test ksgmposite scoreCWB = counterproductive work behavidnterpesonal CWB, Organizational CWB,
and Total CWB are composites of both the Counterproductive Work Behaviors Checklist (Spector et al., 2006) and the DevigpiaeeScales
(Bennett & Robinson, 2000p.= standardized coefficient; SE = standard error efstiandardized coefficiel®= mu | t i R=lcleangRin mutiple
R from model 1 to model; Adj R? = adjusted RsquaredpR? = change in adjusted-8juared from model 1 to model 2.
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Hypotheses and researgbestions

Number Research Questions
ROQ1 Is CCB-I more strongly positively correlated with CWRBhan with CWB
0?
Is CCB-O more strongly positively correlated with C\WBthan with
RQ2
CWB-1?
RO3 Is the relationship between Volatility and C&Bsimilar in magnitude to
the relationship between Volatility and CaB
RQ4 Is Enthusiasm correlated with C&B or with CCBI?
RQ5 Is Assertiveness correlated with C&Bor with CCBI?
Does Intellect add incremental variancértdustriousness in predicting
RQ6
ccB?
RQ7 For which aspects and for which dimensions of CCB does gender moqg
the personaliyCCB relationship?
ROS Does cognitive ability moderate the relationships between Neuroticism
its aspects and CCB?
Number Hypotheses
H1 Overall CCB will exhibit a strong positive relationship with overall CWE
H2a b Conscientiousness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (g
’ CCB and (b) a stronger relationship with GCBthan with CCHI.
H3a b Industriousness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) G
’ and (b) a stronger relationship with C&Bthan with CCBI.
H4a b Agreeableness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) C
’ and (b) a stronger relationship witCB-1 than with CCBO.
H5a. b Politeness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) CCB a
’ (b) a stronger relationship with C@Bhan with CCBO.
H6 Neuroticism will exhibit a weak positive relationship with overall CCB.
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H7a b Withdrawad will exhibit a weak positive relationship with (a) CEB, and
’ (b) a stronger relationship with C@8B than with CCBI.
H8 Volatility will exhibit a moderate positive relationship with CaB
H9 Intellect will exhibit a weak negativelationship with CCBO.
H10a. b Males will report engaging in more (a) C&Band (b) CCH than will
’ females.
H11 Cognitive ability will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with CCB




Table 2.2

Sample demographics broken down by-sampe sets

other BFAS+
Gender self Sample  other BFAS other CCB 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

other BFAS+
Race self Sample  other BFAS other CCB 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 other BFAS+

9 self Sample  other BFAS other CCB 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

Note.Subsample sets are stdamples which have certain variable data; self Samplmple for which

there is selfeport CCB and selfated BFAS; other BFAS = sample for which there is othéed BFAS;

other CCB = sample for which there is otlneport CCB; other BFAS other CCB = sample for which

there is both otherated BFAS anatherreport CCB. The other BFAS and other CCRubsample setdo

not take into consideration excluded cases from othesaniple sets, except in the case of the other BFAS
+ other CCB set. For example, the counts for the other CCB set is the nurubid ofses for other

report CCB even if some of those cases do not have validasetf or selreport variables.
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Table 2.3

Big Five Aspect Scatdescriptive statistics.

. . Selfratings for those
All self-ratings Otherratings with Othekratings
Variable N U/ Mo: M SD|I N U/ Mo: M SD N U/ Mo: 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 3.2 .67 147 .86 3.31 .67
Orderliness 1,763 .81 3.64 59| 147 71 344 .68 147 .82 3.73 .59
Agreeableness 1,763 .88 3.88 .45 147 .88 415 54 147 .89 3.94 45
Compassion 1,763 .88 3.91 .52 147 .86 423 .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 91 254 .70 147 91 294 .66
Volatility 1,763 .90 2.73 .76 | 147 .88 239 .81 147 .89 276 .78
Withdrawal 1,763 .85 3.05 .70 | 147 .83 268 .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 .86 355 .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 .85 393 .68 147 .82 3.60 .56
Experiencing 1,763 .79 3.67 .60 | 147 .80 348 .76 147 .79 3.67 .59

Note.Personality domains and aspect pairs (listed under each domain) were measured@idtitéme Big Five Aspect Scalessing a 5point Likert
type scale with 1 = Strongly Disagree and 5 = Strongly AgZeenbach 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

SelfReport Otherreport
Variable fitems U/ Moy gp | 9/ Mo M SD
Withdrawal Behavior 15 .86 2.42 .79 91 1.79 a7
Lack of Effect 6 a7 2.39 .93 .84 1.61 .79
Withdrawal 9 .78 244 81 91 1.96 .86
Theft/Sabotage 16 .58 1.04 .10 .83 1.04 A7
Theft 6 46 1.04 .13 74 1.04 19
Sabotage 10 .52 1.02 .14 .70 1.04 A7
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 A3
lllegal Behavior 20 .80 1.12 .18 .87 1.09 22
Physical Violence 3 .58 1.01 A1 7 1.02 19
Property Damage 4 .45 1.01 .09 .68 1.02 A2
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 .55 113 .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 13 .67 135 .55 .80 1.25 .50
Total CCB 126 .90 132 21 .95 1.21 27

Note.SelfreportN = 1,763; othereportN = 761. Support Acad. Dishon. = Support Academic Dishonesty
Responses were for frequencybehavior with a rimimum score = INever) and a naximum score = 7
(Several times a day)indented variables are CCB facets and sit directly below their composite dimension.
CCB-0O (organizational counterproductive college behavimthe average of Withdrawal Behavior,
Theft/Sabotage; Negligence/Outcomes; lllegal Behavior; and Academic Deviancd.(@@Bpersonal
counterproductive college behavier)ncivility. Support AcadDishon. = Support of Academic
DishonestyTotal CCB is an average of the six composite dimensirebach alpha reliabilities are
reported for scale facets and Mosier reliabilities are reported for scale composites.
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Table 2.5

Cognitive ability descripte statistics

U/ Mo s N M SD U ratio

Total g .89 914 -.02 .69

Math g .86 914 .00 .67

Verbal g .83 914 -.03 T7

ETS Total T2 1755 4.56 3.23

ETS Math .70 1755 4.13 4.09

ETS Verbal .64 1755 4.79 4.09

ACT Total .96 1521 27.48 3.45 .62
Combined

ACT English .92 914 27.61 4.50 .66
ACT Math 91 914 27.02 3.89 72

Note. Total g, Math g, and Verbal g are standardized. Alpha reliabilities for ACT Eng./Reading and ACT
Math scores are fro20152017published normsACT = American College Testing; ETS = Educational
Testing Service test kiReliability for ACT Total Combied is reliability between ACT Total from

registrar records and ACT Total from sedport.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 + shindardized ACT English; Total g = the average of standardized total math + standardized total
verbal.
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Personal Acquaintance Measure descriptive statistics bgauable
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Self and Other for BFAS

5 Selfrater OEher-rater Correlation Corrected
N UMos. M SD N U M SD Correlation
Total PAM 126 92 50.20 11.28| 126 .84 5195 9.96 .54 .61
Duration 126 91 7.10 4.22 | 126 92 746 412 g7 .84
Frequency 126 .83 930 368 | 126 .81 985 277 57 .70
Know Goals 126 79 10.79 2.24 | 126 .87 10.70 1.90 .23 .28
Physical Intimacy 126 .89 3.79 466 | 126 92 390 4.69 .67 74
Self-disclosures 126 .88 9.42 3.18 | 126 90 992 264 .23 .26
Social net 126 .62 9.82 284 | 126 72 10.12 2.53 .56 .69
Self and Other for CCB
5 Selfrater OEher-rater Correlation Corrected
N UMos. M SD N U M SD Correlation
Total PAM 651 93 4753 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 9.57 291 | 651 .86 9.93 2.77 57 .66
Know Goals 651 .87 10.04 213 | 651 .84 10.29 1.98 .32 37
Physical Intimacy 651 91 265 391 | 651 89 295 401 .69 g7
Self-disclosures 651 .86 9.76 2.36 | 651 .89 941 241 .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 ottegers for BFAS or othereporters for CCB and who had or were otfaers for PAMBFAS

= Big Five Aspect Scales, CCB = Counterproductive College Behaudvt = Personal Acquaintance Measure. Thevargabld i st ed bel ow
PAMO ar e f ac eSpearmanfcorreldtiens &evéyported. Corrected correlations are corrected for unreliability in both X and Y. All
correlations have 90% confidence intervals that exclude 0. Reliabilities for individiles sceCronbachinternal consistency reliabilities, and

reliabilities for composite total PAM scores are MogMDps.) reliabilities.

nTo
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Table 2.7
CCB and CWB intercorrelations

Selfreport CCB
%iaBl CCBO  CCB '?)C:\f' gfﬁ;‘\'/ Neg./Out  Withdrwl S;Eggge 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:l 69 69 49 53 42 20 64 36 50
CWBC-O 41 37 49 38 30 13 32 26 51
CWBCH 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 |
Otherreport CCB
'(I':(;:ta?l CCBO  CCBI A[fe""\f’_' g'eer?j‘\'/ Neg./Out  Withdrwi S;ngge 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:l 16 20 10 .05 22 15 17 .00 10
CWBC-O .05 .06 .09 .02 07 06 04 04 .09
CWBCH 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 reporté&brrelations were corrected foreasuremeninreliability in both variables. Bolded values have 90%
confidence intervals which exclude zeYakplc. Dev. = Workplace DevianecaeasurgBennett & Robinson, 2000); CWBC = Counterproductive Work
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Behavior Checklist (Spector et al., 2006). Fedesignatin after CWB, Workplace Deviance and CWBC indicates organizational counterproductive
work behavior, and thd designation indicates interpersonal counterproductive work behavior. Total CWB = combined organizational and interpersonal
counterproductive workehavior for both the Workplace Deviance scales and the CWB Checklist:@%WBombined Workplace DevianéeO and

CWB Checklistt O. CWB| = combined Workplace Devianéd and CWB Checklist I. Sabotage, Withdrawal, Prod. Deviance, Theft, and Abuse are
facets within the CWB Checklist. Prod. Deviance = production devidMitedrwl = Withdrawal; Neg./Out. = Negligence/Outcomes; lllegal Behav. =

lllegal Behavior; Acad. Dev. = Academic Deviance. Correlations for corresponding behaviors/compositasakrasd school contextre boxed.

Self-report CCBN = 1027. Othereport CCBN = 418. Sed\ppendix 2L for raw correlations anfbr corrected confidence intervals.



Table2.8

Hypotheses anesults

and (b) a stronger relationship with
CCB-I than withCCB-O.

b) supported

b) supported

Self report Other- report
Number Hypotheses CCB, self CCB, self
report CWB report CWB
Overall CCB will exhibit a strong
H1 positive relationship with overall supported partial support
CWB.
Self-rated Selfrated Other-rated Other-rated
Number Hypotheses BFAS, self BFAS, other- BFAS, self BFAS, other-
report CCB report CCB report CCB report CCB
Conscientiousness will exhibit a
moderate negative relationship with| g)supported | a) supported | &) partial support a) partial support
H2a, b (a) CCB and (b) a stronger ) supp ) supp )P PP )P ) PP
relationship with CCBO than with b) supported b) supported b) supported b) partial support
CCB-l.
Industriousness will exhibit a
moderate negative relationship with| a) supported | a) supported | a) partial support a) supported
H3a, b (a) CCB and (b) a stronger
relationship with CCBO than with | b) supported b) supported b) supported b) supported
CCB-I.
Agreeableness will exhibit a modera _
Hia b | N€gative relationship with (a) CCB a) partial support a) not supported| a) not supported| a) not supported

b) not supported

b) not supported
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Politeness will exhibit a moderate
negative relationship with (a) CCB

a) supported

a) partial support

a) partial support

a) partial support

H5a, b : L
’ and (b) a stronger relationship with | 1) supported | b) not supported| b) supported | b) not supported
CCB-I than with CCBO. ) supp ) PP ) supp ) PP
Neuroticism will exhibit a weak
H6 positive relationship with overall supported supported supported partial support
CCB.
Withdrawal will exhibit a weak _
H7a. b positive relationship with (a) CGB, a) supported a) supported a) supported a) partial support
’ and (b) a stronger relationship with | 13) sypported b) supported b) supported b) not supported
CCB-O than with CCBI. ) supp ) supp ) supp ) PP
H8 Volatility will exhibit a moderate artial support | not supported supported not supported
positive relationship with CCH P PP PP PP P
Intellect will exhibit a weak negative
H9 relationship with CCEO. not supported not supported not supported not supported
Self report Other- report
Number Hypotheses CCB, self CCB, self
report CWB report CWB
MaleS will I’epOI’t engaging in more a) not Supported a) Supported
H10a, b | (a) CCBO and (b) CCH than will
females. b) supported b) supported
Cognitive ability will exhibit a
H11 moderate negative relationship with| partial support | not supported

CCB.
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Table 29 Spearman intercorrelations between-satid otherrated BFAS and selind otherreport CCB
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CCB total CCB-O CCB withdrawal s;rt;?)?e/lge noel?tlé%?:gse/ bﬂﬁg\%lor 3%%?;“;5 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 | -5 -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

self .01 .00 .03 .01 | -.05 -.07 .05 .01 | -13 -04 | -.10 -.01 .03 .09 | -03 -03 ]| -.05 -.07

Compas other | .16 .14 .13 .16 17 .01 .09 .09 A1 -04 | .19 .01 .15 .01 .09 .19 17 .01
Polite selff | -24 -11 | -21 -12 | -3 -17 | -17 -10| -26 -08 | -.18 -04 | -22 -06 | -21 -09 | -31 -.17
other| -07 -07 | -02 -11| -22 -11| -03 -13 | -13  -30| -11 | -08 ( -.09 -27 | -01 .00 | -.21 -11

Neurot self .23 .10 .24 A3 .16 .02 .27 .15 .07 -03 | .05 .08 .08 .06 .15 .03 .16 .02
other | .23 .16 .24 .23 A7 .19 .24 .21 .33 .26 .16 .18 .30 .30 A1 11 A7 .19

Volat self .21 A1 .21 .15 .18 .08 .22 .15 A1 -1 .06 .07 12 12 .15 .04 .18 .08
other | .18 .09 .18 .15 A7 .10 17 .14 .25 .16 .15 .07 .27 .28 .07 .09 17 .10

self .19 .05 .22 .10 .09 -06 | .26 .10 .03 -.07 .00 .07 .01 -01 | .10 .01 .09 -.06

Withdrw. other | .21 .16 .24 .22 .10 .16 .23 .19 .35 31 .13 .26 .26 .23 A1 .06 .10 .16
Extrav self .05 A1 .02 A1 .13 A5 | -.02 .07 .00 .04 .01 .04 17 17 .07 A1 .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 A2 | -.01 .08 .06 .09 | -03 .00 | -.03 .11 .07 10 | -.11 .03 | -.01 .08
other | .13 .05 .13 .04 A7 .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
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self
other

Exper

.08
.09

A2
A1

A2 .16
A2 .13

-.01
.07

.06
.07

.15
.10

14
12

-.04
.20

.00
.15

-.04
.10

.15
21

.06
.20

.10
.13

-.07
-.04

.03
.26

-.01
.07

.06
.07

Note.Spearman correlations were used to mitigate influence of outlgelations were corrected for unreliability in the criteff@CB). BFAS =
Big Five Aspect Scales; CCB = Counterproductive College Behavior, with@GBrganizationally directe@CB, CCB-I = interpersonally directed

CCB, and CCB total = a composite of organizationally directed and interpersonally directed G081 f 6

selfr at ed

Volatility, Withdrw. = Withdrawal, Extrav. = Extraversion, = Enthus. = Enthusiasm, Exper. = Experiencing.

BFAS.

60t her o

col

umns

aepatt CERow s

¢ o-flepontn@CB oravthetated BFASSelfrated BFAS and seliepoit @aBN = 1747, otherrated
BFAS and selreport CCBN = 148 selfrated BFAS and otheeport CCBN = 628, otherrated BFAS and othaeport CCBN = 72. Bolded values
have 90% confidence intervals which excludeoz For Pearson intercorrelations without outliers, see App@adixConsc. = Conscientiousness,
Indust. = Industriousness, Order = Orderliness, Agree. = Agreeableness, Compas. = Compassion, Polite. = PolitenesSeNmticisrs, Volat. =

ndi

c



Table 210

Partial correlations for pairs ekl and otherratedaspectsvith self and otheireportCCB, CCBO, and CCBH

CCB- CCB-O TOTAL CCB

rs partialrs rs partialrs s partialrs
Industiousness - 2;11? - 2;-113 - 4c_)'-33? - 3;-325 - 44_1'-‘:'32 - 3;-3;2

Selfrated BFAS, h ear ek Rt AN e
selfreport CCB defi -.05 .03 -17 -.02 -.20 -.04
Ordetiness -.10,.00 01,07 | -22-13 06,01 | -25:.16 -.08,13
. -.03 -.02 -.23 -.17 -.23 -.16
Self-rated BFAS, Industiousness -11,04 -08,05| -31-.16 23,10 |  -.30:.15 -.23;.10

otherreport CCB

Ordei -.04 -.03 -.21 -.13 -.19 -11
raefiness -12,04 -09,04| -28:-13 19,06 |  -27:12 -.18;.05
ndustiousness 5t ie| s oaes| w0 e

Otherrated BFAS, S e G e e o
self-report CCB . .10 13 -.09 -.03 -.13 -.05
Ordetiness -.07,.25 -.02,27 -.24,.08 17,12 -.28,.03 -.20,.09
ndustiousness 'l PRl gt | e aos

Otherrated BFAS, e e T e s e
Otherreport CCB defi A2 .26 -.03 14 -.03 13
Ordetiness -13,35 05,.44|  -27,22 -06,34|  -27,22 -.08,.33
rs partialrs rs partialrs rs partialrs
. -.04 12 -.02 A5 .01 A7
Seltrated BEAS Compasion -08,.01 08,.16 -.06,.03 11,19|  -.03,.06 13,21
selfreport CCB i -.25 -.27 -.25 -.29 -.23 -.29
Politeness -.29:.20 31-23 | -30;.21 -33;26 | -.28:;19 3225
Self-rated BFAS, Compasion -.07 .02 .00 .06 .00 .07
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otherreport CCB -.14,01 -.05,.08 -.08,.08 .00,.13 -.08,.08 .00,.13
Poli -.15 -.13 -.10 -.12 -11 -.13

oliteness -22:.07 -20;07 |  -18:02 .18;05| -19-03 -19;.07

. .14 .26 .14 .19 .15 22

Otherrated BFAS, Compasion -.02,.29 12,39 -.02,.29 05,33 -.01,.30 07,35
self-report CCB Poll =17 -.28 -.06 -.15 -.08 -17
oliteness -.32:.01 -41;14 -.22,.10 -.29,.00 -.23,.09 -31;.03

) .03 A1 13 22 A1 .19

Otherrated BFAS, Compasion -22,27 -10,.31 -12,36 .01,.40 -14,34 -.01,.39
Otherreport CCB . -.15 -.18 -12 -.21 -.13 -.21
Politeness -.38,.10 -.38,.02 -.36,.13 -.40,.00 -37,12 -.40,.00

rs partialrs rs partialrs rs partialrs

Volatility .15 .13 20 .13 .20 12

Selfrated BFAS, 11,20 09,17 15,24 09,17 16,5 .08,.15
selfreport CCB . .08 -.02 15 .05 19 .08
Withdraval 03,12 -.06,.02 11,.D .01,.09 14,23 04,12

Volatility .07 12 .10 .08 A1 .10

Self-ratedBFAS, -01,14 06,.19 02,18 02,15 03,19 03,.16
otherreport CCB , -.05 -.12 .05 -.01 .05 -.02
Withdraval -13,03 -.18:.05 -.02,13 -07,.06 -.03,13 -.09,.05

Volatili 13 .10 .18 .03 .16 .04

Otherrated BFAS, olatility -.03,.29 -.05,.24 02,33 -11,.18 00,31 -10,.19
seltreport CCB thdraval .10 .02 .25 .18 21 14
Withdrave -.07,.25 -13,.16 .09,.40 .04,.32 .05,.36 .00,.28

Volatil .06 -.05 .07 -.03 .06 -.04

Otherrated BFAS, olatility .18,31 -.26,.15 .18,31 .23,18 -.19,.30 -.24,17
Otherreport CCB . A7 A7 15 13 15 14
Withdrawal -.07,.40 -.04,37 -10,.38 -.08,.33 -10,.38 -.07,.34

rs partialrs rs partialrs rs partialrs
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.18 -.07 .10 -.06 A1 -.06

Selfrated BFAS, Asseriveness 13,.22 -11;.03 06,.15 -10;.02 06,.15 -10;.02
selfreport CCB . .01 .19 -.01 12 -.01 A2
Enthusasm -.04,.06 15,23 -.06,.04 08,.16 -.06,.04 08,.16

Assertveness .15 .13 .09 .06 .10 .07

Selfrated BFAS, 07,23 07,.20 01,17 -.01,.12 02,17 .00,.13
otherreport CCB . .07 .01 .09 .06 .09 .05
Enthusasm -.01,.15 -.06,.07 01,.17 -01,.12 .01,.16 -.01,.12

W .25 .18 .06 .01 .07 .03

Otherrated BFAS, Asseriveness 09,.39 04,32 -10,.22 -13,16 -.09,.23 -12,17
self-report CCB hus .19 .09 A2 .10 A1 .08
Enthusasm 03,.24 -.06,.23 -.04,27 -.05,.24 -.05,.26 -.06,.23

v .06 .04 .05 -.04 .08 -.01

Otherrated BFAS, Asseriveness -19,.30 -17,.24 -.20,.29 -.25,16 17,32 -.22,19
Otherreport CCB . .06 .04 .19 .19 19 .18
Enthusasm -19,.30 -17,24 -.06,.42 -.02,38 -.06,.42 -.03,.37

rs partialrs rs partialrs rs partialrs

Intellect .01 .01 -.02 -.04 -.02 -.05

Seltrated BFAS, -.04,.05 -.03,.05 -.07,.03 -.08,.00 -.07,.03 -.09;.01
selfreport CCB £ . .00 -.01 .06 .07 .08 .10
Xperiencing -.05,04 -.05,.03 01,.10 03,11 04,13 .06,.14

Intellect .07 .06 .02 -.02 .03 .00

Seltrated BFAS, -01,14 -01,.12 -.06,.10 -.09,.04 -.04,11 -.07,.06
otherreport CCB . .04 .02 A2 12 A1 A1
Experiencing -.04,12 -.04,.09 .04,.20 06,19 04,19 04,17

Intellect A7 .15 A1 .08 .10 .08

Otherrated BEAS, 01,32 01,29 -.05,.27 -.06,.23 -.06,.26 -.07,.22
self-report CCB . .09 .04 A1 .08 .10 .08
Experiencing -.07,25 -.10,.19 -.05,27 -.06,22 -.06,.26 -.07,22
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.06 .04 -.01 -.05 .01 -.02
Otherrated BFAS, Intellect -.19,.30 -17,24 -.25,24 -.25,.16 -.24,26 -.22,19
Otherreport CCB L .08 .07 14 14 11 11
Experiencing -17,.32 -.14,27 -11,.37 -.07,.34 -.14,34 -10,.31

Note.Obser ved

B(p)es eeponteal foldtlee zerorder correlations and for partial correlations. Partial correlatjmansialrs) with criteria were

run with aspect pairs, controlling for the other aspect in the BEAS = Big Five Aspect Scales; CCB = CounterproductiveggeliBehavior, with
CCB-O = organizationally directe@CB, CCB-I = interpersonally directe@CB, and CCB total = a composite of organizationally directed and
interpersonally directed CCBSelf-rated BFAS with selfeport CCB averagl = 1,753; seHrated B-AS with othefreport CCB averagh = 625;
Otherrated BFAS with seffeport CCB averaghl = 150; Othefrated BFAS with othereport CCB averagl = 64. Confidence intervals shovaelow

correlationsare 90% intervals.
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Table 2.1

Incremental/ariance of Intellect beyond Industriousness in predicting CCB

Model 1 Model 2
Variable b SE AdR R b st agr MIPe R @R
selfreport CCB and selfrated BFAS
Industriousness only -.24 .01 .16 40
Industriousness and -.26 .01 A7 41 .01 .01
Intellect .07 .01
selfreport CCB and otherrated BFAS
Industriousness only -.09 .04 .03 A7
Industriousness and -.18 .05 .08 .28 .05 A1
Intellect A2 .04
other-report CCB and selfrated BFAS
Industriousness only -.16 .04 .03 A7
Industriousness and -.20 .04 .04 .20 .01 .03
Intellect 10 .04

Note.Robustmultiple regressiorwasused.All variables were standardizellult. R = multiple R. CCB = Counterproductive College Behavior (a total
composite of organizationalljirected and interpersonaliiirected); BFAS = Big Five Aspect Scal&zlf-report CCB and selfated BFAS models
haveN = 1747; selreport CCB and otheamated BFAS models hawé = 126; otherreport CCB and selfated BFAS models hawé= 628.b =
standardized coefficient; SE = standard error of the standardized coefftient;mu | t i R=lcleangR in mujtiple R from model 1 to modelAd]j

R? = adjusted RsquaredmpR? = change in adjusted-&juared from model 1 to model 2.



Table 2.2

Gender differences in Counterproductive College Behavior
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Selfreport CCB
Females Males

. . corrected corrected
Variable N M SD N M SD SDratio d 90% ClI d 90% Cl
Total CCB 1297 1.32 2 429 1.35 .24 .83 -.14 -.23,-.05 -15 -.25,-.05
CCB-O 1297 135 .21 429 1.36 .23 91 -.05 -14,.04 -.05 -.15, .04
CCB 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 241 .77 429 2.4 .83 .93 .01 -.08,.10 .01 -.10, .12
Theft/Sabotage 1297 1.04 A1 429 1.06 A1 1.00 -20 -.29,-.11 -26 -.32,-.13
Negligence/Outcome 1297 1.01 .07 429 1.02 .09 .78 -13 -.22,-.04 -17 -.29,-.04
lllegal 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

. . corrected corrected
Variable N M SD N M SD SDratio d 90% CI d 90% Cl
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- 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/Outcome 572 1.13 .22 171 1.17 21 1.05 -.18 -.32,-.04 -20 -.35,-.04
lllegal 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 meatifferenceq C o h d) aré calculated using femdlana | e .

Co r r aosesantern& cohsestengysreliabilities for

whole sample (female and male combin&i}B = Counterproductive College Behavidotal CCB =a total composite of organizationatiyrected
and interpersnally directed the-O designation = organizationally directed and-thdesignation = interpersonally direcjethcivility, Withdrawal,
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Theft/Sabotage, Negligence/Outcomes, lllegal Behaviors, and Academic Deviance are facetsRifl@€zisl values hae 90% confidence intervals
excluding zero.
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Table 2.B

Gender moderation effects on sedted BFASor self-report CCB

Interpersonal CCB Organizational CCB Total CCB
Adj P Adj P Adj
Model b SE R R R2 R2 b SE R R R2 R2 b SE R @R R R
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 .01f|-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 A1
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. XGender -.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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Assertiveness 23 06 .20 .03 .04 .01 .12 .04 .14 00 .02 .00| .04 .01 .24 .00 .02 .00
Enthusiasm -.08 .06 -09 .04 -.04 .01

Gender A3 .04 .08 .03 .03 .01

Assert. X Gender -.03 .04 -.02 .03 -01 .01

Enthus. X Gender .01 .04 .03 .03 .02 .01

Intellect -01 .03 .00 .00 -03 .02 .00 .00 -02 .01 .10 .01
Experiencing -01 .03 .02 .02 .02 .01

Intellect -0 06 .10 .10 .01 .01f(-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

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

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

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. XGender -.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 188-item Big Five Aspect Scale&ll variables were standardizedror GenderFemale was coded as 0 and

Male was coded as 1 for the regression modge{SB = Counterproductive College Behavior; Organizai@CB =organizationally directed CCB;
Interpersonal CCB = interpersonally diredtCCB. Indust. = Industriousness; Order. = Orderliness; Comp. = Compassion; Polite. = Politeness; Volat. =
Volatility; Withdr. = Withdrawal; Assert. = Assertiveness; Enthus. = Enthusiasm; Exper. = ExperieSaliffrgport CCB ~ othereport BFAS and
other-report CCB ~ othereport BFAS models have insufficieNtto test for moderation in regressiorisor selfreport CCB sample, femak= 1280

and maleN = 426 b = standardized coefficient; SE = standard error of the standardized coeffcientyltiple  RR = ctpange in multiple R from

model 1 to model 2Adj R? = adjusted RsquaredmpR? = change in adjusted-8juared from model 1 to model 2.



267

Table 2.Ba

Gender moderation effects on sedted BFASor otherreport CCB

Interpersonal CCB Organizational CCB Total CCB
Adj P Adj P Adj P
Model b SE R oR R2 R2 b SE R R R2 R2 b SE R R P )
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 A1 .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

Assertiveness .18 .10 .14 .04 .02 .01 O7 .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

Intellect .03 .04 .00 .00 -01 .03 .00 .00 .00 .01 .00 .00
Experiencing .00 .04 .03 .03 .01 .01

Intellect .10 09 10 .10 .01 .01f O5 .08 .10 .10 .01 .01 .02 .03 .10 .10 .01 .01
Experiencing -05 .10 .03 .08 .02 .03

Gender A5 .07 12 .06 .05 .02

Intellect X Gender -.06 .07 -05 .05 -01 .02

Exper. XGender .04 .06 .00 .05 -.00 .02

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 A1 .04 .07 .04 .03 .01
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

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 .00f-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 A2 .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 A3 .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 Sédlesriables were standardizedror GenderfFemale was coded as 0 and Male was
coded as 1 for the regression model<CB = Counterproductive College Behavior; Organizational CCB = organizationally directed CCB; Interpersonal
CCB = interpersonally directed CCBiwdust. = Industriousness, Order. =d@rliness, Comp. = Compassion, Polite. = Politeness, Volat. = Volatility,
Withdr. = Withdrawal, Assert. = Assertiveness, Enthus. = Enthusiasm, Exper. = Experi&aciothefreport CCB sample, femaht= 479 and male

N = 141.b = standardized coefficienSE = standard error of the standardized coeffickRat; mu | t i R=lcleangRin mutiple R from model 1 to

model 2 Adj R? = adjusted RsquaredmpR? = change in adjusted-8juared from model 1 to model 2.
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Table 2.4
Effect sizes for gender moderation of BFAS in predicting CCB

Self-rated BFAS and selfeport CCB

Fem. Fem. Male Male dMod_Signed dMod_Unsigned ) Score with Score with
selfreportCCB Intcpt  Slope Intcpt.  Slope (SE) (SE) dvin - \jin d Avax  ~N\1ax. 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) -.04 291 -.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
Fem. Fem. Male Male  dwod_signed  Owmod_unsigned ~ Score with Score with
seltreport CCBO Intcpt  Slope Intcpt.  Slope (SE) (SE) dvin " \jin. d dvax Mo, 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 3.0
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 -.06 141 -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
Fem. Fem. Male Male  dwod_signed  Owmod_unsigned ~ Score with Score with
seltreport CCBI Intcpt  Slope Intcpt.  Slope (SE) (SE) vin Min. d Chvax 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) .20 356 -51  1.91



Withdrawal 111 .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 -41 251
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
Selfrated BFAS and otheeport CCB
Fem. Fem. Male Male  dwod signed  OMod_unsigned dvin  Score with dvax  Score with
otherreport CCB Intcpt  Slope Intcpt. Slope (SE) (SE) Min. d 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(.19 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) A4 (.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 -.02 111 .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
Fem. Fem. Male Male  dwod signed  OMod_unsigned dwin  Score with dvax  Score with
otherreport CCBO Intcpt  Slope Intcpt.  Slope (SE) (SE) Min. d Max.d
Industriousness 141 -.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) A2 (.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) A1 (.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) A42(.14) -.17 2.59 -.64 4.22
Fem. Fem. Male Male  dwod_signed  Owmod_unsigned dvin  Score with dvax Score with
otherreport CCBI Intcpt  Slope Intcpt.  Slope (S_Eg (éE)gJ Min. d 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 00 111 02  -31(15)  .34(.15) .04 154 .82 412
Withdrawal 1.16 -0l 125  -02 -27(15)  .30(.14) .06 1.99 -65  4.01
Assertiveness .69 13 .95 07 -29(15)  .30(.14) 09 4.09 .77 151
Enthusiasm .85 07  1.05 04  -31(14)  .31(13) .13 359 .56 2.90
Intellect 1.08 01 113 01 -26(14) .28(12) 09 412 -55  3.05
Experiencing 65 13 111 02 -30(15 31 (15) -08 3.3 -58  3.54
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Note.BFAS = Big Five Aspect Scales; CCB = Counterproductive College Behavior;: @EBrganizationally directed CCB; CAB- interpersonally
directed CCBRegression slopes were computed separately for each aspect. Estintjesdi@ the average bootstragopestimates (100 iterations)
and negative ghq_signedindicates CCB for males is underpredictdd;, is the minimum area between slopegax is the maximum area between slopes;
Score with Mind is the BFAS score at which the minimum area between sligdfeund; Score with Maxl is the BFAS score at which the maximum
area between slopes is found. Salied BFAS and selieport CCB femal®& = 1280 and mal&l = 426; selfrated BFAS and otharated CCB femal®\
=479 and mal&l = 141. Bolded slopes anuhtercepts indicate nemero differences in slopes between males and females.
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Table 2.5

Spearman correlations betwe@@B and cognitive ability

Selfreport CCB Otherreport CCB
Variable Totalg Mathg Verbalg| Totalg Mathg Verbal g
Total CCB .05 .04 .03 .21 17 19
CCB-O .00 .00 .00 .20 A7 A7
CCB-I 14 .15 .09 .28 .23 .25
Academic Deviance -.14 -11 -.13 19 .16 14
lllegal Behaviors .00 -.02 .00 .03 .01 .03
Negligence/Outcomes -.06 -.05 -.04 A2 A1 10
Withdrawal Behaviors A1 .09 .08 .05 .03 .07
Theft/Sabotage .05 .03 .05 A7 15 14
Incivility 14 .15 .09 .28 .23 25

Note.CCB = Counterproductive College Behayi@CB-O = organizationally directed CCB; CAB-
interpersonally directed CCB; Total CCB = a composite of €&nd CCBI. CCB. Incivility,

Withdrawal, Theft/Sabotage, Negligence/Outcomes, lllegal 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; Mgeha composite of standardized ETS
vocabulary score and ACT English scdBerrelations were corrected for unreliability in the criteriorl

for indirect range restriction in the cognitive ability variabBselded correlations have 90% confidence
intervals which exclude zerdr-or selfreport CCB, Total g with CCB variablés= 894, Total math and

total verbal with CCB variabled = 894. For othereport CCB, Total g with CCB variabl&s= 338; Total

math and total verbal with CCB variablds= 338.
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Table 2.5

Cognitive ability as a moderator of Neuroticism and its asgeeticting CCB

Selfrated CCB and selated BFAS

Interpersonal CCB Organizational CCB | Total CCB
Adj P Adj P Adj P
Model b SE R oR R2 R? b SE R R R2 R2 b SE R R P R2
1 Neuroticism 12 .02 .10 .01 10 .02 .14 .02 .05 .01 .20 .04
2 Neuroticism 12 03 .14 .04 .02 01| .20 .02 .14 00 .02 .00f .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| .20 .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
Otherrated CCB and selfated BFAS
Interpersonal CCB Organizational CCB Total CCB
Adj P Adj P Adj P
Model b SE R oR R2 R? b SE R oR R2 R2 b SE R oR R2 R2
1 Neuroticism -01 .04 .00 .00 .01 .03 .00 .00 .01 .01 .00 .00
2 Neuroticism -03 05 .00 .00 .00 .00 O4 .04 .00 .00 .00 .00f .02 .01 .00 .00 .00 .00
Total g 15 .09 .06 .06 .03 .02
Neurot. X Totalg -.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




2 Volatility 14
Withdrawal -.01
Total g .09
Volat. X Total g .00

Withdr. X Total g .04

.04
.04
.05
.06
.06

14

14

.02

.02

.15
-11
.06
-.06
.03

.05
.05
.06
.08
.08

.10

.10

.01

.01

.06
-.05
.03
-.02
.01

.02
.02
.02
.03
.03
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14 14 .02 .02

Note.Personality is the Big Five Aspect Scale€B = Counterproductive College Behavior. Total CCB is a composite of Interpersonal CCB and
Organizational CCB. Neuroticism and its aspects Volatility and Withdrawal are measured with-ttearlBly Five Aspect Scales. Volat. = Volatility;
Withdr. = Withdrawal.Total g is a composite of AC{Rmerican College Testing standardized test composite)registrar andppaifscore and score
on ETS(Educational Testing Service test Kigsts given in participant survdy= standardized coefficient; SE = staratlarror of the standardized

coefficient;R =
from model 1 to model 2.

mu | t i RelclangRin muiliple R from model 1 to model&lj R? = adjusted RsquaredppR? = change in adjusted-&juared
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Figure 3.1Distribution of () for otherratedpolitician BFAS aspects

rwg() for interviewbased ratings
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Note.Each dot represents rwg(j) on an aspect for an individual politidissert = Assertiveness; Enthus =
Enthusiasm; Exper = Experiencing; Indust = Industriousness, Order = Orderliness, Polite = Politeness;
Volatile = Volatility. Traitaspectsvere measured using the-88m otherrater version of the Big Five
Aspect Scaletsee Appendix D).
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Hypotheses and Research Questions

Number Research Questions
RQ1 Do male and female politicians differ in their personality aspect trait ley
RQ2 Do male and female politicians differ in their levels of polititegconduct?
RQ3 Do Big Five personality aspect trait levels differ across party?
RQ4 Do levels of political misconduct differ across party?
RQ5 Do BFAS trait levelsorrelate with politiciamparty loyalty?
RQ6 Do trait levels correlate with partisantesmism?
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 diffacross politician party?
RQ10 Does legislative leadership differ across politician gender?
RO11 What are the correlational relationships between atited BFAS and text
analysisbased BFAS ratings for politicians?
Are there gender differencestext-analysisbased politician personality
RQ12 :
ratings?
Are there party differences in teahalysisbased politician personality
RQ13 :
ratings?
Number Hypotheses
Conscientiousness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (e
Hla, b | OverallPolitical Misconduct and with (b) Organizational Misconduct
among legislators.
Industriousness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a)
H2a, b | Overall Political Misconduct and with (IlQrganizationaMisconduct

among legislators.
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Conscientiousness will exhibit a moderate negative correlation with mi

H3 ; i
congressional votes among legislators.
Agreeableness wikxhibit a moderate negative relationshiph (a) Overall

H4a, b | Political Misconduct and with (b) Interpersonal Miscorndamong
legislators.
Politeness wilkexhibit a moderate negative relationship wah Overall

H5a, b | Political Misconduct and with (bnterpersonaMisconduct among
legislators.

H6 Neuroticism will exhibit a weak positive relationship with Political
Misconduct among legislators.

H7 Volatility will exhibit a weak positive relationship wiliiterpersonal
Misconduct among legislators.

HS Volatility will exhibit a weak positive relationship with S@&fatifying
Misconduct among legislators.

H9 Withdrawal will exhibit a weak positive relationship wi@rganizational
Misconduct among legislatars

H10 Higher Withdrawal will be associated with higher likelihood of engaging

Avoidance Behavior among legislators.
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Table3.2

Politiciansample 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 thadd 3 14 congresses in

order to obtain more equal subgraip. The percentage of females in theLC®ngress was 18.7% and in
the 114th Congress was 19.494.the 42 Democrat females, 3 were Senators; of the 26 Republican
females, 3 were Senators; of the 40 Demdzratles, 2 were Senators; of the 51 Republican males, none
were Senatordviean ages agabe compared with the average ages ofit# US Congres$57 yearsfor
congressmembers and ¥ars for Senatoysnd the 114 US Congress (57 years of congressmembers and
61 years for Senatorshe average tenure of congress membarsbe comparedith that ofthe 118
Congres$9.1 years for congressmembers and 10.2 years for Senatuit)e 114" Congres€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 speleabeddeberatings of
politicians

Interview Ratings Speech Ratings
Variable N ICC M SD N ICC M SD | Co h e 90% CI Correcte
[90% CI] [90% CI] sd dd
Conscientiousnesy 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 .681[.60,.74] 4.06 52 A7 -.05,.39 .20
Compassion 133 .73[.67,.78] 4.25 .59 133 .711[.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 .711[.64,77] 3.14 45 -.49 -71;.27 -.60
Volatility 143 52[41,61] 297 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 .511[.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 A1
Intellect 139 .72[.65,.77] 4.59 A4 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 Scalesatings were scored on a giwint Likerttype scalewith ® A St r o n g.0 Agpedpassargr e e
indented and listed directly below their Big Five dom&ZC (1, k) for Big Five composites ammalculated using only the cases which had acceptafjé€> 0)

for both aspectsSt andar di zed me a nd)isldaléufated as IntengesvSpeeClorditiegeCOrrectedd, corrected for interrater unreliability (ICC
(1, k)) in interview rating. ICC (1, k) was calculated using the average number of raters for interiew’.25,SD= 1.03) and average number of raters for
speeched =3.13,SD= . 96) per pol idvaluesiindicate 90Ba@dnfilenCednter/aiséesclude zero.
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Table 34

Politician performance variatdelescriptive statistics

Performance variable N M SD Min max
Legislative leadership score 112 51 A7 .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 scof@ovTrack.us ideology scor@ standardized and the absolute difference

from zero is used as the index of partisan extremism. Only Democrats are included for the Democrat

party loyalty rating, and only Republicans are included for the Republican party loyalty tatiyigative
leadership score is the GovTrack.us |l eadership scor ¢
legislators to sign on to their legislation.
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Table35

Descriptive statistics forgditician misconductcales

TotalN = 159 DemocratN = 82 RepublicandN = 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 cemberpsEtssnal Misconduct,
Organizational Misconduct, Seifratifying Misconduct, and Total Miscondueere scored as sums of their respective facets.
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Table3.6

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 femalpoliticians 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?

Do levels of political misconduct correlate with partisan extremism (calculated as distg

RQ7 from the middle ideology score)?
RQ8 Do personality ratings correlate with legislatleadership?
RQ9 Does legislative leadership differ across politician party?

RQ10 Does legislative leadership differ across politician gender?

What are the correlational relationships between atiite”d BFAS and texanalysisbased

RQ11 BFAS ratings forpoliticians?

RQ12 Are there gender differences in tetalysisbased politician personality ratings?

RQ13 Are there party differences in teahalysisbased politician personality ratings?

Number Hypotheses Results

Conscientiousness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship wi{ (a) not supported
Hla, b (a) Overall Political Misconduct and with (Brganizational (b) not supported
Misconduct among legislators.

Industriousness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (| (a) partal support
H2a, b | Overall Political Misconduct and with (b) Organizational Misconduq (b) partial support
among legislators.

Conscientiousness will exhibit a moderate negative correlation with not supported

H3 ; ) ;
missed congressional votes among legislators.
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Agreeableness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (3

(a) not supported

H4a, b | Overall Politicd Misconduct and with (b) Interpersonal Misconduct | (b) partial support
among legislators.
Politeness will exhibit a moderate negative relationship with (a) Ov| (a) not supported

H5a, b Political Misconduct and with (b) Interpersomdisconduct among (b) partial support
legislators.

H6 Neuroticism will exhibit a weak positive relationship with Political | partial support
Misconduct among legislators.

H7 Volatility will exhibit a weak positive relationship with Intengenal not supported
Misconduct among legislators.

H8 Volatility will exhibit a weak positive relationship with SeBratifying | not supported
Misconduct among legislators.
Withdrawal will exhibit a weak positive relationship with partial support

H9 R : !
Organizational Miscoduct among legislators.

H10 Higher Withdrawal will be associated with higher likelihood of not supported

engaging in Avoidance Behavior among legislators.
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Table3.7

Standardized mean differences between atadpersonality of female and male politicians

Personality ratings from Interviews

Females Males
Variable N M SD N M SD d  90%Cl Co”j"ted 90% Cl
Conscientiousness 59 486 03 85 476 0.28 .35 .07,.64 .58 11,1.13
Industriousness 63 493 04 85 485 034 .22 -.06,.50 .34 -.09,.81
Orderliness 63 475 032 85 468 033 .21 -.07,.49 .45 -14,1.14
Agreeableness 51 427 051 67 406 054 .40 .09,.72 .46 .10,.84
Compassion 59 438 056 74 415 0.6 .39 .10,.69 46 11,.82
Politeness 58 407 053 76 3.88 056 .35 .06,.65 41 .07,.78
Neuroticism 59 293 044 77 292 044 .02 -.27,.31 .03 -.34,.39
Volatility 63 298 058 80 296 0.61 .03 -.25,.31 .04 -.31,.38
Withdrawal 61 29 044 82 29 039 .00 -.28,.28 .00 -.39,.40
Extraversion 56 436 031 77 425 0.29 .37 .08,.67 47 .09,.87
Assertiveness 62 503 042 81 489 04 .34 .06,.63 A7 .08,.90
Enthusiasm 60 3.68 042 81 361 04 A7 -.11,.46 .22 -.14,.58
Openness 57 421 044 75 39 046 .69 .39,1.01 .85 47,1.29
Intellect 61 471 044 78 4.5 0.43 .48 .19,.78 .68 .27,1.16
Experiencing 61 3.72 056 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%Cl C°”§°ted 90% Cl
Conscientiousness 65 485 026 78 469 034 52 .24,.81 1.03 .44,1.89
Industriousness 65 496 036 78 479 042 .43 .15,.72 .79 .26,1.46
Orderliness 65 475 031 80 455 042 .53 .25,.82 .94 42,1.64
Agreeableness 57 416 046 66 398 055 .35 .05,.66 .40 .05,.77

Compassion 61 433 045 72 413 058 .38 .09,.68 A7 .11,.85
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Politeness 63 401 05 75 384 052 .33 .04,.62 .39 .05,.75
Neuroticism 53 3.14 044 67 314 0.46 .00 -.31,.31 .00 -.36,.36
Volatility 58 325 057 72 3.26 0.63 -.02 -.31,.27 -.02 -.38,.33
Withdrawal 58 3.06 038 76 3.02 0.44 .10 -.19,.39 .13 -.24,.50
Extraversion 59 426 028 65 417 036 .28 -.02,.59 37 -.03,.80
Assertiveness 63 506 044 72 482 0.5 .51 .22,.81 .66 .28,1.09
Enthusiasm 63 348 032 74 349 0.44 -03 -.32,.26 -.04 -45,.36
Openness 54 416 038 71 3.86 056 .61 .30,.93 71 .35,1.11
Intellect 60 459 046 78 442 054 .34 .05,.63 47 .07,.90
Experiencing 58 3.7 044 76 327 069 .72 42,1.04 1.03 .44,1.89

Note.Personality is otherated 56item Big Five Aspect Scales rating$ politician videosAspects are indented and listed directly below their Big Five domain.
Standar di zed me and) aecadctlated asiremmalgMale€ Colrextedliss C odrc@racted fomeasuremeninreliability. BFAS
reliability for correctionsuses IC(Q1, k) estimates.



Table3.8

Politician misconduct bgender

Total Fem Fem Male Male Male Odds o o
TotalM SD FemN M SD N M SD Ratio 90% ClI d 90% ClI
Interpersonal Misconduct 34 57 68 32 6L 91 35 55 130 69248 -05  -32,2
Fem Fem Male Male Totd Fem Male Odds o
Total N Count N Count Prop Prop. Prop. Ratio 90% Cl
misuse ofresources 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 Fem Fem Male Male Male Odds o o
TotalM SD FemN M SD N M SD Ratio 90% Cl d 90% CI
Organizational Misconduct .35 .61 68 .37 .64 91 .33 .58 .96 .51,1.83 .07 -.20,.3¢
Fem Fem Male Male Totd Fem Male Odds o
Total N Count N Count Prop Prop. Prop. Ratio 90% Cl
lying andbrkng. agreements 15 68 6 91 9 .09 .09 10 1.13 .68,1.89
misuse ofpower 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 Fem Fem Male Male Male Odds o o
TotalM sD FemN M SD N M SD Ratio 90% CI d 90% CI
Selfgratifying Misconduct 13 34 68 10 31 91 15 .36 158 64414 -15  -42,.1
Fem Fem Male Male Totd Fem Male Odds o
Total N Count N Count Prop Prop. Prop. Ratio 90% Cl
sexualharassment 2 68 1 91 1 .01 .01 .01 -- --
alcoholuse 2 68 0 91 2 .01 .00 .02 -- -
condoning wrongdoing 17 68 6 91 11 A1 .09 A2 1.46 87,2.45

287
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Total Fem Fem Male Male Male Odds o o
TotalM o5 FemN "o Sp N M SD Ratio 90% ClI d 90% ClI
Total Misconduct 82 .99 68 79 1.04 91 84 96 1.29 72,230 -.05 -.32,.2¢

Note.Misconduct facets were scored dichotomously (politician had or had not engaged in the behavior), and cémggstssnal Misconduct,

Organizational Misconduct, Seifratifying Misconduct, and Total Miscondustre scored as sums of their respectivetsa Nepotism, sexual harassment,

di scrimination, and alcohol use base rates are too | ceuntetvals excloding zem.dnt.acr os s
incivility & aggression = interpersonal incivility & aggressi lying and brkng. agreements = lying and breaking agreepmistep./manipulate info. =

misrepresentation or manipulation of information



Table3.9

Percent of missed votes by party and by gender
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Democrats Republicans
Variable N M M SD Cohedh 90%ClI
Perc. Missed Votes 71 3.73 2.05 1.72 .63 [.34,.93]
Females Males
Variable N M M SD Co hedr 90% CI
Perc. Missed Votes 58 3.52 2.47 2.32 .38 [.09,.68]

Note.Percent of missedotes(Perc. Missed/otes)is averaged ovaall Congressional votes the 113" and 114 congressesStandardized mean difference

( Co h d) s ansorrected. 90% is 90% confidence interval for uncorreatted
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Table 3.0

Standardized mean differences betwpersonality ratings of Democraiand Republican politicians

Personality ratings from Interviews

Democrats Republicans
Variable N M SD N M SD d  90%Cl CO”eCt‘fjd 90% Cl
Conscientiousness 74 479 03 70 481 0.28 -.07 -.35,.21 -11 -.58,.34
Industriousness 77 49 037 71 4.86 0.36 A1 -.16,.39 A7 -.25,.61
Orderliness 76 467 034 72 4.75 0.29 -.25 -.563,.02 -.54 -1.26,.05
Agreeableness 64 423 05 54 4,05 0.57 .34 .03,.66 .39 .03,.76
Compassion 72 436 053 61 413 0.64 .39 .10,.69 46 .11,.82
Politeness 69 408 049 65 3.84 0.59 44 .15,.74 .52 .17,.89
Neuroticism 73 293 043 63 291 045 .05 -.24,.34 .06 -.30,.43
Volatility 76 292 054 67 3.03 0.65 -.19 -.47,.09 -.23 -59,.11
Withdrawal 75 293 042 68 286 04 A7 -.11,.45 .24 -.15,.64
Extraversion 70 432 031 63 427 0.31 .16 -.13,.45 .20 -.16,.57
Assertiveness 78 497 043 65 493 0.38 .10 -.18,.38 14 -.25,.53
Enthusiasm 70 3.7 037 71 3.58 043 .30 .02,.59 .38 .02,.76
Openness 70 412 04 62 3.93 0.53 41 12,71 .50 .14,.88
Intellect 74 464 039 65 453 0.49 .25 -.03,.54 .35 -.05,.77
Experiencing 71 364 055 70 3.27 0.66 .61 32,91 .73 .38,1.12
Personalityratings from Speeches
Democrats Republicans
Variable N M SD N M SD d  90%Cl Co”ecﬁd 90% Cl
Conscientiousness 75 477 0.34 68 4.75 0.29 .06 -.22,.34 A1 -41,.64
Industriousness 75 487 044 68 4.86 0.35 .03 -.25,.31 .05 -44,55
Orderliness 76 469 034 69 459 0.44 .26 -.02,.54 44 -.03,.97
Agreeableness 63 411 055 60 401 0.47 .20 -.10,.51 .23 -.12,.59

Compassion 69 427 057 64 4.17 049 19 -.10,.48 .23 -.12,.59
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Politeness 71 395 054 67 3.88 048 14 -.14,.43 A7 -17,51
Neuroticism 60 3.15 049 60 3.12 042 .07 -.23,.38 .08 -.28,.44
Volatility 66 327 068 64 325 0.1 .03 -.26,.32 .04 -.31,.39
Withdrawal 68 3.06 039 66 3.01 044 12 -17,.41 .15 -.21,.52
Extraversion 66 42 036 58 4.23 0.29 -.09 -.39,.21 -12 -.52,.28
Assertiveness 73 493 049 62 495 0.48 -.04 -.33,.25 -.05 -42,32
Enthusiasm 70 348 043 67 348 0.34 .00 -.29,.29 .00 -.40,.40
Openness 66 404 048 59 392 0.54 .24 -.06,.54 .28 -.07,.63
Intellect 73 453 046 65 4.45 0.56 .16 -.12,.45 .22 -17,.62
Experiencing 69 354 064 65 3.37 0.62 27 -.02,.56 31 -.02,.65

Note.Personality is otherated 56item BFAS of politician videosAspects are indented and listed directly below their Big Five domain. Standardized mean
di f fer encdae caldlatbdeB3edacrat RepublicanCorrecteddi s  C odrearracted for unreliability. BFAS reliability uses IGC, k) estimates.
90% CI = 90% confidence interval for estimate.
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Politician misconduct bparty
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Total Dem Dem Rep Rep Rep Odds o o
TotalM SD DemN M SD N M SD Ratio 90% ClI d 90% CI
Interpersonal Misconduct 34 57 8 27 50 77 42 64 166 89316 -26  -53,00
Dem Dem Rep Rep Total Dem Rep Odds o
Total N Count N Count Prop. Prop. Prop. Ratio 90% Cl
misuse ofresources 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 Dem Dem Rep Rep Rep Odds o o
TotalM SD DemN M SD N M SD Ratio 90% Cl d 90% CI
Organizational Misconduct .35 .61 82 27 .55 77 .43 .66 1.78 94341 -.26 -.53,.00¢
Dem  Dem Rep Rep Total Dem Rep Odds o
Total N Count N Count Prop. Prop. Prop. Ratio 90% Cl
lying andbrkng. agreements 15 82 4 77 11 .09 .05 14 3.15 1.85,5.44
misuse ofpower 28 82 14 77 14 .18 A7 .18 1.08 .66,1.79
misrep/manipulate info. 13 82 4 77 9 .08 .05 A2 2.50 1.48,4.24
Total Dem Dem Rep Rep Rep Odds o o
TotalM sD DemN M SD N M SD Ratio 90% CI d 90% CI
Selfgratifying Misconduct 13 34 8 10 3 77 A7 38 187 77471 -21  -480F
Dem Dem Rep Rep Total Dem Rep Odds o
Total N Count N Count Prop. Prop. Prop. Ratio 90% Cl
sexualharassment 2 82 0 77 2 .01 .00 .03 -- --
alcoholuse 2 82 1 77 1 .01 .01 .01 -- --
condoning wrongdoing 17 82 7 77 10 A1 .09 A3 1.62 98,2.70
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Total Dem Dem Rep Rep Rep Odds o o
TotalM 'of' Demn oM Bef R e b DS gowct  d 90% Cl
Total Misconduct 82 9 82 63 9 77 101 .99 264 22,65 939 -66:.12

Note.Misconduct facets were scored dichotomously (politician had or had not engaged in the behavior), and combggstesnal Misconduct,
Organizational Misconduct, Seifratifying Misconduct, and Total Misconduetre scored as sums of their respective faddepotism, sexual harassment,
discrimination, and alcohol use base rates are too low to compare acgsrIipsbBoldedtandardized mean differendg ¢ h ed)v@lges have 90%
confidence intervals excluding zero. Int. incivility & aggression = interpersonal incivility & aggression; lying and lgieggmnants = lying and breaking
agreementamisrep./manipuli@ info. = misrepresentation or manipulation of information
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Table 3.2

Correlations between othesited personality and party loyalty within party

. . Party loyalt Party loyalt
Trait-Interviews (Der)rlwoc):atg) (Rep{Jin)éané)
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 A1 -.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
) Party loyalt Party loyalt
Trait - Speeches (Der)rllog;atsy) (Rep)lljblii/:ané)
Conscientiousness -12 -.31,.07 -.23 -42:.02
Industriousness -.05 -.25,.15 -.25 -.43;.04
Orderliness -.13 -.32,.07 .09 -12,.29
Agreeableness A1 -.11,.32 -.02 -.24,.D
Compassion .16 -.04,.36 -.14 -.34,.08
Politeness 17 -.03,.36 -.01 -.22,.20
Neuroticism .19 -.03,.9 -.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,.D .05 -.16,.26
Openness 14 -.07,.34 .04 -.18,.26
Intellect .07 -.13,.27 -.04 -.26,.17
Experiencing 12 -.08,.32 .09 -12,.39

Note.Traits are otheratings from politician videos using 8@&m BFAS.Trait aspects are indented and
listed directly below their respective Big Five dom&f% confidence intervals are in column the right of
the correlation coefficients. Bolded values h8@86 confidence intervals that exclude zero.
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Table 3.Ba

Correlations between otheated personality from interviews and politician misconduct

. part. leg. . Int. Org. S.G. Total
trait gender  party age tenure ext. lead. votes  avoid. Mis. Mis. Mis. Mis.
c ient .26 -.07 -.12 -.24 -.33 -.28 -.07 .00 -.05 -.12 .02 -.10
onscientiousness 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
04,80  -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, -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
9 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
p 08,39  .07,37 -23.09 -20.11 -12,19 -11,D  -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
N tici .01 .02 .15 .13 A7 .18 .04 -.04 -.07 A1 .00 .01
eurolicism 15,17 -.14,18 0,31 -03,28 01,32 02,33 -12,19 -19,12 -23,09 -05.26 -16,16 -.15.17
Volatilit .01 -11 .04 -.03 .06 .06 -.05 -.06 -.06 .09 -.09 -.03
olaulity 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
Ext . 24 11 -.23 -.20 -.06 -.22 A1 -.09 -.08 -.06 -.10 -.13
X{raversion 07,4  -06,28 -39;,06 -36;03 -23.11 -38-.05 -06,28 -26,08 -24.09 -23.11 -27,07 -29,04
A " 24 .07 -.25 -.28 .01 -.34 .06 -.18 =11 .00 -.14 -11
ssertiveness 05,42 -12,26 -43;07 -45:.10 -17,D -51;15 -13,24 .360 -30,08 -19,19 -32,05 -.30,08
Enthusi 12 21 -11 -.03 -.09 .01 14 .01 .00 -.08 .00 -.05
nthusiasm 06,29  .04,38 -28.07 -20.15 -26,08 -16,19 -03,32 -16,19 -18,18 -25.0 -18,18 -23,12
o 45 27 .01 -.04 -.10 -.20 .18 -.01 -.07 -.10 .10 -.05
penness 28,®  .09,44 -17.D  -22,14 -27,09 -38:02 0,35 -20,17 -25.11 -27,09 -09,27 -23,13
.26 .14 -.09 -11 -.14 -.24 .06 .00 -.09 .01 .06 -.02

Intellect

11,9 -.02,.28 -.24,.06 -.26,.04 -.28,.02 -.38;.09 -.10,.21 -.15,.15 -.24,.06 -.14,.16 -.10,.21 -17,.13



296

L 42 .34 .09 .10 .02 -.01 .23 -.05 .00 -.08 .08 -.02
Experiencing 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 theteth othefrater version of the Big Five Aspect Scales. Trait aspects are indented and listed directly below their
respective Big Five domai@orrelations are corrected for unreliability (ICC (1, K)personality. Bolded values have 90% confidence intervals excluding zero.
90% confidence intervals for the corrected correlations are below each estimate. Part. ext. = partisan extremisn¥ legidizdide leadership; votes =
percentage of missed &% avoid. = avoidance behavior; Int. Mis = Interpersonal Misconduct; Org. Mis. = Organizational Misconduct; S. G. Nts. = Sel
gratifying Misconduct; Total Mis. = Total Misconduct.




Table 3.8Bb

Correlations between otheated personality from intervievesid misconduct facets

trait lying nepotism incivility misuse misuse misrep. SEx. discrim. alcohal  condone

power resources harass. use  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

Industri n -.18 .20 -.20 .05 .02 -.13 .02 -.12 -.03 .02
ustriousness -.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

A bl -.22 A7 -.10 .05 .15 -.12 .05 -.12 -.07 .04
greeableness -.37:.06 .01,.33 -.26,.07 11,21 02,3 -.28,.04 11,21 -.28,.04 -.23,.09 -13,2
C . -.18 .13 -11 .08 14 -.06 .05 -.13 -.07 .04
ompassion -.33-.02 -.03,.28 -.26,.05 -.08,.24 02,3 22,1 11,2 -.28,.03 -.23,.09 -12,19
Polit -.18 .16 -.07 .03 .05 -.07 .07 -.12 -.03 .06
oliteness -.33:.03 .01,.31 -.22,08 -12,19 11,2 -.22,08 -.08,.22 -.26,.04 -19,.12 1,21

N tici .15 -.20 .13 .00 -.24 .06 -.18 .05 .06 .04
euroticism 0,31 -35;04 -.03,.28 .16,16|  -.39;.08 -1,22|  -33-02 11,2 1,22 -12,19
Volatilit .10 -.15 A1 .03 -.23 .04 -.19 .04 .01 -.04
olatility -.07,.27 -.31,.02 -.06,.28 14,19  -39;.06 13,21  -.35:.02 -13,21 -.16,.18 -.21,13
Withd | 14 -.21 .06 -.07 -.19 .08 -.13 .02 .09 .09
ithdrawa -02,29| -36:.06 1,21 .22,09| -34:-03 -.08,.24 -.28,.03 -13,18 -.06,.25 -.06,.25
Ext . -.13 .20 -.09 A1 .01 -.19 -.04 -.18 .04 =11
Xtraversion -.29,.04 .03,.36 -.26,.08 -.06,.28 16,18  -.35:.02 21,13 -.34:01 .13,21 -.28,.06
A i .01 A1 -.03 .07 -.17 -.10 -.14 -.08 .06 -.13
Sserliveness -17,2 .08, -.21,16 -12,26 -.35,02 -.28,.09 -32,05 27,1 -.13,.24 -31,06
Enthusi -.18 21 -.09 12 .18 -.18 .09 -.20 .01 -.04
nthusiasm -.35-.01 .04,.38 -.26,.08 -.06,.29 01,35  -.35:01 08,26  -.36-02 -.16,.19 -21,14

o -.25 .16 -11 .04 .07 -.04 14 -11 -.08 .08
penness -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
niellec -.24,.06 -.06,.24 3,0 11,2 -.08,.22 13,17 -.06,.24 -23,07 -19,.12 11,2

297
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-.23 14 -.02 .05 .06 -.05 A2 -.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 theteth othefrater version of the Big Five Aspect Scales. Trait aspects are indented and listed directly below their
respective Big Five domaiiCorrelations are corrected for unreliability (ICC (1, K)) in personaligldBd values have 90% confidence intervals excluding zero.
90% confidence intervals for the corrected correlations are below each estimate. Lying = lying and breaking agreenidnts;imteipersonal incivility and
aggression; misrep. = misrepreséiota and manipulation of information; sex. harass. = sexual harassment; discrim. = discrimination; condone wrong. = condone

wrongdoing of others.

Experiencing




Table 3.4a

Correlations between otheated personality from speeches and politician misconduct
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. part. leg. . Int. Org. S.G. Total

trait gender  party age tenure ext. lead. votes  avoid. Mis. Mis. Mis. Mis.

c ient 48 .05 .15 -.04 -.18 .16 -.09 .26 .15 .05 .09 .15
onscientiousness 24,69 -19.®  -10.39 -28,21 -42,06 -08.H  -33.15 01,49 -10,39 -19,®  -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 -16.3  -28,18 08,53  .03,48 -20,27 -02,43  .01,47

Orderliness 42 .20 .20 A7 .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

A bl 21 12 -.13 -.03 .07 -.16 .02 .07 .05 -.08 .15 .02
greeableness 05,35 -04,26 -28.03 -19,12 -08.22| -31;01| -13.18 -08.22 -11,D  -23.07 03| -13.18
C . .23 12 -.16 -.01 .00 -.22 .05 .15 -.07 -11 .18 -.05
ompassion 07,38  -.04,28 31,0 -17,15 -16,16| -37:06| -11,21 -02,®  -23,.09 -27,05| .02,34| -21,11
Poli .19 .08 -.02 -.01 .09 -.20 -.02 .14 .01 -.09 14 -.01
oliteness 03,34 -08,24 -18.14 -17,15 -06,25| -35-04| -18.14 -02,®  -15.17 -25.06| -02,® | -17.15

N tici .00 .04 .15 .05 .20 .15 .15 -.02 -.18 14 -.25 -.09
éuroucism 16,16  -.12,19 0,0 -11,D  .04,35 0,03 0,0  -18,.13 -33-02 -02,29| -39-09| -.25,.06
Volatilit -.01 .02 .08 .00 A1 .08 .21 .02 -.07 .13 -.14 .00
ity 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

Ext . .18 -.07 .03 .04 -.04 .01 .09 .01 -.01 14 .21 .16
Xtraversion 01,35 -24.11 -15D -14,21 -21,14 -16,19 -08,26 -16,.19 -19,16 -03,32  .04,38 -02,33
A ti .32 -.03 A1 -.04 -.04 .18 A7 .01 .05 .15 .10 A7
Sserliveness 15,47 -19,14 -06,28 -21,13 -21,13| 01,34 0,33 -16,18 -12,22 -02,32 -07,27 0,33
Enthusi -.01 .00 -.15 A1 .04 -.24 -11 .07 -.14 .00 .20 -.01
nthusiasm .20,17 -19,19 -34,03 -08.®  -15,23| -42;05| -30,08 -12,26 -32,05 -19,19  .01,38 -.20,17

o .34 14 -.08 .07 12 -.01 .10 .10 -.10 .01 .23 .03
penness 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
niellec 04,39 -07,29 -18,18 -14,22 -13,23 -06.® -17,D -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,  -22,08 -13,17 -03,27 -28.02 -03,27 -07,23 -24,06 -21,D0 07,36 -.16,14
Note.Personality was measured using theteth othefrater version of the Big Five Aspect Scales. Trait aspects are indented and listed directly below their
respective Big Five domaiiCorrelations are corrected for unreliability (ICC (1, K)) in personaligldBd values have 90% confidence intervals excluding zero.
90% confidence intervals for the corrected correlations are below each estimate. Part. ext. = partisan extremisn¥ legidizdide leadership; votes =
percentage of missed votes; avoid.veidance behavior; Int. Mis = Interpersonal Misconduct; Org. Mis. = Organizational Misconduct; S. G. Mis. = Self
gratifying Misconduct; Total Mis. = Total Misconduct.
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Table 3.4b

Correlations between otheated personality from speeches amdconduct facets

misuse misuse Sex. alcohol condone

trait lying nepotism incivility DOWEr  resources misrep. harass discrim. use  wrong
L .05 -.04 .15 .04 13 .04 .24 -.11 -.13 .05
Conscientiousness -19,3 -.28,21 -1,.39 -.21,28 -12,37 -.21,28 -01,.47 -.35,14 .37,.12 -19,3
. -.02 .02 .23 .07 .26 -.02 .35 =17 .00 .10
Industriousness -.25,22 -.22,25 -.01,.45 -16,.3 .03,.48 -.25,22 12,57 -4,.06 -.23,23 -.13,.33
i 12 -.07 -.12 .03 .02 .08 .03 .03 -.17 .03
Orderliness -11,34 -.29,.16 -34,11 -19,.26 21,24 14,3 -19,.26 -19,.26 -.38,.06 -.19,.26
| -.15 .05 .08 -.01 .10 -.06 .23 -.25 .06 .06
Agreeableness -3,0 11,2 -.07,.23 -16,.14 -.05,.25 21,1 .08,.37 -39-.1 1,21 1,21
. -.15 .05 -.02 -.01 .08 -11 .24 -.36 .07 .07
Compassion -3,.02 -11,21 -19,.14 -17,15 -.08,.24 -.27,05 08,39 -51;21 -.09,.23 -.09,.23
i -11 .05 .06 -.09 .05 -.01 .19 -.21 .02 .07
Politeness -.26,.05 11,2 1,22 -.25,06 11,2 -17,15 03,34 -.36:.06 -.14,.18 -.09,.23
.. .13 -.13 -.01 .07 -.23 A1 -11 NA -.06 -.21
Neuroticism -.03,.28 -.28,.03 -17,14 .09,22  -.38:.08 -.05,.26 -.26,.05 - 21,1 -.36-06
latili A1 -11 .08 .08 -.23 .09 -.07 .08 .07 -.15
Volatility -.05,.26 -.26,.05 -.08,.24 08,24  -37:07 -.06,.25 -.23,.09 -.08,.24 -.09,.23 -31,0
ith | .08 -.14 -.16 .01 -.14 .05 -.14 -.01 -.15 -.23
Withdrawa -.09,.24 -3,03 -.33,0 -16,.18 -3,03 12,22 -3,03 -18,.16 31,02 -.39;.06
. .08 .01 .00 A1 -.03 .09 .13 .01 .13 .14
Extraversion -1,25 -16,.19 -.18,.18 -.07,.28 -2,15 -.08,.26 -.04,3 -16,.19 -.04,3 -.03,.32
. .09 -.05 .00 A1 .03 .13 .06 A1 .01 .09
Assertiveness -.08,.26 -22,12 -17,17 -.06,.28 -14,19 -.04,.29 -11,.23 -.06,.28 -.16,.18 -.08,.26
husi .03 .08 -.07 -.04 -11 -.01 14 -.15 A1 .13
Enthusiasm -16,21 -1,27 -.26,.12 -.23,15 -3,08 2,17 -.05,.32 -.34,03 -.08,3 -.06,.31
-.05 .09 -.14 .01 .05 .02 .20 -.14 .05 .16
Openness -2,11 -.06,.24 -.29,.02 -14,16 11,2 -13,18 04,34 -.29,.02 11,2 .01,.31
.03 .04 -.18 .00 .05 -11 14 -.10 .14 .07

Intellect

-15,.21 -.14,.22 -.35,0 -.18,.18 -.13,.23 -.29,.07 -.05,.31 -.27,.09 -.05,.31 -11,.25
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L -.13 A1 -.10 -.03 .02 .02 .23 -.16 -.02 .16
Experiencing -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 theteth othefrater version of the Big Five Aspect Scales. Trait aspects are indented and listed directly below their
respective Big Five domaiiCorrelations are corrected for unreliability (ICC (1, K)) in personaligldBd values have 90% confidence intervals excluding zero.
90% confidence intervals for the corrected correlations are below each estimate. Lying = lying and breaking agreenidnts;imteipersonal incivility and
aggression; misrep. = misrepreséiota and manipulation of information; sex. harass. = sexual harassment; discrim. = discrimination; condone wrong. = condone

wrongdoing of others.
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Table 3.15

Correlations betweengptisan extremism and politician misconduct

Partisan

Extremism 90% ClI
Per@nt 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 informatiol -.03 -.16,.11
Misuse of resources -.06 -.19,.08
Discrimination .01 -.12,.15
Interpersonkincivility and aggression -.03 -17,.0
Nepotism NA NA
Sexual harassment -.06 -.20,.07
Alcohol use 24 11,.36
Condone wrongdoing of others .08 -.06,.21
Interpersonamisconduct -.05 -.19,.08
Organizationaimisconduct -.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 inter(88% Cl)are presentedext tocorrelation coefficients.

Bolded correlations have 90% confidence intertiadd exclude zerdNepotism correlation was not

calculated because there was no variance in the variable after listwise deletion for the correlation with
partisan extremism.
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Table 316
Politician performance party and gendestandardized meatifferences

Legislative leadership

Cohel
N M SD d 90% CI
Total 112 51 A7
Female 48 .53 .18
Male 64 .50 A7 A7 [-.15,.49]
Democrat 61 A7 .16
Republican 51 .56 .18 -.53 [-.87;.21]
Partisan extremism
Cohel
N M SD d 90% ClI
Total 149 .88 41
Female 64 97 .40
Male 85 .81 .40 40 [.12,.69]
Democrat 79 .97 45
Republican 70 .78 .34 A7 [.19,.76]

Note.Legislative leadership is from GovTrack.us leadership score, indicating legislator influence in getting
others to cosign and support their legislation. Partisan extremismlgettlegy scordstandardizedfrom
GovTrack.usaand the absolute difference from zero is used as the index of partisan extremntisenextent

to which legislators cosign bills with members of the other p&tyded values have 90% confidence
intervals(90% Cl)excluding zero.
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Table 3.7

Observd oorrelations between otheated politician BFAS and texmferred politician

personality
Interviews In Or A Co Po N Vo Wwd 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 | _o3 -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
Selftdisc | 13 o7 14 | 02 06 -05 -01 .09 -08 .04 .09 -06 .14 .13 .03
Selfeff 14 12 17| .00 03 -03 .01 05 -07 .06 .13 -04 05 12 .00
AGREE 15 21 .03 A 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 o0 .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 o1 12 .02 | 43 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 .o -12 -03 | -17 -10 -09 | .07 .09 .06 -07 -03 -05 -01 -08 .00
NEUROT = _p9 .07 -07 -12 -13 -18 @ 22 21 |-183 -06 -12 -16 -13 -14
Stress .00 05 -10 .15 12 .18 | -18 -19 -12 | 14 -03 26 .12 .05 .19
Seff con .10 -11 -13 -13 -13 -03 | .10 .03 .17 | -05 ~-12 .05 ~-06 ~-03 -02
Impulsive o0 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 A 09 23| 28 .19 .29
Activity 22 23 16 28 24 25 -19 -14 -19| 18 16 12 | 26 .19 .20
Assertve 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 ﬂ -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 o9 .13 -09 -11 -14 -04 -04 -03 .05 ~-18 -14 -15| -16 ~-10 -.20
Auth-chal o 12 01 28 25 28 -14 -22 -03 10 -05 19 | 21 18 .21

Note NLP textinferred personality facets are on the rows and BFAS traits are on the columns. Bolded values have

90% confidence intervals that exclude zeékbbreviations for variables on the rov&elfdisc. = Seldiscipline, Sel
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eff = Seltefficacy, @op. = Cooperation, Straight. = Straightforward, $elfi = Selfconsciousness, Melan. =

Melancholy, Excite. = Excitement, Gregar. = Gregarious, Advent. = Adventurous, Emotion. = Emotionality, Imagin. =
Imagination Auth-chal = Authority challengingAbbreviations 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 Neuroticiens, Volatility aspect, Wd = Withdrawalspect, E = BFAS
Extraversion, As = Assertiveness aspect, En = Enthusiasm aspect, O = BFAS Openness, Int = Intellect aspect, Exp =
Experiencing aspect.
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In Or A Co Po N Vo Wd E As En (0] Int  Exp

Speeches

CONSC ﬂ .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 oo -05 .06 |-10 -18 -11 -06 -08 -01 -17 -05 -24 -02 .02 -07
Selfdisc .10 .07 .05 |-02 -08 -04 -10 -06 -06 -05 .07 -19 -09 .05 -17
Selfeff .00 -11 .11 | -07 -13 -04 .05 .01 12 -20 -08 -25 -15 -04 -16
AGREE .09 .14 .01 A .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 A1 .06 .02 -09 -05 -18 .09 .09 .06 11 A1 .09
Straight .07 14 -.07 A1 .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 ﬂ .10 12 -10 -04 -16 -09 -05 -12
Stress -.02 .00 -.02 .07 A1 .04 .07 .04 .06 .03 -.01 .10 .03 -.03 .07
Self_con -02 -02 .00 -.02 .01 .00 A1 .05 A1 .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 A3 | -04  -05 .01 -01 -02 -01
EXTRAV .07 .04 .09 .02 -03 01 -19 -16 -13 ﬂ -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 A2 -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 -112 -02]| -04 -08 -01
Warmth .01 .03 -04 .08 .06 .05 -18 -07 -26 .09 .04 A1 | -.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 il .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 A3 17 A1 -05 -02 -13 21 A1 .28 .19 14 21
Imagin -03 -01 -01 A1 .10 A2 .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 A1

Note.NLP textinferred personality facets are on the rows and BFAS traits are on the columns. Bolded values have

90% confidence intervals that exclude zeékbbreviations for variables on the rows: Seiéc. = Seldiscipline, Sel

eff = Selfefficacy, Coop. = Coggration, Straight. = Straightforward, Setfn = Selfconsciousness, Melan. =

Melancholy, Excite. = Excitement, Gregar. = Gregarious, Advent. = Adventurous, Emotion. = Emotionality, Imagin. =
Imagination Auth-chal = Authority challengingAbbreviations fo variables on the columns: C = BFAS

Conscientiousness, In = Industriousness aspect, Or = Orderliness aspect, A = BFAS Agreeableness, Co = Compassion
aspect, Po = Politeness aspect, N = BFAS Neuroticiens, Volatility aspect, Wd = Withdrawal aspect, BBEAS
Extraversion, As = Assertiveness aspect, En = Enthusiasm aspect, O = BFAS Openness, Int = Intellect aspect, Exp =
Experiencing aspect.
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Standardized meagenderdifferences in texinferredpolitician personality
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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
achievemenstriving 68 87.79 8.75 91 83.35 10.71 .45 .18,.73
cautiousness 68 9531 517 91 9492 422 .08 -.19,.35
dutifulness 68 76.78 12.74 91 75.05 12.08 14 -13,.41
orderliness 68 19.46 10.61 91 2291 1246 -.30 -57-.03
selfdiscipline 68 70.68 16.98 91 63.36 17.19 43 .16,.71
self-efficacy 68 64.04 20.00 91 6452 18.92 -.02 -.29,.25
agreeableness 68 4091 21.18 91 26.96 17.18 .73 .45,1.02
altruism 68 89.76 759 91 83.77 11.59 .59 .32,.87
cooperation 68 79.84 1223 91 77.44 10.85 .21 -.06,.48
morality 68 93.26 7.82 91 87.36 12.47 .55 .28,.83
sympathy 68 98.84 260 91 98.26 251 .23 -.04,.50
trust 68 67.03 1942 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 A2 -.15,.39
self-consciousness 68 23.88 16.77 91 27.70 16.83 -.23 -.5,.04
immoderation 68 2488 13.88 91 27.37 1492 -.17 -44,.10
depression 68 33.00 14.89 91 37.35 16.41 -28 -55;.01
anxiety 68 746 7.08 91 7.34 6.37 .02 -.25,.29
anger 68 3.10 345 91 3.75 514 -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 9387 945 91 9271 7.10 .14 -.13,.41
cheerfulness 68 29.59 16.93 91 21.97 14.93 .48 .21,.76
excitementseeking 68 576 5.09 91 6.96 6.32 -20 -47,07
friendliness 68 5254 2757 91 46.43 21.51 .25 -.02,.52
gregariousness 68 22.21 1543 91 20.79 14.67 .09 -.18,.36
openness 68 9528 530 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 1797 11.18 91 19.03 14.29 -.08 -.35,.19
intellect 68 99.59 74 91 99.78 42 -.33 -.60-.06
liberalism 68 9487 481 91 9496 463 -.02 -.29,.25

Text-inferred Personalitfrom Speeches
Females Males

Variable N M SD N M SD d 90%ClI
conscientiousness 68 85.78 13.02 91 85.04 12.64 .06 -.21,.33
achievemenstriving 68 92.00 8.64 91 19126 7.47 .09 -.18,.36
cautiousness 68 9287 1254 91 93.67 6.04 -.09 -.36,.18
dutifulness 68 76.34 11.94 91 77.87 1046 -.14 -41,.13
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orderliness 68 3399 17.12 91 3547 1478 -.09 -.36,.18
self-discipline 68 78.81 1655 91 76.18 16.39 .16 -11,.43
self-efficacy 68 85.22 1429 91 8247 17.01 17 -.10,.44
agreeableness 68 3244 21.38 91 29.08 17.99 A7 -.10,.44
altruism 68 83.07 15.22 91 86.23 12.81 -.23 -.50,.04
cooperation 68 70.21 1551 91 71.87 1354 -.12 -.39,.15
morality 68 76.43 17.36 91 76.00 19.19 .02 -.25,.29
sympathy 68 97.34 467 91 9832 293 -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 1259 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 1955 91 19.32 15.50 .18 -.09,.45
immoderation 68 7.63 842 91 1054 11.01 -29 -56;.02
depression 68 38.44 1950 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 6191 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 9651 434 91 9657 420 -01 -.28,.26
cheerfulness 68 19.40 17.21 91 22.48 16.30 -.18 -45,.09
excitementseeking 68 9.18 9.15 91 11.34 9.00 -.24 -.51,.03
friendliness 68 48.34 21.21 91 56.86 2234 -39 -67:12
gregariousness 68 19.76 17.07 91 2464 19.18 -27 -.54,@M
openness 68 9559 524 91 09562 594 .00 -.26,.28
adventurousness 68 79.71 1692 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,.3D
intellect 68 96.63 4.13 91 98.14 330 -41 -69-14
liberalism 68 9403 6,57 91 9356 6.14 .07 -.20,.34

Note.NLP textinferred personality traits include all politiciaristal N = 159.Standardized mean
differences ) are Females Males and are uncorrected. 90% CI = 90% confidence interval. Bdlded

values have 90% confidence intervals that exclude zero.
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Standardized megrarty differences in texinferredpolitician personality
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TextinferredPersonalityfrom Interviews

Democrat Republican
Variable N M SD N M SD d 90%ClI
conscientiousness 82 77.12 1392 77 82.88 1259 -43 -.70,-.16
achievemenstriving 82 85.09 10.86 77 8543 9.36 -.03 -.29,.23
cautiousness 82 9449 524 77 9573 382 -27 -.54;:.01
dutifulness 82 73.78 1345 77 77.94 10.75 -34 -.61-07
orderliness 82 19.85 11.78 77 23.12 1164 -28 -55:02
selfdiscipline 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 3293 2145 77 32,92 18.82 .00 -.25,.27
altruism 82 86.62 1143 77 86.03 9.43 .06 -.20,.32
cooperation 82 77.35 1158 77 79.65 11.34 -.20 -47,.06
morality 82 89.48 1249 77 90.32 9.44 -08 -.35,.18
sympathy 82 9844 290 77 9858 214 -.06 -.32,.D
trust 82 66.37 20.33 77 68.74 1841 -12 -.39,.14
modesty 82 4238 21.37 77 46.57 20.76 -.20 -.47,.06
emotional range 82 7795 13.35 77 79.32 1529 -10 -.37,.16
vulnerability 82 1354 1165 77 11.60 9.18 .18 -.08,.45
self-consciousness 82 2850 19.17 77 23.48 13.64 .30 .04,57
immoderation 82 25.79 1467 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 3.93 510 77 299 3.72 .21 -.05,.48
extraversion 82 42.82 1981 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 9310 983 77 9332 6.01 -.03 -.29,.23
cheerfulness 82 2424 1590 77 26.27 1658 -.12 -.39,.14
excitementseeking 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 2150 16.05 77 21.29 13.82 .01 -.25,.27
openness 82 9572 534 77 9596 382 -.05 -.31,.21
adventurousness 82 8272 1396 77 80.77 17.14 .13 -.13,.40
artistic interests 82 7551 1571 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 9577 431 77 9401 494 .38 .11,.65

TextinferredPersonality from Speeches

Democrat Republican
Variable N M SD N M SD d 90%ClI
conscientiousness 82 85.39 13.03 77 85.32 1257 .01 -.25,.27
achievemenstriving 82 9283 7.25 77 90.25 8.53 .33 .07,.@
cautiousness 82 9354 1157 77 93.10 6.27 .05 -.21,.31
dutifulness 82 79.12 1093 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 7401 14.10 77 68.12 14.16 42 .15,.69
morality 82 78.66 17.09 77 7355 19.41 .28 .02,.55
sympathy 82 98,01 387 77 97.78 3.73 .06 -.20,.32
trust 82 75.44 1959 77 73.10 19.38 12 -.14,.39
modesty 82 41.04 2228 77 35.49 20.81 .26 00,.53
emotionalrange 82 88.94 13.06 77 88.05 15.01 .06 -.20,.32
vulnerability 82 959 997 77 10.10 1043 -.05 -.31,.21
self-consciousness 82 2051 1840 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 1761 -.16 -43,.10
anxiety 82 10.85 11.73 77 1251 12.02 -14 -41,.12
anger 82 7.61 10.62 77 895 961 -.13 -40,.13
extraversion 82 58,94 18.02 77 60.97 2050 -11 -.38,.15
activity level 82 90.06 11.41 77 89.00 10.43 .10 -.16,.37
assertiveness 82 96.88 381 77 96.19 4.66 .16 -.10,.43
cheerfulness 82 23.17 19.07 77 19.03 13.57 .25 -.01,.52
excitementseeking 82 9.62 879 77 1126 9.40 -.18 -.45,.08
friendliness 82 5391 23.38 77 5247 21.01 .07 -19,.34
gregariousness 82 22.88 1958 77 2221 17.19 .04 -22,.30
openness 82 9473 6.48 77 96,53 443 -32 -.59-.06
adventurousness 82 81.32 17.14 77 8290 17.12 -.09 -.36,.17
artistic interests 82 6756 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 97.07 386 77 9795 358 -23 -.50,.03
liberalism 82 93.07 7.37 77 9449 489 -23 -.50,.03

Note.NLP textinferred personality traits include all politicians; tdisf 159. Standardized mean
differences @) are DemocratsRepublicans and are uncorrected. 90% CI = 90% confidence interval.

Boldedd values have 90% confidence intervals that exclude zero.
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Table3.20

Correlationsbetween otherated interview and speeclbhmposite personalitgnd criterion variables

B . 8 s

© S 3] B 3
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£ Q L g o c o 2 2 S c 5
= < 2 82 S c 29 = ) © = 3 s c o = 9
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& & S § ®8 © £ S £5 § gy 2 2 <2 ¥ & 8 §5&£ £ 2 B &
trait o o IS L o Q 1S T© >® c Ec E S S » ° 5] 0o £ O (%) [
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 1 -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 A7 =22 .00 .03 -23 12 -14 .00 .00 -12 -17 .16 -15 -.06
Volatility .06 -.06 .09 -.04 A1 12 .06 -.01 A1 -7 .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 3% 01 -04 -22 -08 -15 .18 -04 05 .03 -03 .14 -05 .04 -04 00 .09 -03 -03 .12 -01 .05
Enthusiasm .04 A7 -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 A1 -25 .18 -.15 .04 17 -05 25 -15 -01 13 -05 -.09 20 -01
Intellect .26 .18 -10 -0O7 -0O7 -17 05 .08 -05 .08 -23 .02 .07 -O07 .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 thetBtn othefrater version of the Big Five Aspect Scalésrrelations are corrected for unreliability (ICC (1, K))
calculated as Mosier reliability for the composite of interview rating and speech rating for each personality variable. Bolded val@8%themefidence
intervals excluding zero. Greyed columns are misconduct facets with base rates too low to properly model patidimginedictorsinterpersonal
Misconduct, Organizational Misconduct, and Sgihtifying Misconduct are composites of misconduct facets. Total Misconduct is a composite of the four
misconduct composites.



Table3.21a

Correlations between textferred personality from interviews and politician misconduct
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trait gender party age tenure p;(r;[. Iéea?j. votes  avoid. I\/Il?st 3:3 als T'\(/)I;[:ll

ienti -.01 -.21 -.03 -.06 .10 A1 .03 .05 .01 12 .06 .10
conscientiousness 14,12 -33:08 -16,0  -19,07 -04,24 -05.26 -11,17 -08,18 -12,14 -01,25 -07,19  -03,23
. . 22 -.02 -.22 -.21 -.05 -.07 -.01 .10 -.08 .06 .04 .00
achievemenstriving 09,34  -15.11 -34;09 -33-08  -19,09 -22,09 -15.13 -04,22  -21,05 -08,19  -09,17  -13,13
fi .04 -.13 .06 .10 .04 .02 -.03 A5 -.02 .03 .05 .03
cautiousness -.09,.17 260 -07,19 -03,23  -10,18  -14,17 -17,11 02,27  -15.11 -10,16  -08,18  -.11,16
dutiful .07 -.17 .08 .05 .00 .04 -.10 .05 -.01 .02 .00 .00
utfuiness 06,2 -29-04 -05.21 -08,18 -14,14 -12,19 -24,04 -08,18 -14,12 -12,15 -13,13 -13,13
derli -.15 -.14 -.10 .00 A1 .04 .03 .02 .08 .16 .03 .15
orderlineéss .27;01 -26-01 -23,.03 -13,14 -03,24 -11,D  -11,17 -11,15  -06,.D 03,28 -10.16  .02,28
Itdiscipli 21 -.16 -.09 -.18 .02 -.03 .04 .00 -.10 .14 .03 .04
selrdisciphine 08,33 -29:03 -22,04 -31;05 -12,16 -19,12 -10,18  -13,13  -23,03 01,27 -10,16  -.09,17
IE-effi -.01 .00 -.19 -.16 -.07 -.09 .05 -.05 .03 .18 .03 .13
selremcacy 14,12  -13,13 -32;:06 -29:03  -21,07 -25.06 -09,19 -18,09  -10,16 .05,  -11,16 0,26
bl .34 .00 .07 -.05 .05 .01 -.05 .04 -.20 -.14 .03 -.19
agreeableness 22,45 -13,13 -06,D  -18,08  -09,18 -15.17 -19,09 -09,17 -32;07 -26;01  -10,.16 -.31-06
ltrui .28 .03 .03 -.03 .06 .05 -.18 .01 .04 .01 .02 .03
altruism 16,0 1,16  -11,16 -16,10 -08,D  -10,21 -31;04  -12,15  -10,17  -12,14 -11,15 -10,.16
fi .10 -.10 .02 .05 .09 .03 -.08 .05 -.04 -.01 .04 -.02
cooperation .03,23 -23,03 -11,15 -08,18 -05.22 -12,19 -22,06 -08,18  -17,09 -14,12  -09,17  -15.12
lit .26 -.04 -.04 .00 -.02 .04 -.19 .08 .02 -.07 -.01 -.03
morality 14,38  -17,09 -17,0  -13,13  -16,12 -11,® -32;05 -0521  -12,15 -19,07 -14,12 -16,10
th A1 -.03 -.01 -.05 .00 -.05 -.21 .07 .09 -.01 .02 .05
Sympathy 02,24 -16,0  -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 A1
rus .15,11  -19,07 -28;03  -17,09  -06,22 -12,19 -25.03 -06,20  -14,12  .02,28 -07,19  -.03,23
dest 12 -.10 .26 A1 A1 .06 -11 .04 -.10 -.13 -.03 -.15
modesty .01,25 -23,.03 14,38 -02,24  -03,24 -09,22 -25.03 -09,17 -23,03 .260 -17,0  -28;02
emotional range -12 -.05 -11 .01 -.04 -11 A1 -.04 .08 17 .07 17



vulnerability
self-consciousness
immoderation
depression
anxiety
anger
extraversion
activity level
assertiveness
cheerfulness
excitementseeking
warmth
gregariousness
openness
adventurousness

artistic interests

emotionality

-.25,.01

.06

-.07,.19

-11

-.24,.02

-.09

-.21,.05

-14
-.26;.01

.01

-12,.14

-.07

-.20,.06

.13
0,.26

.16
.03,.29

.07

-.06,.D

.23
.11,.35

-.10

-.23,.03

12

-.01,.25

.05

-.08,.18

-.10

-.23,.03

.14
.01,.26

.15
.02,.27

.28

-.18,.08

.09

-.04,.22

15

.02,.27

-.04

-.17,.09

.07

-.06,.D

A2

-.01,.25

.10

-.03,.23

.05

-.08,.18

.03

-.10,.16

-.01

-14,.12

-.06

-.19,.07

.07

-.06,.D

-.04

-.17,.09

.01

-12,.14

-.03

-.16,.11

.06

-.07,.19

.10

-.03,.23

.04

-.24,.02

.10

-.03,.23

A9
.06,.31

.03

-.10,.16

13
0,.26

A1

-.02,.23

-.02

-15,.11

-.29

-41;:.17

-.15

-.28:.02

-.17

-.29:.04

-.10

-.23,.03

-.08

-.21,.05

-.20

-.33;.07

-.18

-.31-.05

-.06

-.19,.08

-.23

-.35;.10

.03

-11,.16

.06

-12,14

.05

-.09,17

.26
13,38

-.01

-14,12

.16
.03,28

.06

-.07,19

-.02

-15,11

-21

-.33-.08

-.15

-.28-.02

-.16

-.29:.03

-.23

-35-.11

-.16

-.28-.03

-.24

-.36-.12

-21

-.33-.08

12

-.01,25

-.22

-.34-.09

.09
-.04,22

-.02

-.18,.10

-.02

-.16,.12

-.02

-.16,.12

.01

-.13,.15

.01

-13,.15

-.05

-.19,.09

-.05

-.19,.09

.02

-12,.16

-.02

-.15,.12

-.04

-.18,.10

-.03

-17,.11

-.06

-.20,.08

.00

-.14,.14

-.02

-.16,.12

.15

.01,.28

-.06

-.20,.08

.09

-.05,.23

.08

-.26,.05

.08

-.08,.23

.03

-12,.19

-.01

-17,14

-.01

-17,.14

.06

-.10,.21

.08

-.08,.23

-.05

-21,.0

-.06

-21,.0

-.05

-.20,.11

-.09

-.24,.07

-.12

-.27,.04

-.06

-21,.0

-.12

-.27,.04

.08

-.08,.23

-.03

-.19,.12

A1

-.05,.26

A2

-.03,.25

-.01

-.15,.13

.04

-.10,.18

-.16

-.29;.02

-.03

-17,.11

.04

-11,.18

21
.08,.35

.05

-.09,.19

.03

-11,.17

.05

-.09,.19

.00

-.14,.14

-.06

-.20,.08

.03

-11,.17

.04

-.10,.18

-.01

-.15,.13

.03

-11,.17

.00

-.14,.14

-.09

-.17,09

.00
-13,14

.05
-.08,18

.04
-.10,.17

.05
-.08,18

.01
-12,14

.03
-.10,.16

A2
-01,25

-.01
-14,12

-.02
-15,11

-.03
-16,11

-.06
-.19,07

A1
-.02,24

-.02
-15,12

A3
0,25

-.08
-21,05

.01
-12,15

.08

-.05,.21

-.04
-.17,.09

-.01
-14,12

-.05
-.18,.08

.04
-.09,.17

-.04
-17,.09

-.09
-.22,.04

-.06
-.19,.07

-11
-.23,.03

-.02
-15,11

.04
-.09,.17

.10
-.03,.23

-.01
-14,12

.04
-.09,.17

.06
-07,.19

-.04
-.17,.09

.03
-11,.16

-.03

.04,.29
-.19

-.31-.06

-.15

-.28;.02

-.22

-.34:.09

-.12

-.25,.01

-.15

-.28;.02

-.10

-.23,.03

.04

-.09,.17

.13
0,.26

.15
.02,.28

.06

-.07,.19

.09

-.04,.22

A1

-.02,.23

.19
.06,.32

.01

-12,.14

.09

-.04,.22

-.09

-.21,.05

-.15

-.06,.D

-.04

-17,.10

-.04

-.17,.09

-.01

-14,.12

.02

-11,.15

-.04

-.17,.09

-.07

-.20,.07

.05

-.08,.18

-.03

-.16,.10

.02

-11,.15

.00

-.13,.13

.02

-11,.15

.00

-.13,.13

.01

-12,.14

.04

-.09,.17

-.04

-.17,.09

-.01

-.14,.12

.01

.04,

-.15
-.28;-.02

-11
-.24,.02

-17
-.29;.04

-.04
-.17,.09

-13
-.26,0

-13
-.26,0

.01
-12,14

.01
-12,14

.09
-.04,.22

.06
-.07,.19

A2
-.01,.25

.06
-.07,.19

15
.02,.27

.05
-.08,.18

.02
-11,15

-.04
-17,.09

-11

314



.15,.39

. N -.04
imagination -.17,.09

_ -.16
intellect -.29-.03

liberalism -01
-14,12

-.09,.17

14
.01,.27

-.01

-.14,.13

19
.06,.31

-.07,.19

-.07
-.2,.06

-.09
-.21,.05

-.04
-17,.10

-15,11

.00

-13,13

-.01

-14,12

.09

-.04,22

-.06,.21

.01

-.13,.15

.03

-11,.17

.06

-.08,.D

-.04,.27

-.06
-21,.10

.05
-11,.D

.06
-.09,.22

-.22,.06

-.03
-17,11

-.02
-.16,.12

.00
-14,.14

-.05,21

.03
-.10,.16

.06
-07.19

A1
-.02,24

-.16,.10

.10
-.03,.23

.06
-.07,.19

-.01
-14,.12

-.28:.02

-.12
-.25,.01

-.01
-.14,.12

-.05
-.18,.08

-13,.14

.00

-.13,.13

.07

-.06,.D

.05

-.08,.18

315

-.24,.02

-.02
-15,.11

.06
-.07,.19

-.02
-15,.11

Note.Personality traits were measured using IBM Personality Insights Demo. Trait facets are indented and listed below tiiesr Begpece domain. 90%
confidence intervals are listed directly below correlations. 90% confidence intervals are listed logre#th correlation8olded values have 90% confidence
intervals excluding zero. Part. ext. = partisan extremism; leg. lead. = legislative leadership; votes = percentagevotesismenid. = avoidance behavior; Int.
Mis = Interpersonal Misconduct;r@. Mis. = Organizational Misconduct; S. G. Mis. = Sgiétifying Misconduct; Total Mis. = Total Miscondudthterpersonal
Misconduct, Organizational Misconduct, and Sgithtifying Misconduct are composites of misconduct facets. Total Misconduct ispsibenof the four

misconduct composites.
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Table3.21b

Correlations between textferred personality from interviews and miscondacets

alcohol condone

trait lying nepo. incivil. power resrc. misrep. sex. har. discr. use  wrong

ienti 12 .01 .02 .03 .00 .10 .06 -.07 -.03 .05
conscientiousness 01,25  -12,14  -11,15 1,16  -13,13  -03,23  -07,19 -2,06 16,1  -08,.18
. . .01 .08 -.16 .01 .08 .10 .13 -.14 -.01 .00
achievemenstriving 12,14  -05,21 -29-03  -12,14  -05.21  -03,23  -01,25 -26-01  -14,12  -13,.13
fi -.01 .05 .00 .05 -.04 .02 .06 -.02 -.08 .06
cautiousness 14,12  -08,18  -13,13  -08,18  -17,09  -11,15  -07,19  -15,11 2,06  -07,.19
dutiful -.01 .01 -.04 .01 .01 .04 .02 .01 -11 .03
utfuiness 14,12 -12,14  -17,09  -12,14  -12,14  -09,17  -12,15  -12,14  -24,.02 1,16
derli .19 -.06 .04 .03 .07 .15 .09 -.02 -.01 .01
orderlineéss 06,31  -.19,07 1,17 -1,16 -.06,2 02,28  -04,22  -15,.11  -14,12  -12,14
It discipli .16 .07 -.14 .01 .03 .15 A5 -.18 -.04 -.01
selrdisciphine .03,.28 06,2  -26-01  -13,.14 1,16 02,.27 02,28  -3-05  -17,09  -14,13
IE-effi .09 .09 -.06 .10 .14 A7 .15 -.10 .09 -.06
selremcacy 04,22  -05.21  -19,07  -.03,23 0,26 .04,.29 02,27  -23,.03  -04,22  -19,07
bl -.07 -.06 -.13 -.13 -.15 -.07 -.05 -.04 -.07 .08
agreeableness .2,06  -.18,08 -.25,0 250  -.27-02 .2,06  -18,08  -.17,.09 .2,06  -05,21
ltrui .02 -.03 .01 .00 .03 .01 -.07 .03 -.05 .06
altruism -11,.15 .16,1  -12,14  -13,13  -11,16  -12,.15 -.2,06 1,16  -18,08  -.07,.19
fi -.05 .04 -.08 -.02 .02 .03 .02 .03 -.12 .09
cooperation .18,08  -09,17  -21,05 -15.12  -11,15 .1,16  -12,.15 -1,16  -25.01  -.05,21
lit -.01 .03 .00 -.05 -.01 -.05 .00 .05 -.28 .09
morality -14,12 -1,16  -13,13  -18,09  -15.12  -18,08  -13,13  -08,18  -4-15  -04,22
th -.04 -.02 .07 .00 .04 .04 .00 .06 .04 .01
Sympathy 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 A1 .15 A1 -.05 .10 -.01
rus 07,19  -04,22  -23.03 -05.21  -02,24 02,27  -02,24  -18,08  -03,23  -14,12
dest -.05 -.10 .00 -.13 -.16 -.07 -11 .03 -.16 .06
modesty .18,08  -23,03  -13,13 250  -.29-03 -2,07  -24,02 -1,16  -28-03  -.07,19

emotional range -.02 .03 .10 .09 .10 .16 .09 .02 .08 .01



vulnerability
self-consciousness
immoderation
depression
anxiety
anger
extraversion
activity level
assertiveness
cheerfulness
excitementseeking
warmth
gregariousness
openness
adventurousness

artistic interests

emotionality

-15,.11

-.15

-.28;.02

-13
-.26,0

-.19

-.31:.06

-.19

-.31:.06

-.16

-.29:.03

-.04

-.17,.09

-.02

-.16,.11

.10

-.03,.23

12

-.01,.25

.08

-.05,.21

.02

-11,.15

A1

-.02,.24

14
.01,.27

.01

-12,.14

.14
.01,.27

.04

-.09,.17

-.05

-1,.16

-.06

-.19,.07

-.07

-.2,.06

-.02

-15,.11

-.08

-.21,.05

-.06

-.19,.07

-.04

-.17,.09

.04

-1,.17

.09

-.05,.21

.06

-.07,.19

.04

-.09,.17

-.01

-.14,.12

.06

-.08,.19

.02

-11,.15

-.01

-.15,.12

.08

-.05,.21

-.07

-.2,.06

-.08

-.03,.23

.05

-.09,.18

.03
-1,.16

-.03
-16,.1

14
.01,.26

.05

-.08,.18

.03
-1,.16

-.06

-.19,.07

-.15

-.28:.02

-.04

-.17,.09

.00

-.13,.13

-.01

-.14,.12

-.06

-.19,.07

-.05

-.18,.09

.06

-.07,.19

-.18

-.3-.05

.01

-12,.14

.04

-.04,.22

-.10

-.23,.03

-.07

-.2,.06

-11

-.23,.02

.02

-11,.15

-.08

-.21,.05

-.10

-.22,.03

.02

-11,.15

.07

-.06,.2

12

-.02,.24

.00

-.13,.13

.04

-.09,.17

-.01

-.14,.13

.07

-.07,.19

-.03

-16,.1

-.02

-15,.11

-.12

-.25,.01

-.15

-.04,.22

-11

-.23,.02

-.07

-.2,.07

-.03

-16,.1

-.09

-.21,.05

-11

-.24,.02

-13
-.26,0

.07

-.06,.2

.03

-1,.16

.03

-1,.16

.10

-.03,.23

.20

.07,.32

.09

-.04,.22

17

.04,.29

.01

-12,.14

13

-.01,.25

-.03

-.16,.1

-.10

.03,.29

-.13
-.25,0

-.10
-.23,.03

-.16

-.29:.03

-12
-.25,.01

-.06

-.19,.07

-.06

-.19,.07

.06

-.07,.19

.10

-.03,.23

.07

-.07,.19

.06

-.07,.19

.10

-.03,.23

A3

-.01,.25

.18
.05,.31

.06

-.07,.19

.09

-.04,.22

-.02

-15,.11

-.06

-.04,.22

-11
-.24,.02

-11
-.24,.02

-.08
-.21,.05

-.13
-.25,0

-.10
-.23,.03

-.06
-.19,.07

A2
-.01,.25

.09
-.04,.22

.07
-.06,.2

19
.06,.32

.08
-.05,.21

A1
-.02,.24

A1
-.02,.23

.04
-.09,.17

A1
-.02,.24

.01
-12,14

-.10

-11,.15

.02
-11,.15

10
-.03,.23

.01
-12,.14

.09
-.04,.22

.03
-1,16

-.07
-.2,.07

-.19
-.31;.06

-.16
-.29;.03

-.09
-.22,.04

-11
-.24,.02

-.03
-16,.1

-11
-.24,.02

-12
-.25,.01

.04
-.09,.17

-.04
-.17,.09

A2
-.01,.24

.05

-.05,.21

-.03

-16,.1

-.04

-.17,.09

-.12

-.25,.01

-.02

-15,.11

.00

-.13,.13

.01

-12,.14

.13
0,.26

.05

-.08,.18

.05

-.08,.18

-.04

-.17,.09

15

.02,.27

.05

-.08,.18

.09

-.04,.22

.08

-.05,.21

.04

-.09,.17

.02

-11,.15

-.15

-12,.14

.01
-12,.14

.01
-12,14

.07
-.06,.2

.08
-.05,.21

.00
-14,.13

-.05
-.18,.08

-.04
-17,.09

-.08
-.21,.05

-.02
-15,11

-.06
-.19,.08

-.05
-.18,.08

-.06
-.19,.07

-.06
-19,.07

.00
-13,.13

-.10
-.23,.03

-.02
-15,11

.10

317
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-18,08  -21,05  -09,17 -28:02  -23,03  -19,07  -23,03  -09,18 -28:02  -03,23
. inati -.10 -.07 .07 -.09 .08 -.05 -.05 .08 .03 .01
Imagination -.23,03 -2,.06 06,2  -22,04  -05.21  -18,08  -18,08  -.05,21 21,16 -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  -.08,18 260  -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 tiiesr Begpece domain. 90%
confidence intervals are listed directly below correlati@wded values have 90% confidence intereadsluding zeroPolitician Misconduct facets are listed

along the top of the tableying = lying and breaking agreements; nepo. = nepotism; incivil. = interpersonal incivility & aggression; power = npsuwser of

rsrcs. = misuse of resources; misrepnisrepresention and manipulation of information; sex. har. = sexual harassment; disc. = discrimination; condone wrong. =
condone wrongdoing of others.
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Table3.22a

Correlations between textferred personality frorspeecheand politician misconduct

trait gender party age tenure p;(r;[. Iéea?j. votes  avoid. I\/Il?st 3:3 als T'\(/)I;[:ll

ienti .03 .00 .04 -.17 -.15 -.01 .02 -.13 .02 -.04 -.17 -.07
conscientiousness 10,16  -13,13  -09,17 -30-04 -28:01  -16,15 -12,16 260 -11,15 -17,09 -29-04  -20.06
. . .05 .16 =11 -.19 -.28 -11 .01 -.25 .02 -.04 -.14 -.06
achievemenstriving 94 0320 -24.02 -32.06 -41.15  -26.04 -13.15 -37.13  -11.15 -17.09 -27.01  -19,07
fi -.04 .02 -.04 -.04 -.01 12 -.01 -.05 .06 -.03 -.05 .00
cautiousness .17,09  -11,15 -17,09 -17,0  -15.13  -03,27 -15.13 -18,08 -07,19 -16,0  -18,08 -13,.13
dutiful -.07 .18 .09 -.01 -.30 -.17 .01 -.20 -.03 -.02 -.08 -.06
utfuiness .2,06  .05.®  -04,22 -14,12 -42-17 -31-01  -13,15 -32-07 -16,0  -15.11 -21,05 -.19,07
derli -.05 .03 .01 -.14 .00 .01 -.01 -.15 .03 -.10 -.04 -.06
orderlineéss 18,08 -10,16  -12,14 -27,01  -14,14  -14,17 -15.13 -28:02  -10,16  -22,03 -17,09  -.19,.07
selt-discipline .08 .09 -.18 -.23 -.15 -.09 .01 -.09 .03 -.07 -.06 -.04
p 05,21  -04,22 -30-05 -35-10 -29:02  -24,07 -13,15 -22,04 -10,16  -20,07  -19,07  -17,09

IE-effi .09 .00 .05 -.12 .00 .00 -.01 -.15 -.02 -.16 -.08 -.14
selremcacy 05,21 -13,13 -08,18 -24,01 -14,14 -15.16 -15.13 -28-02  -15.11 -28-03  -21,05 -26-01
bl .09 A1 -11 .00 -.15 -.09 .10 -.08 .05 .15 .00 A2
agreeableness 05,21  -02,24 -24.02 -13,13 -29-01  -24,07 -04,24 -21,05 -09,18  .02,28 -13,13 -01,25
ltruism =11 .09 -.04 .08 -.20 =17 .10 -.15 .04 .00 .05 .03
altruis 24,02  -04,22 -17,0  -05.21 -33:06 -32-02 -04,24 -28-02  -10,17  -13,13 -09,18  -10,.16
fi -.06 21 .03 .06 -.21 -.14 .09 -.15 .04 .10 .05 .10
cooperation .19,07  .08,33 -10,16 -07,19 -34:07 -29,01 -05.23 -28-02 -09,17 -03,23 -08.18 -03,23
lit .01 14 -.06 -.06 -.18 -.23 A7 -.02 .07 .09 -.08 .07
morality 12,14 01,27 -19,07 -19,07 -32-05 -37-08 03,®  -15.11 -06,D  -04,22 -21,05 -.06,D
th -.13 .03 .03 .03 -.15 -.14 .07 -.12 .06 .02 -.08 .02
Sympathy .260 -10,16  -10,16  -10,16 -28-01  -29,02 -08.®  -25.01 -07,19 -11,15 -21,05 -11,15
trust -.16 .06 -.02 .02 -.15 -.09 -.12 -.21 .02 -.05 .09 .01
rus .28;03 -07,19 -15.12 -11,16 -28;01  -24,07 -25.03 -33-08 -11,15 -18,.08 -04,22 -12,14
dest .08 .13 -.01 .01 -.18 -.12 14 .03 .01 .03 -.03 .02
modesty -.05,.21 0,25 -14,12 -13,14 -31;05  -27,03 0,28 -10.16 -12,14 -10,16 -16,.0  -11,15

emotional range .10 .03 -.02 -.13 -.01 .04 -.04 -.01 -.13 .01 -.04 -.08



vulnerability
self-consciousness
immoderation
depression
anxiety
anger
extraversion
activity level
assertiveness
cheerfulness
excitementseeking
warmth
gregariousness
openness
adventurousness

artistic interests

emotionality

-.03,.23

14
.01,.26

.09
-.04,.22

-.14

-27;01

.14
0,.26

15
.02,.27

13
0,.26

.09

-.04,.22

-.06

-.19,.07

-.01

-14,.12

-.09

-.22,.04

-.12
-.25,.01

-.19

-.31-.06

-.13
-.26,0

.00

-13,.13

-.12

-.25,.01

-11

-.24,.02

-.02

-.10,.16

-.03

-.16,.11

-.01

-14,.12

.00

-.13,.13

-.08

-.21,.05

-.07

-.20,.06

-.07

-.20,.07

-.05

-.18,.08

.05

-.08,.18

.08

-.05,.21

A2

-.01,.25

-.09

-.22,.04

.03

-.10,.16

.02

-11,.15

-.16

-.29-.03

-.05

-.18,.09

-.06

-.19,.07

.08

-15,.11

.08

-.06,.D

24
.11,.36

.09

-.04,.22

.20
.07,.33

.16
.03,.28

17
.04,.29

-.12

-.25,.01

-.14

-.26:.01

-.12

-.25,.01

-.17

-.29:.04

-.15

-.28:.02

-.14

-.26;.01

-.12

-.25,.01

.10

-.04,.22

-.19

-.31-.06

-.03

-.16,.10

.10

-.26,0
A1

-.02,.23

A1

-.02,.24

.28

15,9

13
0,.25

.09

-.04,.22

A1

-.02,.24

-11

-.24,.02

-12

-.25,01

-.07

-.20,.06

.00

-.14,.13

-.08

-.21,.05

.04

-.09,.17

.04

-.09,.17

.00

-13,.13

-.18

-.3,-.05

-.01

-14,12

A1

-.14,.13

.01

-.13,.15

.07
-07,.2

.02

-12,.16

A1

-.03,.24

.02

-12,.16

A1

-.03,.24

.06

-.08,.D

-.13

-.27,.01

-.09

-.23,.05

-.22

-.35-.08

.06

-.08,.D

-.14
-.27,0

-.06

-.19,.08

.16
02,3

-.02

-.16,.12

.01

-.13,.14

-.14

-11,.D

.09

-.06,.25

A9
.03,.33

-.05

-21,.10

A7
.01,.31

A7
.01,.31

.22
.06,.36

.02

-.14,.17

-.09

-.24,.07

-.15

-.30,.01

-.34

-47-.20

-11
-.26,.04

-.20

-.35:.05

-.18
-.33:.03

.29
14,.42

-.05
-2,11

-.05
-2,11

-.12

-.18,.10

.02

-12,.16

.02

-12,.16

.02

-12,.16

.04

-.10,.18

.00

-.14,.14

.01

-.13,.15

-.09

-.23,.05

-.08

-.21,.07

-.02

-.16,.12

-.05

-.19,.09

-.10

-.24,.04

.00

-.14,.14

.01

-.13,.15

.06

-.08,.D

-.01

-15,.14

.09

-.05,.23

A1

-.15,.12

.06
-.07,.19

.05
-.09,.18

.05
-.08,.18

A1
-.02,.24

.02
-11,.15

.02
-11,.15

.04
-.09,.17

-.13
-.26,0

-.05
-.18,.08

-.07
-19,.07

-.02
-15,.11

-12
-.25,.01

.06
-.07,.19

-.02
-15,.11

.04
-1,17

-.07
-.2,.06

-.04

-.25,.01

.07
-.07,.D

.00
-13,.13

-.05
-.18,.08

-.08
-.21,.05

-.01
-14,12

.09
-.04,.22

-.07
-.2,.06

.06
-07,.19

-.03
-.16,.10

.08
-.05,.21

.01
-12,14

.06
-.07,.19

-.01
-14,12

.05
-.08,.18

.05
-.09,.17

.07
-.06,.D

.04

-12,.14

12

-.02,.24

.05

-.08,.18

.06

-.07,.19

.07

-.06,.D

.10

-.03,.22

.06

-.07,.19

.02

-11,.15

.00

-.13,.13

-.19

-.31-.06

-.03

-.16,.11

-.12

-.25,.01

.00

-.13,.13

-.05

-.17,.09

.05

-.08,.18

.04

-.09,.17

.15
.02,.27

14

-.17,.09

.02

-11,.15

-.03

-16,.1

.07

-.07,.D

-.04

-.17,.09

-.05

-.18,.08

-.04

-.17,.09

-.01

-.14,.12

.02

-11,.15

-.06

-.19,.07

.06

-.07,.19

15

.02,.28

.09

-.04,.22

A1

-.02,.24

-.02

-15,.11

.06

-.07,.19

.05

-.09,.18

.05

-.21,.05

A1
-.02,.24

.02
-11,15

.03
-1,.16

-.02
-15,12

.04
-.09,.17

.07
-.06,.D

-.03
-16,.10

.04
-.09,.17

-.15
-.28;-.02

.05
-.08,.18

-.01
-14,12

.07
-.06,.D

.01
-13,.14

.05
-.08,.18

.07
-.06,.D

15
.02,.27

A2

320



15,11  -05,21  -04,22  -02,24 -28:01 -27,03 -04.24 -17,09 -09,17  .01,27 -08,18 -.01,25

. inati .01 -.09 .10 .03 .10 .13 -.02 .00 .02 .08 .04 .07
Imagination 12,15  -22,04 -03,23 -11,16 -04,23 -02,28 -16,12  -14,13 -12,15 -05,21  -09,17  -.06,D
intellect -.20 -.12 .06 -.03 11 .04 .05 .06 -.02 12 .06 .08
inteflec .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 A1 .07 .09
eralls 09,17  -24,02 -15.12  -1,16 17,42 12,41  -04,24 -04,22 -13,13 -03,23 -06,D  -.04,22

321

Note.Personality traits were measured using IBM Personality Insights Demo. Trait facets are indented and listed below tiiesr Begpece domain. 90%
confidence intervals are listed directly below correlations. 90% confidence intervals are listed lb@ee#th correlationBolded values have 90% confidence
intervals excluding zero. Part. ext. = partisan extremism; leg. lead. = legislative leadership; votes = percentagevotesismenid. = avoidance behavior; Int.
Mis = Interpersonal Miscondud@rg. Mis. = Organizational Misconduct; S. G. Mis. = Sgidtifying Misconduct; Total Mis. = Total Miscondudhterpersonal

Misconduct, Organizational Misconduct, and Sgitifying Misconduct are composites of misconduct facets. Total Misconduct iisgosite of the four

misconduct composites.
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Table3.22b

Correlations between textferred personality frorspeecheand miscondudiacets

alcohol condone

trait lying nepo. incivil. power resrc. misrep. sex. har. discr.
use  wrong.
ienti -.01 .04 .04 -.01 -.04 -.09 -.09 .09 .09 -.18
conscientiousness 14,12 -09,17  -09,17  -14.12  -17,09  -22,04  -22,04  -04,22  -05.21 -30-05
. . -.03 .01 .07 .03 .01 -.15 -.04 -.08 .06 -.16
achievemenstriving 16,11 -12,14  -07,.D 10,17  -12,14  -27-02  -17,09  -21,05  -07,19  -.29:.03
fi .03 .06 .07 -.06 .04 -.05 .03 .00 .01 -.07
cautiousness 10,16  -07,19  -06,®  -19,07 -10,17  -18,08  -10,16  -14,13  -12,14  -20,06
dutiful -.06 .07 .03 .08 -.09 -11 .03 -.01 .04 -.12
utfuiness 19,07  -06,D  -10,16  -05.21  -22,04  -24.02 -10.16  -14,12  -09,17  -24,02
derli .00 .01 -.02 -.05 .06 -.15 -.09 .06 -.01 -.01
orderlineéss .13,13  -12,14  -15,11  -18,08  -.08,19  -28;02  -22,04  -07,19  -14,12  -14.13
IEdisciplin -.02 .00 .01 .02 .06 -.20 -.01 .06 .00 -.06
selrdisciphine 1511  -13,13  -12,14  -11,15  -07,19 -32-07  -14,12  -07,19  -13.14  -19,07
IE-effi -.03 -.28 .02 -.16 .02 -.14 -.10 .04 .07 -.08
selremcacy 16,0  -40-15  -11,15 -28;02  -11,15 -26-01  -23,03  -09,17  -06,.D  -21,05
bl -.02 A7 .13 .26 -.04 -.03 .09 -.14 -.06 -.01
agreeableness -.15,12 04,29 0,.26 13,37 -17,09  -16,1 -04,22  -27-01  -19,07  -14,.12
ltrui -.06 .07 .05 .08 .00 -.04 .02 -.04 .09 .01
altruism 19,07  -06,D  -08,.18  -0521  -14,13  -17,09  -11,15  -17,09  -04,22  -12,.14
fi .04 .14 .09 .15 -.02 -.06 .06 -.04 .05 .01
cooperation -.09,.17 01,26  -.04,22 02,27  -15,11  -19,07  -07,19  -17,09  -08,18  -12,14
lit .01 .09 .02 .13 .06 .00 .09 .05 .02 -.12
morality 12,14 -04,22  -11,15 0,26  -07,19  -13,13  -05.21  -08,18  -11,15  -25.01
th -.08 .04 .05 .08 .05 .03 .03 -.03 .06 -.12
Sympathy 21,05  -09,17  -08,.18  -0521  -09,18  -11,16  -10,16  -16,0  -07,19  -25.01
trust -.04 .07 .03 .01 -.01 -.08 -.02 -.02 A1 .07
rus 17,0 -06,.D 11,16  -12,14  -14,13  -21,05 -15.11  -15.11  -02,24  -06,.D
dest .05 .10 .08 .09 -.10 -.08 .06 -.03 -.06 -.03
modesty 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



vulnerability
self-consciousness
immoderation
depression
anxiety
anger
extraversion
activity level
assertiveness
cheerfulness
excitementseeking
warmth
gregariousness
openness
adventurousness

artistic interests

emotionality

-.22,.04

.05

-.08,.18

.10

-.04,.22

-.07

-.20,.06

.09

-.04,.22

.05

-.09,.18

.01

-12,.14

-.03

-.16,.10

.03

-.10,.16

-.07

-.20,.06

-.06

-.19,.07

-.04

-.17,.09

-.06

-.19,.07

-.04

-.17,.09

A2

-.01,.25

12

-.01,.25

13
0,.26

.09

-12,.14

-.01

-.15,.12

-.02

-15,.11

12

-.01,.25

-.10

-.23,.03

-.06

-.19,.07

-.06

-.19,.07

.02

-11,.15

.00

-13,.13

-.14

-.27-.01

A1

-.02,.24

-.09

-.22,.04

.00

-.14,.13

-.03

-.16,.10

.03

-.10,.16

.00

-.13,.14

A1

-.02,.24

A1

-.22,.04

15

.02,.27

.07

-.06,.2

-.04

-.17,.09

.00

-.13,.13

.10

-.03,.23

.14

.01,.27

-.06

-.19,.07

.06

-.07,.19

-.03

-.16,.10

.05

-.09,.18

-.04

-17,.10

.05

-.08,.18

-11

-.24,.02

.05

-.08,.18

-.03

-.16,.10

.06

-.07,.19

A1

-.09,.17

.09

-.04,.22

-.07

-.20,.06

.10

-.03,.23

-.05

-.18,.09

.05

-.08,.18

.00

-.13,.13

.07

-.06,.D

.08

-.06,.D

-13
-.25,0

.07

-.06,.D

-.10

-.23,.03

12

-.01,.25

.01

-12,.14

-11

-.24,.02

.04

-.09,.17

.10

-.03,.23

.16

-.21,.05

-.06

-.19,.08

-.08

-.21,.05

-.05

-.18,.08

-11

-.24,.02

-.10

-.23,.03

-.04

-.17,.09

.02

-12,.15

.04

-.09,.17

.05

-.08,.18

.07

-.06,.D

.05

-.09,.18

.06

-.07,.19

.13
0,.26

-.01

-.14,.12

.08

-.06,.D

.01

-12,.15

-.08

-.13,.13

.10

-.03,.23

A2

-.01,.25

.06

-.07,.19

.16
.03,.29

A2

-.02,.24

.16
.03,.29

-.05

-.18,.09

-13
-.26,0

-.22

-.34-.09

-.10

-.23,.03

-.06

-.19,.07

-.10

-.23,.03

-.08

-.21,.05

A5
.02,.27

-.08

-.21,.05

.07

-.06,.D

.02

-.13,.13

-.05
-.18,.08

-.03
-16,.10

.10
-.03,.23

-.07
-.20,.06

-.08
-.21,.05

-.08
-.21,.05

-.07
-.20,.06

-.06
-.19,.07

-01
-15,112

.04
-10,.17

-.04
-.17,.09

.01
-12,14

.05
-.08,.18

-12
-.25,.01

.04
-.09,.17

-.06
-19,.07

-.03

-.09,.17

-.06
-.19,.07

-.01
-14,12

-.03
-.16,.10

-.05
-.18,.08

-.09
-.21,.05

.03
-.10,.16

-.14
-.27;.01

-.01
-14,12

.05
-.08,.18

.00
-13,13

.06
-.07,.19

-.01
-14,13

.00
-14,13

.04
-.09,.17

.05
-.08,.18

-.03
-16,.10

-.07

-.10,.17

-.06

-.19,.07

-.06

-.19,.07

-.08

-.21,.06

-.06

-.19,.07

-.05

-.18,.08

-.07

-.20,.06

-.04

-.17,.09

.07

-.06,.D

.07

-.07,.19

.01

-.13,.14

.08

-.06,.D

A1

-.02,.24

A1

-.02,.23

.06

-.07,.19

.07

-.06,.D

12

-.02,.24

-.01

-.18,.08

.06
-.07,.19

.00
-13,.13

.06
-.07,.19

.00
-13,13

-.01
-14,.13

.01
-12,14

.03
-10,.16

.01
-12,.15

-.08
-.21,.05

.05
-.08,.18

A5
.02,.28

.05
-.08,.18

.06
-.07,.19

.00
-13,.13

.03
-10,.16

.03
-10,.16

.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
. inati A1 -.07 .03 -.02 -.02 12 -.07 -.02 -.02 .07
Imagination 02,24  -19,07  -10,16  -15.11  -15.11  -0L.,25  -20,06  -15.11  -15.11  -06,D
intellect .07 .05 -.16 .08 11 .07 .06 .08 .05 .02
inteflec -.06,.D 08,18 -29-03  -05.21  -02,23  -06,.D .07,19  -05.21  -09,18  -11,16
liberali 14 .07 -.04 -.01 .03 12 -.02 -.01 .07 .06
iberafism 0,26  -07,D 17,09  -14,12  -10,16  -01,25  -15.11  -14,12  -06,D -07,19

Note.Personality traits were measured using IBM Personality Insights Demo. Trait facets are indented and listed below tiiesr Begpece domain. 90%
confidence intervals are listed directly below correlati@wded values have 90% confidence intereadsluding zeroPolitician Misconduct facets are listed

along the top of the tableying = lying and breaking agreements; nepo. = nepotism; incivil. = interpersonal incivility & aggression; power = npsuwser of

rsrcs. = misuse of resources; misrepnisrepresention and manipulation of information; sex. har. = sexual harassment; disc. = discrimination; condone wrong. =

condone wrongdoing of others.
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Table 323a to 323d
Gender, party, tenure, and personality predicting misconduct
Table 323a

PersonalityPredictingInterpersonaMisconduct

Observer speeeimferred personality aspects

Model b SE 90%LL 90%UL R PR adj.R? aqu.ORZ
industriousness 12 11 -.04 17 .10 .01
withdrawal -14 .10 -.18 .02
assertiveness -07 11 -14 .06
gender -01 .08 -.16 15 .00
party -12 .08 -.29 .02
tenure -06 .08 -.02 .01
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 speeeimferred Big Five personality

Model b SE 90%LL 90%UL R ®R adj.R? ad?.oRz
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
gender -01 .08 -.16 .15 .00
party -12 .08 -.29 .02
tenure -06 .08 -.02 .01
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 b SE 90%LL 90%UL R R adrR P
adj.R?
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
gender -01 .08 -.16 15 .00
2 party -12 .08 -.29 .02
tenure -.06 .08 -.02 .01
industriousness 22 16 -.02 28 .24 -.04 .06 -.02
volatility -15 .13 -21 .04
withdrawal 14 14 -21 .05
3 intellect -45 15 -.40 -12
gender .06 .10 -.13 26
party -07 .10 -.27 11
tenure -05 .09 -.02 .01
Textinferred Big Five personality from interviews
Model b SE 90%LL 90%UL R R adiR d?.ORZ
conscientiousness .00 .09 -.10 .09 14 .02
agreeableness -.18 .09 -.18 -.02
1 neuroticism .04 11 -.08 A2
extraversion -.08 .08 -.13 .04
openness .06 .08 -.04 12
gender -01 .08 -.16 15 00
2 party -12 .08 -.29 .02
tenure -.06 .08 -.02 .01
conscientiousness -.05 .10 -.13 .07 A7 .03 .03 .01
agreeableness -.20 .09 -.20 -.03
neuroticism .07 A1 -.06 .14
3 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 theitsin othefrater version of the Big Five Aspect
ScalesRegression results shown are those with notable coefficients and ch&igRémaining
regression results are provided in Appendi®.Fersonality predictors we standardized.
Change in adjR? is change in adjuste? from only personality predictors to full modél=
standardized coefficient; SE = standard error of the standardized coeffitient;mu | t i R=lclangR ;
in multiple R from model 1 to modet 2Adj R? = adjusted RsquaredpR? = change in adjusted-&juared

from model 1 to model 2.

09)
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Table 323b

Personality Predictin@rganizational Misconduct

Textinferred Big Five personality from interviews

Model b SE 90%LL 90%UL R @R  adj.R ad?_oRz
conscientiousness .07 .10 -.06 14 .10 .01
agreeableness =11 .09 -.16 .02

1 neuroticism .09 11 -.05 .16
extraversion .02 .08 -.07 .10
openness -.02 .08 -.09 .07
gender .06 .08 -.09 24 .10 .01
2 party -16 .08 -.36 -.03
tenure .07 .08 -.01 .02
conscientiousness .03 .10 -.09 A2 A4 .04 .02 .01
agreeableness -.15 .09 -.18 .00
neuroticism A1 A1 -.04 17
3 extraversion .03 .09 -.07 A1
openness -.02 .08 -.10 .07
gender 12 .09 -.03 32
party -16 .08 -.36 -.02
tenure .07 .07 -.01 .02
Textinferred Big Five personality from speeches

Model b SE 90%LL 90%UL R PR adiR d?_oRz
conscientiousness -.18 .10 -21 -.01 13 .016
agreeableness .23 .09 .05 .23

1 neuroticism 14 .10 -.02 .19
extraversion -.02 .09 -.10 .07
openness .10 .08 -.02 .15
gender .06 .08 -.09 24 .10 .01
2 party -16 .08 -.36 -.03
tenure .07 .08 -.01 .02
conscientiousness -.18 .10 -21 -.01 15 .02 .024 .008
agreeableness 24 .09 .06 .24
neuroticism .15 .10 -.02 .19
3 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 theitin othefrater version of the Big Five Aspect
ScalesRegression results shown are those with notable coefficients and ch&igBé&maining
regression results are provided in Appendi®.Fersonality predictors we standardized.
Change in adjR? is change in adjuste? from only personality predictors to full modél=
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standardized coefficient; SE = standard error of the standardized coeffitient;mu | t i R=lclang®; o
in multiple R from model 1 to modet 2Adj R? = adjusted RsquaredppR? = change in adjusted-&juared
from model 1 to model 2.



Table 323c

Persnality PredictingSelf-gratifying Misconduct
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Textinferred Big Five personality from speeches

Model b SE 90%LL 90%UL R @R  adj.R ad?_oRz
conscientiousness -.23 .10 -14 -.02 .00 .00
agreeableness .08 .09 -.02 .08

1 neuroticism .09 .10 -.03 .09
extraversion -.01 .08 -.05 .05
openness .02 .08 -.04 .06
gender -05 .08 -13 .06 .00
2 party -11 .08 -.17 .02
tenure .08 .08 .00 .01
conscientiousness -.24 .10 -.14 -.02 .10 .10 01 01
agreeableness .10 .09 -.02 .08
neuroticism A1 A1 -.02 .10
3 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 theit&n othefrater version of the Big Five Aspect
ScalesRegression results shown are those with notable coefficients and ch&3igR@maining
regression results are provided in Appendi®.3ersonality predictors we standardized.
Change in adjR? is change in adjuste®f from only personality predictors to full modél=
standardized coefficient; SE = standard error of the standardized coefftient;mu | t i R=lcleangR ;
in multiple R from model 1 tonodel 2 Adj R? = adjusted RsquaredpR? = change in adjusted-&juared

from model 1 to model 2.
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Table 323d

Personality Predictingotal Misconduct

Observer speeeinferred personality aspects

Model b SE 90%LL 90%UL R PR  adj.R ad?_oRz
industriousness .06 A1 =12 .24 .10 .01
1 withdrawal -.10 .10 .27 07
assertiveness .06 A1 =11 24
gender .02 .08 -.23 .30 .02
2 party -20 .08 -.67 -13
tenure .04 .09 -.01 .03
industriousness .08 11 -11 26 .14 .04 .02 .01
withdrawal -08 .10 -.25 .09
3 assertiveness 06 .11 .12 24
gender -01 .09 -.34 .30
party -19 .09 -.69 -.07
tenure .04 .09 -.02 .03
Textinferred Big Five personality from interviews
Model b SE 90%LL 90%UL R PR adiR d?_oRz
conscientiousness .04 .10 -12 21 A4 .02
agreeableness -.15 .09 -.29 -.01
1 neuroticism A0 a1 -.07 .28
extraversion -.03 .08 -.17 A1
openness .04 .08 -.10 A7
gender 02 .08 -.23 .30 .02
2 party -20 .08 -.67 -13
tenure .04 .09 -.01 .03
conscientiousness -.02 .10 -.18 15 22 .08 .05 .03
agreeableness -.18 .09 -.32 -.03
neuroticism 13 A1 -.04 .30
3 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
Textinferred Big Five personality from speeches
Model b SE 90%LL 90%UL R R adj.R? ad?.oRz
conscientiousness -.14 .10 -.30 .03 .00 .00
agreeableness A7 .09 .02 31
1 neuroticism .03 .10 -.15 .20
extraversion -04 .09 -.18 A1

openness .09 .08 -.05 22
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gender .02 .08 -.23 .30 .02
2 party -20 .08 -.67 -13

tenure .04 .09 -.01 .03

conscientiousness -.14 .10 -31 .03 A7 A7 .03 .03

agreeableness 19 .09 .05 .34

neuroticism .04 .10 -.13 21
3 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 theit&in otherrater version of the Big Five Aspect
ScalesRegression results shown are thasth notable coefficientand change ifR2. Remaining
regression results are provideddippendix 3Q. Change in adjR? is change in adjuste®® from
only personality predictors to full modél= standardized coefficient; SE = standard error of the
standardized coefficienR= mu | t i R=IcteangR in muftiple R from model 1 to model&j R? =
adjusted RsquaredppR? = change in adjusted-8juared from model 1 to model 2.



Appendix 1-A

Pearson Correlations of Study Variabhggh andwithout Outliers

Uncorrected Pearson correlations excluding 8 outlier cases
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 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 3 .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 3 09 14 24 01 -29 -22 -30 .37 43
15. exper. -1 -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.ETSOQR 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- | -13 -16 -06 -24 -15 -26 .14 .17 .08 -02 .07
27.CWB-0 -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
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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. 22
14. intell. 19 78
15. exper. 16 .84 .32
16. Gender -.04 .07 A3 -01
17. ACT math -.01 .06 .18  -.05 12
18. ACTEnglish .03 .28 .29 .18 .01 .54
19. ACT Total -.03 .24 .33 .08 14 .79 .82
2.ETSQR .01 12 21 .01 14 42 .25 41
21.ETSVC -.04 .28 27 .20 .08 14 .26 31 .23
22. ETS Total -.01 .26 .30 A3 13 .36 .33 .46 .78 .78
23. Mathtotal -.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 A7 .07 .61 .81 .79 48 72 77
25. CWB- | -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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22. ETS Total

23. Math total

24. Eng total .84

25. G Total .95 .96

25. CWB- | -07 -08 -08
27. CWB- O -01 -02 -o01
28. Total CWB -04 -06 -05

=
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.55
.89

.87

Note.Personality is selfated BFAS.
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Uncorrected Pearson correlations including 8 outlier cases
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 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 3 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 3 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. ACTTotal -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.ETSVC 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- | -14 -17 -06 -23 -14 -26 .15 .18 .10 .00 .07
27.CWB- 0 -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 A3 -01
17. ACT math -.02 .06 .18  -.05 13
18. ACT English .02 .28 .29 A7 .01 .54
19. ACT Total -.03 .24 .33 .08 14 .79 .82
2.ETSQR .00 12 21 .00 14 43 .26 A2
21.ETSVC -.04 .28 27 19 .08 14 27 31 .23
22. ETS Total -.02 .25 31 A2 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- | -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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Appendix 1-B
Correlations between salhted BFAS and othemated BFAS for working students

Self 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

Other U/ Mg .87 .82 .81 .87 .87 74 .92 .90 .85 .90 .86 .85 .84 .80 .80
Conscientiousness| .86 .38 27 3% -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 A1 .07 A2 -01
Politeness .79 .01 -01 .04 A1 -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 A1 24 -10 -03 .10 -17 -21 -11 -28 | .50 .51 .35 .18 .29 .00
Assertiveness .86 .20 34 -0 -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 A1 .18 .00
Openness .86 .09 .05 .10 .13 .09 14 .05 .01 .08 .08 A5 -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 A7 .05 .05 .02 .29 .07 41

Note.The correlations haveot been corrected for unreliabilityN = 89 for those working students who also have ethtars. Otherated BFAS is down the

side and seiffated BFAS is along the top. 1 = sedited Conscientiouses; 2 = selrated Industriousness; 3 = sedited Orderliness; 4 = saifted

Agreeableness; 5 = satited Compassion; 6 = selted Politeness; 7 = saliited Neuroticism; 8 = sethted Volatility; 9 = selrated Withdrawal; 10 = self

rated Extraversin; 11 = seHrated Assertiveness; 12 = sedted Enthusiasm; 13 = seHted Openness; 14 = sedfted Intellect; 15 = selfated Experiencing.

I nternal consistency reliability (U) for asgiaitlics The hoded Wues orethe diagghhalsre 3elf r el i al
other correlations for the same variable, and the greyed values are correlations betwatsdsditimain and its othested aspects (on the lower triangle), and

otherrated domain and its sealéted aspects (on the upper triangle).
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Appendix 1-C

Observedntercorrelationdbetween CWBC 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 115117 51,61 1.09,1.11 .64,73 71,85  .97,1.03 91,1 .85,.94 .64,.73
Total | 1.03 .65 .84 .63,,72 115,117 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. | .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 9,103 111,117 1.11,1.19 1.09,1.15 .66,75
CWBC | .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 A7 .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; thesergkoguidted as unity. The

upper triangle contains 90% confidence intervals. The diagonal lists internal consistency relifaviftiests and Mosier reliabilities for composites. Total O =

total organizational CWB; Total | = total interpersonal CWB; Wkplc. Dev. O = organizational deviance for the Workplacedbguaes; Wkplc. Dev. | =
interpersonal deviance for the Workpld2eviance Scales; CWBC O = organizational CWB for the C@H&cklist; CWBC | = interpersonal deviance for the
CWB-Checklist; sabotage, withdrawal, prod. deviance (production deviance), theft, and abuse are facets of @ 4R



Rank order correlations between comparable CWB items

Appendix 1-D

ltem-total r Item total r
Scale Item or Facet (single (combined rs
measure) measures)
CwWB-C Insulted or made fun of someone at work .33 .39 54
WDS Made fun of someone atork 40 41 [:5,-58]
CWB-C Played a mean prank to embarrass someo 29 o5
at work .54
[.5,.57]
WDS. Played a mean prank on someone at work .26 .26
CWB-C Took_su_pplles or tools home without 36 39
permission
.56
, [.53,.60]
WDS. Taken p'roperty fromvork without 40 43
permission
CWB-C Taken a longer break than you were allowe 44 49
to take
.64
Taken an additional or longer break than is [61..67]
WDS .48 .53
acceptable at your workplace
CwWB-C Came to work late without permission 51 .55 76
WDS Came in late to work without permission 46 .53 [.74..78]
CWB-C Purposely dirtied or littered your work 16 21
environment .30
[.24,.34]
WDS Littered your work environment .33 31
CWB-C Purposely failed to follow instructions .36 .38 32
WDS Neglected to follow 51 .53 [-36,.41]
CWB-C Purposely worked slowly when things a4 45
needed to get done 47
, [.43,.51]
WDS Intentionally worked slower than you could 51 53

have worked

340

Note.CWB-C is the @unterproductive Work Behavi@hecklist(Spector et al., 200@nd WDS is the
Spearmands rank

Workplace Deviance scaléBennett & Robinson, 2000)si s
coefficient (rho). Values in brackets are 90% confidence intefvals

Spear manods

order
rho.

consistency reliability for this set of itemsls= .80; for only the WDS items = .71; for only the CWBEC
itemsU= .64. ltemtotalr is correlation of item with its single measure (or combined measures) not
includingthat item.

CC
Tot
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Appendix 1-E

Cognitive ability differences between workifgmales and males

Female Male
N M  SD N M  SD SD - correct g0, ()
ratio d

Total g 789 0.18 149 224 041 154 097 041 -55-28
Math g 789 025 1.62 224 082 157 1.03 -0.72 -86,-58
Verbal g 789 001 159 224 008 163 098 -004 -.18,.09
ETS Total 789 426 327 224 536 3.07 1.07 -0.40 -55,-.25
ETS Math 789 358 4.05 224 570 4.07 1.00 -059 -74,-.44
ETS Verbal 789 475 414 224 483 307 135 -003 -.18,.13
ACT Total 789  27.01 350 224 2804 371 094 -030 -43,-17
ACT Math 789 2657 3.82 224 2834 402 095 -0.48 -61,-35
ACT Eng. 789 5542 820 224 5619 843 097 -0.09 -.23,.04

Note. Total g, Math g, and Verbal g acemposite variables created by standardizing ETS variables and
ACT variables and taking the average of each respectiveFieir= 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 gelport ACT composite score; ACT Math is the math subtest
score; ACT Eng. = the English subtest score.
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Appendix 1-F

Simple slopesnteraction plots for gender moderatiorsefi-ratedBFAS predictingotal
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Gender x Withdrawal Predicting CWB
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Simple slopesnteraction plots for gender moderatiorsefi-ratedBFAS predictingotal
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Gender x Withdrawal Predicting CWB-O
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Simple slopesnteraction plots for gender moderatiorsefi-ratedBFAS predictingotal
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Spearmanntercorrelation matrix of study variablascorrected

Appendix 1-G
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N 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9.
1. CONSC. 10 .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 A4 .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 A1 .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.ETSQR 1029 .05 .05 .05 -.04 .01 -.07 -.05 -.05 -.05
24. ETS VC 1029 .04 .03 .04 .10 A1 .09 -.05 -.08 .00
25. Gender 1020 -.06 .03 -.13 -.25 -.21 -.23 -.25 -.19 -.26
26. all CWB 108 -.24 -.27 -.13 -.26 -.16 -.30 .19 .20 .15
27. all CWBO 108 -.29 -.31 -.18 -.24 -.14 -.27 .19 .18 .16
28. all CWBI 1029 -.14 -17 -.06 -23 -14 -.26 .15 .18 .10
29. total WDS 102 -22 -.25 -13 -.25 -14 -.29 17 .18 13
30. WDSorg. 102 -.29 -.30 -.18 -22 -11 -27 .18 17 .16
31. WDS int. 1029 -11 -.14 -.05 -21 -13 -23 A1 14 .06
32. CWBC 1028 -21 -.25 -11 -.24 -14 -.26 .19 .20 .15
33.CWBCorg 1038 -.24 -.26 -.15 -.21 -.14 -.23 .16 .16 .13
34. CWBCint 1028 -.14 -.18 -.05 -21 -12 -.24 .18 .19 .13
35. sabotage 108 =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 -11,0 -.13,0
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  0g.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 0,07 -07.06 -05.09 -04.07 -07,06
11. .85 .86 .38,.47 .28,.37 .40,.48 .06,.16 -04,0 -.04,.09 -04,0 00,.11 -.07,.07
12. -84 42 85 17,27 14,24 11,21  _0g,05 -10.04 -07,07 -07,03 -07,07
13. 32 .32 22 .84 76, 83,86 2437 .18,D  .28.H  .20.30 00,13
14. 38 44 19 .78 .80 27,36 32,44 30,42 31,43 29,39  .13,26
15. 16 A1 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
7. -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 A1 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. _12.00 0212 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 .0L12  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. 0.14 110 -1000  -10,0 14,24 14,24 01,20 12,22 13,23 06,16  .14,24
8 01,13 -12:02 -1000 -13703  .15.25  .13,23 13,23  .12,22  .11,21  .09,19  .15,24
9  _01,12 -08.03 -1000 -06.05 .10,20  .11,21  .05.15 .07,.18  .11,21  .01,11  .10,.20
100 _03.11 -04.06 -02.08 -07.03 -09.02 -11,0  -06.05 -09.02 -11;01 -06,.05 -.08,.03
11 _g41 00,11 01,11 -04.07 00.10  -04,.07 .02.13 00,10  -03,.07 .01,11  -01,.09
12 _p3.11 -07,03 -05.05 -09.02 -16;06 -167.06 -14;04 -17;06 -18;08 -12;02 -14:.04
13. 22,34 .19,.29 .06,.16 .23,.33 -12;.02 -.10,0 -.13:.02 -.10,@ -.08,02 -11-01 -14-03
14 2538 2635 16,26 -23.33 -12;02 -13;:03 -10,01 -100  -11,01 -08,.02 -13;03
15. 11,.24 .07,.17 -.05,.05 .15,.25 -.10,0 -.06,.04  -13:.02 -.09,.02 -.04,06 -12-01 -11-01
16. 7383 74.@ 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. 7883 6471 .24.36 .72.78 -09.06 -05.10 -13,02 -09,.06 -05.10 -12,.03  -.09,.06
19. 7383 418 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 28,0 19,31 19,82  -05.10 -01,14 -10,06 -05.10 -01.14 -09,.06  -.06,.09
22. 34 72 75,79 74,78 -10®  -08,.02 -100  -09,01 -07,04 -10,01 -10,®
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 -10,0  -09,01  -10,0 -100  -08.02  -10,0
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 A1 .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 A7 .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. A1,.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. -o07,.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 -100
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 a7

Note.Correlations ar@incorrected90%confidence intervals are in the upper trian@leonbach alpha
reliabilities for facets and Mosier reliabilities for composites are in italics on the diagonal
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Spearmanntercorrelation matrix of study variabldslly corrected

N 1. 2. 3. 4, 5. 6. 7. 8. 9.
1. CONSC. 1025 .87 99,102 .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 11 -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 a1 A1 .34 -.13 -.35 -.16 -51
11. assert. 1025 .27 .36 A1 -.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 A1 17 .29 .00 -.34 -.26 -.36
15. exper. 1025  -13 -.14 -.09 42 .52 .23 .13 .05 .18
16. Gtotal 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 A1
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.alcCWBO 1024 .34 -.37 -22 -.28 -.16 -.34 21 .20 .19
28. all CWBI 1024 -16 -.20 -.07 -.26 -.16 -.32 a7 .20 12
29. total WDS 1025  -26 -.30 -.16 -.29 -.16 -.37 .19 21 .15
30. WDSorg. 1025 .35 -.38 -.23 -.27 -.13 -.36 21 .20 .20
31. WDS int. 1025 -13 -17 -.06 -.24 -.15 -.29 12 16 .07
32. CWBC 1024 .27 -.33 -.15 -.31 -.18 -.36 .24 .25 .19
33.CWBCorg 1024 .30 -.33 -.19 -.26 -17 -31 .19 .19 .16
34.CWBCint 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 1527 .03.15 27,38 -19:07 -14,.14 -12,.12 -14,14 -2,06 -.17,07
2. 32,43 3,41 2233 .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 2335 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 9498 31,42 395 1325 -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 1527 -18.1  -17,08 -14,14 -17,1  -12,.12
13. .37 .37 .26 .84 .92,.97 11 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 A1 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 A1 -.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
3L .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 -120
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 -120 -14-01  -1,03
15. 19,43 1,41  -16,.16  .3,58  -21:1 -120  -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 1,1 971 .89,.93
27. -10 -11 .02 .07 .08 .98 .86 59,68  .91,96 1,1 49,58
28. -.05 .04 -02 -17 A1 1 .64 .87 1,1 61,7 11
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 .57 71 .87 43
34. .13 .14 -.04 -11 .03 .98 .70 1 .83 .62 .84
35. -.06 .14 -.10 03 A7 .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




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  -130 -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 -150 -.16-04
14. -17-04 -17-04 -14:01  -19,0 -140  -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 11 11 11 97,1 1,1 1,1 1,1
33. 1 74 .69,.78 97,1 11 11 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 unreliabilitpeasurement errom personality and CWB, and
corrected for unreliabilitymeasurement errognd indirect range restriction in cognitive abilitging
population standard deviatiar0% confidence intervals are in the upper trianglenbach alpha
reliabilitiesfor facets andosier reliabilitiesfor compositesre in italics on the diagonal.
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Appendix 1-H
90% confidence intervals for Table 1.12
Total

Total g -l\r/loe;['?hl Jg:ﬁ' cAogp ,\Aﬂg; ACT Eng. ETS Total QE;]? vEerS.
Total CWB -04,09 -04,09 -12-01 -05,.07 -03,.10 -.03,10 -.13-02 -12;01  -.11,01
CwWB-O -07,.05  -06,06 -13-01 -.05.07 -.05.07 -.05.07 -.15:03 -14;02 -.13;01
CWEB- -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 Deviancé O .01,.14 01,14  -10,.03 -.05,.08 .02,.16 .03,17 -07,06 -.06,.07 -.10,.03
Workplace Deviancée | -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 Checklisti O -05,.09 -07,07 -10,.05 -07,07 -02,11 -01,12 -15.02 -13,03 -.15.02
CWB Checklisti | -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 abiigyiables

Total

ETS ETS ETS ACT ACT Comh Total ~ Total
Quant. Verb. Total Math Eng. ACT Math  Verb. Totalg

Conscientiousnes .09 .07 13 -.05 -.09 -.07 .00 .00 .00
Industriousness .09 .05 A1 .03 -.04 -.02 .08 .02 .05
Orderliness .09 .07 A1 -11 -.09 -.08 -.05 -.02 -.03

Agreeableness -.07 .18 .07 -.16 A2 -.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 A1 .04 .09 .00 .04 .10 .03 .05 .05

Openness .20 A7 42 A1 .40 .39 37 .48 A7
Intellect 37 A7 51 .29 .45 51 .53 52 57
Experiencing .00 .34 22 -.10 .26 .16 .13 .32 .26

Note.Total gN = 581; total mathN = 581; total verbaN = 581; total ETSN = 1,029; ETS quantitativel = 1,029; ETS verbal = 1,029; total combined ACN
=907; ACT mathN = 581; ACT EnglistN = 581.Bolded values have 90% confidence intervals excluding @oelations are corrected for unreliability and
indirect range restriction in cognitive ability.



Appendix 1-J

Comparisons between sample BFAS armbpulation sample

362

Sample Sample Sample Pop. SD Correct. Correct.
N Tep . PopN Popm gl Bond o e0%cl P 90% Cl
Conscientiousnes 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 -.155.02
Withdrawal 1,043 3.12 .75 1,971 2.98 .80 .94 A8 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. PopPspulation. 90% CI = 90% confidence interval. Standardized mean diffeidneaq calculated as Samjile
Population. Correcd = corrected for measurement unreliability in the Sanfpdgulation sample data is frabeYoung, Carey, Krueger, & Rosz)16and

from personal communication with Colin DeYoung



Comparison between sample BFAS and an external student sample

363

Sample Sample Sample External External External SD d 90% Cl Correct.  Correct.
N M SD N M SD ratio d 90% CI
Conscientiousnes 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 .55 091 -21 -28;.14 -23  -.307.15
Politeness 1,043 391 51 1,213 3.81 .54 0.94 19 .12,.26 .22 .14,.30
Neuroticism 1,043 293 .69 1,213 2.98 .66 1.05 -.07 -.14,0 -.07 -.15,0
Volatility 1,043 275 .78 1,213 2.82 .79 099 -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. Standardizedlifieeance () was calculated as Sampldxternal. Correctd =
corrected for measurement unreliability in the Sanpkeernal = externadtudent samplto this study; data is from personal communication from Colin

DeYoung.



Appendix 2-A

Correlations beveen selrated BFAS and otheated BFAS

Other 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 100 11 12 13 14 15

Self U/ Mq 8 8 .71 8 8 .79 91 88 83 .90 .8 .8 .86 .85 .80
Conscientiousnes| 87| 54| 49 50 .02 .0 -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| .3 .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

364

Note.Self-rater and otherater BFASN = 152. Correlations are corrected for unreliability in both X and Y.-i@&&d BFAS is down the side and othated

BFAS is along the top. 1 = othested Conscientiousness; 2 = othated Industriousness; 3 = otkrated Orderliness; 4 = otheaitad Agreeableness; 5 = other

rated Compassion; 6 = othexted Politeness; 7 = otheated Neuroticism; 8 = otheated Volatility; 9 = otherated Withdrawal; 10 = otheated Extraversion;

11 = otherrated Assertiveness; 12 = othrated Enthusiasm; 13 #herrated Openness; 14 = othated Intellect; 15 = othemated Experiencinglnternal

Mo s i evalues dhahe diggonalare sethdy i | i t vy
correlations for the same variable, and the greyed values are correlations betwestedelbmain and its otheated aspects (on the upper triangle), and ether
rated domain and its sealfted aspects (on the lower triangle).
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Appendix 2-B

Effect sizes fogender moderation of BFAS in predicting CCBglexling outliers

Self-rated BFAS and selfeport CCB

Fem. Fem. Male Male dMod_Signed dMod_Unsigned ) Score with Score with
selfreportCCB Intcpt  Slope Intcpt.  Slope (SE) (SE) dvin " \jin d Avax  ~\1ax. 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
Fem. Fem. Male Male  dwod_signed  Owmod_unsigned ~ Score with Score with
seltreport CCBO Intcpt  Slope Intcpt.  Slope (SE) (SE) dvin " \jin. d dvax  ~ax. 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) .07 141 A4 1.61
Withdrawal 1.13 .07 1.19 .06 -.22(.07) .22(.07) .08 121 A4 1.25
Assertiveness 1.3 .02 1.30 .02 -.05(.07) .08(.05) .03 1.05 .25 1.87
Enthusiasm 141 -.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
Fem. Fem. Male Male  dwod_signed  Owmod_unsigned ~ Score with Score with
seltreport CCBI Intcpt  Slope Intcpt.  Slope (SE) (SE) vin Min. d Chvax 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 A2 1.44
Compassion 1.4 -.02 1.49 -01  -.26(.07) .26(.07) 10 1.50 A5 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) A2 1.24 13 1.25
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Withdrawal 1.15 .10 1.15 .10 -.3(.07) .31(.07) A2 1.36 .16 1.39
Assertiveness 0.93 A1 111 .09  -21(.07) .21(.07) .09 1.13 A7 1.20
Enthusiasm 1.28 .01 1.24 .05  -.27(.06) .27(.06) A1 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
Selfrated BFAS and otheeport CCB
Fem. Fem. Male Male  dwod signed  OMod_unsigned dwin  Score with dvax  Score with
otherreport CCB Intcpt  Slope Intcpt. Slope (SE) (SE) Min. d 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) A2 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) A3 1.09 .29 1.23
Experiencing 1.04 .04 .99 .08  -.33(.11) .33(.11) 14 1.25 .28 1.32
Fem. Fem. Male Male  dwod signed  OMod_unsigned dvin  Score with dvax  Score with
otherreport CCBO Intcpt  Slope Intcpt.  Slope (SE) (SE) Min. d 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 14 -.05 1.38 -02  -21(.12) 22(.12) A1 111 .29 1.28
Volatility 1.15 .02 1.07 .09  -32(.12) .32(.11) A3 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) A2 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
Fem. Fem. Male Male  dwod_signed  Owmod_unsigned dvin  Score with dvax Score with
otherreport CCBI Intcpt  Slope Intcpt.  Slope (S_Eg (éE)gJ Min. d Max.d
Industriousness 1.28 -.02 1.60 -08 -.22(.13) .23(.11) A1 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 A5 -.24(.13) .25(.12) 12 1.27 26 1.50
Withdrawal 1.34 -.04 1.20 .05 -.22(.14) .24(.12) A1 1.19 .29 1.52
Assertiveness 0.92 .08 1.35 .00 -.2(.14) .24(.11) .10 .76 .36 .96
Enthusiasm 11 .03 1.34 .00 -.23(.12) .25(.11) A1 1.03 .32 1.32
Intellect 1.15 .02 1.53 -.05 -.21(.14) .23(.12) A1 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 Behaviatudig outliers
Selfreport CCB
Females Males
. . corrected corrected
Variable N M SD N M SD SDratio d 90% CI d 90% Cl
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 1274 131 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 241 .77 425 2.39 .83 .93 .03 -.06,.12 .03 -.07,.13
Theft/Sabotage 1274 1.04 .09 425 1.06 A1 .90 -22 -31;.13 -29 -41:17
Negligence/Outcome 1274 1.01 .03 425 1.02 .09 .33 -19 -.28:.10 -.24  -36;.12
lllegal Behaviors 1274 1.10 5 425 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
. . corrected corrected
Variable N M SD N M SD SDratio d 90% CI d 90% ClI
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 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/Outcome 508 1.12 .18 146 1.18 21 .86 -.32 -48;.17 -35 -52:.18
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lllegal 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




Appendix 2-C

Descriptive statistics for CCB variables excluding extreme scores

369

SelfReport Otherreport
Variable #items U/ Mc M SD | U/ Mo M SD
Withdrawal Behavior 15 .86 240 .78 .90 1.74 71
Lack of Effect 6 76 237 .92 .83 157 .73
Withdrawal 9 78 242 .80 .84 191 81
Theft/Sabotage 16 58 1.04 .09 41 1.03 .08
Theft 6 44 1.04 .13 .34 1.03 A1
Sabotage 10 46 105 .12 .30 1.03 .09
Negligence/Outcomes 14 .63 1.01 .06 .78 1.12 15
Negligence 10 62 139 .30 .66 1.24 .29
Outcomes 4 24 101 .07 .82 1.01 .05
lllegal Behavior 20 79 111 a7 .85 1.08 .15
Physical Violence 3 37 101 .08 .06 1.01 .09
Property Damage 4 24 101 .08 .23 1.01 .07
Severe Deviance 5 A6 1.02 .13 .30 1.02 13
Substance Abuse 8 .82 142 .63 .83 1.27 .55
Academic Deviance 38 83 119 .20 .89 1.09 .15
Academic Dishonesty 6 53 117 .25 .55 1.08 A7
Support Acad. Dishon. 8 53 124 .33 46 1.13 .25
Misrepresentation 15 71 120 .24 .66 1.10 17
Lying 9 52 113 .20 52  1.06 .16
Incivility 13 .67 133 42 .57 1.18 31
Interpersonal Incivility 10 58 123 .37 .54 1.13 .24
Disruptive Behavior 3 43 142 64 46 124 51
CCB-O 103 90 135 .20 .93 1.21 .20
CCB 13 .67 1.33 .42 57 1.18 31
Total CCB 126 90 132 .20 .99 1.18 A7
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Note.Self-reportN = 1,763; otherreportN = 761. Support Acad. Dishon. = Support Academic Dishonesty
Minimum score = 1; Maximum score% Indented variables are CCB facets and sit directly below their
composite dimension. CGB is the average of Withdrawal Behavior, Theft/Sabotage;
Negligence/Outcomes; lllegal Behavior; and Academic Deviance-IGEBcivility. Total CCB is an
averagef the six composite dimensions.
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Appendix 2-D

Confidence intervals for corrected correlations between BFAS and CCB

Self-rated BFAS and selfeport CCB

CCBtotal CCBO  CCBI withdrawal ;gf)fgtage ”%gu“tggnmceesl be'::gsf‘o'r %C;?;r]‘l'g 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 -.195.11 -.16-.07 -.25;.16 -.13:.04 -.27;.17 -.20,-.10 -.17;.08 -.197.10 -.257.16
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;7.21 -.23;.13 -.27;.18 -.25;.17 -.35;.26
Neuroticism .19,.27 .20,.28 A11,.21 .23,.31 .01,.12 00,.10 .03,.12 11,0 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,.0 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 J11,.19 -.09,.01 -.09,.01 .01,.10 -11-.02 -.06,.04
Self-rated BFAS and otheeport CCB
CCBtotal CCBO  CCBI withdrawal ;g%fgtage ”%gu"tgﬁnm‘fs/ be'::g\gli""o'r %Ce"’:/‘?:rﬂ'g 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



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,.0 -.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,.2 .00,.14 .00,.15
Openness .04,.17 .04,. D .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,.D -.07,.07 .08,.22 .03,.17 -.04,.10 -.02,.13
Otherrated BFAS and selfeport CCB
CCBtotal CCBO  CCBI withdrawal 06U~ negligence/  illegal — academic ..
sabotage outcomes  behavior deviance
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 A1,.49 -.04,.25 -.07,.26
Extraversion -.02,.26 -.07,.21 .16,.47 -.11,.18 -.02,.33 .07,. -.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,.9 -12,.22 .05,.34 -.17,.13 .01,.33
Intellect -.04,.24 -.06,.22 .06,.38 -.08,.21 -.05,.9 -.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

Otherrated BFAS and otheeport CCB
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CCBtotal CCBO  CCBI withdrawal 06U~ negligence/  illegal — academic .. .y
sabotage outcomes  behavior deviance
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,.D -32,.11
Neuroticism -04,35  -01,45 -.03,39 .01,.9 .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
total CCB CCB-O CCB-l Withdrawal Behavio|  Theft/Sabotage [Negligence/Outcome lllegal Behavior | Academic Deviancg Incivility
self other self other self other self other self other self other self other self other self other
Conscientiousness 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
Industriousness 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
Orderliness 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
Agreeableness 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
Compassion 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
Politeness 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
Neuroticism 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
Volatility 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
Withdrawal 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
Extraversion 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 ‘
Assertiveness 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 \
Enthusiasm 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
Openness 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
Intellect 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
Experiencing 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




Confidence Intervals fd8pearman correlations between Counterproductive College Behavior and cognitive ability

Appendix 2-F

Selfreport CCB Otherreport 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 .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
lllegal 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 saképort CCB and othenreport CCB

CCB Total CCB-O withdrawal thefisab negligence illegal acad.dev. CCB incivility

CCBTotal .29 .32 .32 A3 .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 A2 .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 A1 .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- 15 A3 .10 .05 .04 A7 .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. SeHreport CCB is on the rows and otkreport CCB is on the columns. Correlations are corrected for unreliability in bottepelt and other
report CCB. 90% confidence intervals are below correlations. Withdrawal = withdrawal behaviorsalthefttheft/sabotage; illegal = illegal behaviors; acad.
dev. = academic deviance.



Appendix 2-H

Correlations between saifited BFAS and cognitive ability

377

ETS ETS ETS ACT ACT ACT Math Verbal Total
Math Verbal Total Math Eng. Total 9 9 9
Conscientiousness A2 .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
Ordeliness .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
Compasion -.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 A2 .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 &itSrizariabledN = 1,755 ACT MathN =914; ACT
Eng.N =914 ACT TotalN = 1521, Math gN =914 Verbal gN = 914; Total gN = 914.
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Appendix 2-I

Gende differences in cognitive ability

FemN FemM '™ MaleN Malem Male  SD d 0wt comected gng g
SD SD ratio d

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 g7 .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! is corrected for unreliabilityjmeasurement erroin) the criteria.
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Appendix 2-J

Closeness of acquaintance as a moderator ofateli BFAS predicting otheeport CCB

Interpersonal CCB Organizational CCB Total CCB
Adj o Adj @ Adj
Model b SE R R R R b SE R R R R b SE R R R R
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 .01f -11 .16 .10 .00 .01 .00| -05 .05 .14 .00 .02 .00
Orderliness 10 21 A2 A7 .04 .06
Acquaintance -01 .00 -00 .00 -.00 .00
Indust. XAcq. .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Order. XAcq. -.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 .00f .02 .05 .10 .00 .01 .00
Politeness .09 .23 .08 .19 .02 .06
Acquaintance -01 .00 -.00 .00 -.00 .00
Comp. XAcqg. -.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Polite. XAcq. -.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 17y 07 .03 02| .11 22 .00 .0O .00 .00 .01 .07 .00 .00 .00 .00
Withdrawal -20 .24 -18 .19 -01 .07
Acquaintance -01 .00 -00 .00 -.00 .00
Volat. X Acg. -.00 .00 -.00 .00 .00 .00
Withdr. X Acq. .00 .00 .00 .00 -00 .00
1 Assertiveness A2 .04 .10 .01 .04 .03 .00 .00 .02 .01 .00 .00
Enthusiasm -02 .04 .02 .03 .01 .01




381

2 Assertiveness .05 .19 .14 .04 02 .01 -05 .16 .00 .00 .00 .00 -.02 .05 .00 .00 .00 .00
Enthusiasm A8 .17 .04 14 .04 .05
Acquaintance -01 .00 -00 .00 -.00 .00
Assert. XAcq. .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Enthus. XAcq. -.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 .02 .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. XAcq. -.00 .00 .00 .00 -.00 .00

Note. N= 620 BFAS = Big Five Aspect Scales; CCB = counterproductive college behavior. Acq. = Personal Acquaintance Measanelardized
coefficient; SE = standard error of the standardized coeffident; mu | t i R=lclangR irmuliple R from model 1 to model 2dj R? = adjusted R
squaredppR? = change in adjusted-&juared from model 1 to model 2.
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Appendix 2-K

Moderation effects of closeness of acquaintance on-odipert CCB predictingel-
report CCB

selfreport CCBI
Model b SE R R Agjz PR
1 CCBl 16 .04 .14 .02
2 CCBl -31 .19 .17 .03 .03 .01
Acquaintance .00 .00
CCB-I X Acq. .01 .00
selfreport CCBO
Model b SE R R Agjz PR
1 CCBO .22 .03 .28 .08
2 CCBO -47 14 33 .05 .11 .03
Acquaintance .00 .00
CCB-O X Acq. .02 .00
selfreport Total CCB
Model b SE R oR Agjz PR
1 Total CCB 21 .03 .26 .07
2 Total CCB -27 .13 30 .04 .09 .02
Acquaintance -01 .00

Total CCBX Acq. .01 .00
Note. N = 624CCB = counterproductive college behavior; GCBinterpersonal counterproductive
college behavior; CCE = organizational counterproductive college behavior. Acq. = Personal
Acquaintance Measur@therreport CCB were used as predictors of-seffort CCB b = standardized
coefficient; SE = standard error of the standardized coeffidienat; mu | t i R=lcleangRin mujtiple R
from model 1 to model;2Adj R? = adjusted RsquaredmpR? = change in adjusted-&juared from model 1
to model 2.




Appendix 2-L
Uncorrected correlations between CCB andEEW
Selfreport CCB
%i:l CCBO  CCBI ‘E)Cea\fj_' gfﬁ;‘\'/ Neg./Out  Withdrwl sggg{gge Incivility
CWB Total .59 .58 42 A7 .35 .16 .50 27 42
CWB-O .59 .59 .36 46 .35 16 .53 27 .36
CWB-| 43 40 40 .36 .25 12 .33 19 40
Wkplc. Dev:O 57 .56 .35 42 .33 14 52 24 .35
Wkplc. Dev:| .35 .32 .35 .29 .23 .09 .26 17 .35
CWBC-O .50 51 .29 43 31 15 44 .26 29
CWBCH 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
Otherreport CCB
CCB ccBo  ced fad. - Tegal - Neg.jout  withdrwi S;ngge Incivility
CWB Total 12 13 .09 .06 17 .10 11 .04 .09
CWB-O 14 17 .09 .07 21 13 14 .03 .09
CWB- .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
CWBCH .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 A2 .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 correctedrrelations between CCB and CWB

Selfreport CCB

%iaBl CCBO  CCBI A[f:\f' gfﬁ;\'/ Neg./Out  Withdrwl S;Eﬁ{gge 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-| 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: 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
CWBCH 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 |

Otherreport CCB

T8 cceo  ceBd acad. - Tlegal - Neg.jout  withdrwi S;ngge Incivility
CWB Total 04,21 | .05.22 01,18 -02,15  .09,26 02,19  .03,D  -05.12  .01,18
CWB-O 06,23 | 08,25 | .00,18 -02,15 .13, 04,22 0522 -06.12  .00,18
CWB-| -03,14  -03,15 | -04,13 | -05.12 -03,15  -03,15 -04,.14 -04,14  -04,13
Whkplc. Dev:O 05,22 06,23 -01,17 -05.12  .09,26  .03,21  .05.22  -08,.09 -01,17
Whkplc. Dev:| -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,.D  .11,28  .01,19  .01,18  -04,13 -01,17
CWBC| -06,11  -05.12 -07,11  -03,.14 -07,0  -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 03,0 | -.04,14 -01,17
Sabotage -13,04  -10,08  -13,05 -10,07 -07,0  -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 -07,0  -06,11  -07,0  -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 fulbcales Composites from shortened scales
CCB CCB-O CCBtotal CCB CCB-O CCBtotal

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 A7
Extraversion 13 .03 .04 .10 .01 .05
Assertiveness 19 .08 .09 .16 .06 A1
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 scaldd = 1574 for composites from shortened scalésrrelations are uncorrectedonfidence intervals are not
presented, as differences in sample size render significance comparisondcadoDis. = Academic Dishonesty, Disrupt. = Disruptive Behavior, Interpers. =
Interpersonalncivility, Misrep. = Misrepresentation, Phys. Vio. = Physical Violence, Property = Property Damage, Criminal = Severa B&hanior,
Substance = Substancéuse, Sup. Dis. = Support Academic DishoneStl scales are on the rows and shortened scales are on the columns.



Comparison of Cronbach alpha reliabilities between shortened arseftriportCCB scales

nitems alpha for nitems alpha for
Scale short scale  short scale full scale full scale
Academic Dishonesty 8 .55 13 .75
Disrupive Behavior 3 52 3 54
Interpergsnal Incivility 10 .63 12 q7
Lack of Effort 6 T7 7 .76
Lying 9 .55 9 49
Misrepresentation 15 71 15 q7
Negligence 10 .62 10 .65
Outcomes 4 .36 8 .01
PhysicalViolence 3 .58 4 0
Property Damage 4 45 6 0
Sabotage 10 52 10 54
Severe Criminal Behavior 5 21 8 43
Substancébuse 8 81 8 .85
Support Acad. Dishonesty 6 .56 7 .60
Theft 6 46 8 .64
Withdrawal 9 .78 13 .89

386



387

Appendix 2-N

Descriptive Statistics for Careless Responders and Comparison with Study 2 Sample

Careless responders age and geddscriptive statistics

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

Note.Study 1 is a subsample of Study 2



Careless respondersgnitive 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% ClI
ETS Total 546 2.99 3.91 1,755 456 3.23 1.21 -0.46 -.54,-.38
ETS Math 546 2.18 4.64 1,755 413 4.09 1.13 -0.46 -.54 -.38
ETS Verbal 546 3.69 4,71 1,755 479 4.09 1.15 -0.26 -.34,-.18
ACT Total Combined 386 26.27 3.8 1521 27.48 3.45 1.11 -0.34 -.44,-.25
ACT Math 195 26.99 4.0 914 27.02 3.89 1.11 -0.01 -.14,.12
ACT English 195 25.69 4,98 914 2761 4.5 1.10 -0.42 -.55,-.29
registrar ACT 190 26.35 4.00 754 276 341 1.17 -0.35 -.49,-.22

388

Note.Study 2 sample was used as a comparison because Study 1 sample is a subset of Study 2. Registrar ACT = ACT compuositeegistes fecords
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 U/ Mo: M SD| N U/ Mo: M SD | U ratio d 90% ClI
Conscientiousness| 530 .82 3.35 .46 |1,763 .87 3.45 b1 .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 .88 391 b2 1.02 -.65 -.73,-57
Politeness 531 72 3.56 .52 |1,763 .75 3.84 51 1.02 -.55 -.63,-.47
Neuroticism 530 .86 292 52 |1763 .92 2.89 .66 .79 .05 -.03,.13
Volatility 531 .82 2.82 .62 (1,763 .90 273 .76 .82 A2 .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 g7 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 .81 343 .44 | 1,763 .84 3.66 .45 .98 -51 -.59,-.43
Intellect 531 73 341 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 dC&toplyridons are for salited BFAS only; there was an
insufficientN (N = 27)for careless responders with otltated BFASU ratio is careless responder SD divided3tydy 2 sample SD.
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Careless responders Counterproductive College Behavior descriptive statistics and standardized mean differences wamgieidy 2

Selfreport CCB
Careless Responders Study 2 Sample
Self-Report Self-Report
Variable U/ Mc N M sb| U/ Mo N M SD | Urato d 90% ClI
Withdrawal Behavior .89 546 204 .87 .86 1,763 242 .79 1.10 -47
Lack of Effect .80 546 1.97 .94 g7 1,763 239 .93 1.01 -.45
Withdrawal .84 546 212 .92 .78 1,763 244 81 1.14 -.38
Theft/Sabotage 97 546 1.18 .64 bS8 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 b2 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 9 546 142 64 62 1,763 139 .31 2.16 -.57
Outcomes 93 546 1.16 .65 36 1,763 1.01 .08 8.13 43
lllegal Behavior .88 546 121 .63 .63 1,763 1.12 .18 3.61 A1
Physical Violence 91 546 1.15 .67 62 1,763 101 .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 .89 546 138 .74 bS58 1,763 1.25 .64 1.08 .09
Academic Deviance .98 546 1.27 .64 45 1,763 119 .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 .35 211 -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 .75 546 141 .85 bS5 1,763 146 .71 1.30 .86
CCB-O .98 546 1.37 .62 90 1,763 136 .21 2.95 .03
CCB 91 546 137 74 .67 1,763 135 55 1.35 .03
Total CCB 97 546 136 .62 90 1,763 132 21 2.95 A1
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Note Support Acad. Dishon. = Support Academic Dishonesfynimum score =1; Maximum score = 7. Indented variables are CCB facets and sit directly
below their composite dimension. C&Bis the average of Withdrawal Behavior, Theft/Sabotage; Negligence/Outcomes; lllegal Behavior; and Academic
Deviance. CCH = 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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Otherreport CCB
Careless Responders Study 2 Sample
OtherReport OtherReport
Variable U/ Mc N M SD| U/ Mo N M SD | Urato d 90% CI
Withdrawal Behavior .87 133 165 .72 91 761 179 .77 94 -18
Lack of Effect .84 132 149 .70 .84 761 161 .79 .89 -15
Withdrawal .86 133 1.82 .84 91 761 196 .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 A7 .85 761 115 .24 -- --
Negligence .66 132 125 .33 .75 761 127 .36 92 -.06
Outcomes -- 132 1.01 .05 .82 761 101 .13 - -
lllegal Behavior - 132 1.06 A3 .87 761 1.09 .22 -- --
Physical Violence -- 130 1.01 .09 g7 761 1.02 .19 -- --
Property Damage .09 130 1.02 .11 .68 761 102 .12 .92 .00
Severe Deviance 0 132 1.02 A3 .58 761 1.03 .19 .68 -.05
Substance Abuse .76 132 121 43 .85 761 130 .58 74 -16
Academic Deviance 99 132 111 .24 .90 761 112 .24 1.00 -.04
Academic Dishonesty 79 132 1.11 .29 74 761 110 .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 .82 761 113 .29 93 -.03
Lying .63 131 1.08 .21 72 761 1.08 .22 .95 .00
Incivility .76 132 125 51 .80 761 125 51 1.00 .00
Interpersonal Incivility .69 131 1.16 .33 .75 761 117 41 .80 -.03
Disruptive Behavior v 130 131 .82 .63 761 133 .75 1.09 -03
CCB-O - 131 1.20 23 .67 761 1.23 .25 - -
CCB 72 132 125 51 .80 761 125 .50 1.02 .00
Total CCB -- 133 118 .22 .95 761 121 .27 - -

Note.Support Acad. Dishon. = Support Academic Dishonestynimum score = 1; Maximum score = 7. Indented variables are CCB facets and sit directly
below their composite dimension. C@Bis the average of Withdrawal Behavior, Theft/Sabotage; Negligence/Outcomes; lllegal Behavior; and Academic
Deviance. CCH = Incivility. Total CCB is an average of the six composite dimensiBals with two dashes indicate uncalculatable alpha (items negative
correlated or only one item with variancl)ratio is careless responder SD divided by Study 2 sample SD.
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CarelesfResponder Selfeport compared to Careless Responder Gt@ort CCB

Careless Responders Careless Responder
Self-Report OtherReport
Variable U/ Mo N M SD|U/ Mc N M SD | Uratio d 90% Cl
Withdrawal Behavior .89 546 204 .87 87 133 165 .72 1.21 46
Lack of Effect .80 546 1.97 .94 .84 132 149 .70 1.34 53
Withdrawal .84 546 212 .92 .86 133 182 .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 .95 546 115 64 -- 132 113 .17 3.76 .03
Negligence 9 546 142 64 .66 132 125 .33 1.94 29
Outcomes 93 546 1.16 .65 -- 132 1.01 .05 13.00 .26
lllegal Behavior .88 546 121 .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 .89 546 138 .74 .76 132 121 43 1.72 25
Academic Deviance .98 546 1.27 .64 .99 132 111 .24 2.67 27
Academic Dishonesty .93 546 1.26 .68 .79 132 111 .29 2.34 24
Support Acad. Dishon.| .88 546 1.31 .69 71 131 115 .33 2.09 25
Misrepresentation .95 546 1.27 .65 .86 131 112 .27 241 25
Lying .93 546 1.24 .64 .63 131 1.08 .21 3.05 27
Incivility 91 546 1.37 74 .76 132 125 51 1.45 A7
Interpersonal Incivility .87 546 1.33 72 .69 131 116 .33 2.18 .26
Disruptive Behavior .75 546 141 .85 T 130 131 .82 1.04 A2
CCB-O .98 546 1.37 .62 - 131 1.0 .23 2.70 .30
CCB 91 546 137 74 72 132 125 51 1.45 A7
Total CCB 97 546 136 .62 - 133 118 .22 2.82 32

Note.Support Acad. Dishon. = Support Academic Dishonestynimum score = 1; Maximum score = 7. Indented variables are CCB facets and sit directly
below their composite dimension. C&Bis the average of Withdrawal Behavior, Theft/Sabotage; Negligence/Outcomes; lllegal Behavior; and Academic
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Deviance. CCH = Incivility. Total CCB is an average of the six composite dimensioalis with two dashes indicate uncalculatable alpha (items negative
correlated or only one item with variancB)ratio is careless responder-seport SD divided by careless respondtherreport SD.
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Careless Responder sedfport CWB descriptive statistics and standardized mean differences with Study 1 sannpfoseGWB

CarelesResponders Study 1Sample
UMosier N M SD N M SD| Uratio d 90% CI

Composite CWB
CWB total 97 302 1.49 8 1,042 1.41 44 182 .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 tota .95 302 1.59 .86 1,042 1.49 49 1.76 .17
Workplace deviancé O 9 302 1.46 .92 1,042 1.68 .61 1.51 -32
Workplace deviance | 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 19 242 .25
CWBC-O 95 302 1.26 47 1,042 1.19 21 224 24
CWBCH .96 302 1.19 .46 1,042 1.11 A7 271 .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 A7 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 A7 2.71 .30

Note.For this table, measures were left in their original response mefpigili¥ frequency scale for Workplace Deviance ampbmt frequency scale for CWB

C). For analyses, all scores were standardized, and CWB total; @Wtal, and CWH total compositesvere created using standardized variable.



Appendix 3-A

From Foldes(2006, Senior Leader WrongdoingModel used as Politician Misconduct Categories and Composites

Composite
Name

Category Name

Category Description

Organizational

Misuse of organizational
resources

Wrongdoing that involves the inappropriate use of any of the
organi zationds resources, 1inc
and/or intellectual property.

Discrimination

Wrongdoing that involves treatment or consideration based on a
or category rather than individual merit.

Interpersonal incivility &

Wrongdoing that involves being uncivil or discourteous towards

Misconduct | aggression others either in public or or@n-one me#ngs or encounters. Can
include verbal abuse, discrediting others, and casting dispersion
on factors both related and unrelated to work.

Nepotism Wrongdoing that involves favoritism and/or patronage shown to
relatives, close friends, and thosehwivhom the senior leader is
engaged in intimate relations.

Lying & breaking agreements| Wrongdoing that involves a lack of demonstrated foltbwough on
agreements, covering up for others, and blatant lying.

Interpersonal | Misuse ofpower in the Wrongdoing that involves wusin

Misconduct | organization authority to negatively impact others at work. It may include dera
another employeebs career, re

bounds of authority
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Misrepresentation/manipulatiq
of information

Wrongdoing that involves presenting false information,
misrepresenting information, hiding/withholding information,
destroying information, or compelling others to do any of the form

Self-gratifying
Misconduct

Sexual harassment

Wrongdoing that involves unwelcome sexual advances, requests
sexual favors, and other verbal or physical conduct of a sexual ng
Submitting to or rejecting this conduct may either explicitly or
implicitty af fect an individual s ¢
with an individual 6s work per
hostile, or offensive work environment for the target and/or others

Alcohol use

Wrongdoing that involves drinking alcohol véniat work in
unsanctioned ways. This behayv
empl oyment, wunreasonably inte
performance, or create an intimidating, hostile, or offensive work
environment.

Condone wrongdoing in other

Observing/witnessing others engaging in wrongdoing and ignorin
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Values of rwg(j) descriptives and comparisons

Appendix 3-B

Standardized mean differences in rwg(j) between female and male politicians

Female Male

n mean sd n mean sd Cohen's d 90%ClI

Industriousness 68 .84 .27 86 .90 13 -.29 [-.57;.02]
Orderliness 68 .82 .26 86 .88 A1 -.31 [-.59;.04]
Compassion 68 74 .33 86 73 .32 .03 [-.24,.3]
Politeness 68 .65 .33 86 71 .29 -.19 [-.46,.08]

. Volatility 68 74 .26 86 a7 .26 -12 [-.39,.15]

Interviews =~
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 a7 31 86 .76 .28 .03 [-.24,.3]
Experiencing 68 74 .29 86 .73 .27 .04 [-.23,.31]
Industriousnes: 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]
Speeches

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

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]

Interviews =~
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]
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]
Speeches =

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) betweemterview-based ratings and speecbhased ratings

Interviewbased ratings

Speechkbased ratings

n mean sd n mean sd Cohen's d 90%ClI
Industriousnes: 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 a7 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 A7 .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 a7 .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 Giriffith .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
lleana 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
JanSchakowsky 91 .94 .85 .79 .78 .87 .92 .45 .37 .81 77
Jared Polis .96 .98 a7 .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 a7 .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
JohnKline .92 .88 .89 .68 .70 .70 .81 .87 .68 .00 71
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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 a7 .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 a7 .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 a7 .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 LujanGrisham .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 A7 .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 g7 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 A7 .92 .62
Renee Elimers .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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406

Politician Indust. Order. Comp. Polite. Volat. Wdrw. Assert. | Enthus. | Intell. Exper. Avg.
Steve Cohen .93 74 .00 .55 .70 a7 .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 a7 .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 a7 .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 a7
SD 21 .20 .33 .31 .26 27 .27 .28 .30 .28 .28

Note.Traits are from the Big Five Aspect Scaleglust. = Industriousness, Order. = Orderlin€ssmp. = Compassion, Polite. = Politeness, Volat. = Volatility,
Wdrw. = Withdrawal, Assert. = Assertiveness, Enthus. = Enthusiasm, Intell. = Intellect, Exper. = Experiencing, Avg. = Average.



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 Poliguin .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 a7 .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 g1 .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
DanLipinski .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 a7 .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 a7 .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 a7 .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 a7 .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
lleana 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
JanSchakowsky .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 a7 .70
Jim Matheson .82 .95 .55 .28 71 74 .97 .68 .87 .55 71
Jim McDermott .95 .85 .68 .93 .95 a7 .96 .00 .83 a7 a7
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 a7 .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 a7 .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 a7 .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 a7 .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 a7
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 a7
Mark Pocan .78 .95 .92 .00 .78 .85 .89 .69 .89 .82 .76
Markwayne Mullin .99 .89 .38 .79 51 .79 .86 51 .95 g7 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 a7 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 LujanGrisham .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 a7 .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 g7 .38 g7 .83 .07 .00 .64
Pete Gallego .78 .98 .00 .69 .80 .94 91 .76 .94 .93 a7
RalphHall .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 Elimers 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 a7 .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
SteveWomack .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 a7
Ted Deutch .82 .51 .97 .70 .00 .75 .90 .95 .95 Na .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 a7 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 a7 71 74 72 .75
SD .24 .24 .32 .29 .32 31 .30 .30 .29 31 .30

Note.Traits are from the Big Five Aspect Scaleslust. = Industriousness, Order. = Orderlin€smp. = Compassion, Polite. = Politeness, Volat. = Volatility,
Wdrw. = Withdrawal, Assert. = Assertiveness, Enthus. = Enthusiasm, Intell. = Intellect, ExXpgreriencing, Avg. = Average.



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 rwgj) =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()) =0 8 6 18 13 21 17 16 14 13 17
% of rwgj) =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
Industiousness 3.3% 5.3% -2.0%
Ordetiness 3.3% 4.0% -0.7%
Compasion 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%
Asseriveness 6.5% 10.6% -4.1%
Enthusasm 7.8% 9.3% -1.4%
Intellect 9.2% 8.6% 0.5%
Expeiliencing 7.8% 11.3% -3.4%
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Appendix 3-C
BFAS aspects rwg(j) regressed ontogitician characteristics
Interviews Speeches
Industriousnessng(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
Orderlinesswqg(j)
Gender -.06 .03 .06 .04
Party -.03 .03 .05 .04
Age .00 .00 .00 .00
Tenure .00 .00 .00 .00
Compassiomwg(j)
Gender .01 .05 .05 .06
Party 10 .05 .03 .06
Age -.01 .00 .00 .00
Tenure .00 .00 .00 .00
Politenesswg(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
Withdrawalrwg(j)
Gender -.09 .04 -.04 .05
Party .03 .05 -.02 .05
Age .00 .00 .00 .00
Tenure .00 .00 .00 .00
Assertivenesswg(j)
Gender -.04 .04 .06 .05
Party 13 .04 .04 .05
Age .00 .00 .00 .00
Tenure .00 .00 .00 .00
Enthusiasmwg(j)
Gender -.04 .05 .01 .05
Party .00 .05 -.02 .05
Age .00 .00 .00 .00
Tenure .00 .00 .00 .00

Intellectrwg())
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Gender .00 .05 .02 .05
Party .05 .05 .04 .05
Age .00 .00 .00 .00
Tenure .00 .00 .00 .00
Experiencingwg(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) coefficidBddded 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 father-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 withmself/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 othig' 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 othergeds. [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 gelown 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 takesharge.

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]




417

Continued.

This person does not have an assertive personality. [R]

This person is quick tanderstand 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

Note.[R] indicates itemisreverde ey ed. The pref ace, AiThis persono

wa s



418

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 ca| Seltfocused Altruism Altruistic You feel fulfilled when helping others and will go out
of yourself than taking time for others. of your way to do so.
You do not shy away from contradicting Contrary Cooperation Accommodating You are easy to please and try to avoid confrontatio
others.
You hold yourself in high regard and ar¢ Proud Modesty Modest You are uncomfortable being the center of attention
satisfied with who you are.
You are comfortable using every trick in Compromising Morality Uncompromising You think it is wrong to take advantage of others to |
the book to get what you want. ahead.
You think people should generally rely | Hard-hearted Sympathy Empathetic You feel what others feel and are compassionate
more on themselves than on others. toward them.
You are wary obther people's intentions Cautious of others | Trust Trusting of others You believe the best in others and trust people easil
and do not trust easily.
Conscientiousness
You are content with your level of Content Achievementstriving | Driven You set high goals for yourself and work hard to
accomplishment and do not feel the neg achieve them.
to set ambitious goals.
You would rather take action Bold Cautiousness Deliberate You carefully think through decisions before making|
immediately than spend time deliberatir] them.
making a decision.
You do what you want, disregarding rul{ Carefree Dutifulness Dutiful You take rules and obligations seriously, even wher
and obligations. they are inconvenient.
You do not make a lot of time for Unstructured Orderiness Organized You feel a strong need for structure in your life.
organization in your daily life.
You have a hard time sticking with Intermittent Self-discipline Persistent You can tackle and stick with tough tasks.
difficult tasks for a long period of time.
You frequently doubt your ability to Selfdoubting Self-efficacy Selfassured You feel you have the ability to succeed in the tasks
achieve your goals. you set out to do.
Extraversion
You appreciate a relaxed pace in life. | Laid-back Activity level Energetic You enjoy a faspaced, busy schedule with many
activities.
You prefer to listen than to talk, Demure Assertiveness Assertive You tend to speak up and take charge of situations,

especially in group situations.

you are omfortable leading groups.
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Description of Low Value Term Facet Term Description of High Value

You are generally serious and do not jo| Solemn Cheerfulness Cheerful You are a joyful person and share that joy with the

much. world.

You prefer activities that are quiet, calm Calmseeking Excitementseeking | Excitementseeking You are excited by taking risks and feel bored witho

and safe. lots of action going on.

You are a private person and do not let| Reserved Friendliness Outgoing You make friends easily and feel comfortable aroun

many people in. other people.

You have a stnag desire to have time to| Independent Gregariousness Sociable You enjoy being in the company of others.

yourself.

Emotional Range

It takes a lot to get you angry. Mild -tempered Anger Fiery You have a fiery temper, especially when things do
go your way.

You tend to feel calm and salfsured. Selfassured Anxiety Prone to worry You tend to worry about things that might happen.

You are generally comfortable with Content Depression Melancholy You think quite often about the things you are unhay

yourself as you are. about.

You have control over your desires, Self-controlled Immoderation Hedonistic You feel your desires strongly and are easily tempte

which are not particularly intense.

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 thinkir
of you.

You handle unexpected events calmly | Calm under pressure| Vulnerability Susceptible to stress | You are easily overwhelmed in stressful situations.
and effectively.

Openness
You enjoy familiar routines and prefer | Consistent Adventurousness Adventurous You are eager to experience new things.

not to deviate from them.

You are less concerned with artistic or
creative activities than most people.

Unconcerned with arf

Artistic interests

Appreciative of art

You enjoy beauty and seek out creative experiencey

You do not frequently think about or Dispassionate Emotionality Emotionally aware You are aware of your feelings and how to express
openly express your emotions. them.

You prefer facts over fantasy. Down-to-earth Imagination Imaginative You have a wild imagination.

You prefer dealing with the world as it iy Concrete Intellect Philosophical You are open to and intrigued by new ideas and lovi
rarely considering abstract ideas. explore them.

You prefer following with tradition to Respectful of Liberalism Authority-challenging | You prefer to challengauthority and traditional value|

maintain a sense of stability.

authority

to effect change.

Note.Copied from IBM Personality Insights. Retrieved from https://cloud.ibm.com/docs/persdnaigits?topic=personalitynsightsscience on June 7, 2019.
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Appendix 3-F
The charter for GovTrackopiedfrom https://www.govtrack.us/aboon October 23,
2021.
Our Charter
1.GovTrack. usdéds mission is to hel|

a. We make information about the United States Congressssible,
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 ust
take action to make a meaningful difference.

c. We actively seek outg information relevant to our mission and ne}
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 demsis have grave consequences, and
we carry out our work respectfully and responsibly.

b. We never misrepresent or exclude information to favor one side of
issue before Congress. We never side for or against any policy,
politician, or organizatio® excep policies that further or hinder our|
mission as described in this charter.

c. We do not accept grants from partisan organizations. Our advertis
space is made available to all advertisers without regard to politicg
views.

3. We are committed to democracy

a. We believe that transparency and education are crucial for achievi
equity in rights and representation for all Americans.

b. We believe that the best outcomes can be achieved not only with i
informed public but also with a Congress that has the capaaityake
informed decisions.

c. We |l ove the |l egislative brancl
about it so much.
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Description of process used to calcul

October, 23, 2021.

Ideology Analysis of Members of Congress

The ideology analysis assigns adeftht score to each Member of Congress based on their
pattern of cosponership. The leftright 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 Membes 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
bills, or bills by the same set of authors, and inversely Members of Congress withrdiffere
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 {
right which plot the ideology score on the horizontal axis andi¢la€lershipscore on the vertical
axis.

Overview

The data that goes into this analysis is a list of who sponsored or cosponsored which bills. T
LIN2E OSaa R2SayQi thedilsior theiparty &fifatiod &r ArytBing elsefout the
Members of Congress, but it is able to infer underlying behavioral patterns, some of which
correspond to reailvorld concepts like leftight ideology.

. 2d2Qtf 4SS Ay (K She @éologyEnalysig goesinigddd jdlfatse&paratifighkhe
Democrats from the Republicans, and within each party the moderates from the extremes. |
wanted to know how your representatives stood in relation to their peers ideologically, this ¢
is a god place to start.

.dzi 1SSLI AY YAYR AGEa fTAYAGEFEGAZ2YyAY ! (K2 dz=
significantly over time because of the limited data used in the analysis and that Ieglslatmg is
process involving chance. In additiovhile we sometimes refertothisas a lth 3 K i & O
something we attribute to the analysis after we see the resultd may be measuring something
else, perhaps something more closely related to partisass, and it may be affected by the
popularity of a legislator since the analysis looks at when legislators work together. Addition;
cosponsorship is a lovisk legislative action that might not reflect how a legislator might vote
when forced to make yesr-no decisions. And our scores mag dl|amed 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 byProfessor Keith Poolgsing voting records rather than cosponsorship produces sin
results: seevoteview.com (As far as we know, we were the first to apply this sort of analysis 1
cosponsorshi behavior.)
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https://www.govtrack.us/about/analysis#leadership
http://pooleandrosenthal.com/recentpolitics.htm
http://www.voteview.com/

Continued.

Methodology

The statistical method behind this analysis is Principal Components Analysis, also known ag
dimensionality reduction. Principal Components Analysis is a statistical technique that reveg
underlying patterns irdata.

| SNBQa K2g Al 62NJaY C2NX | YIFGNRE 61 3N
Congress and rows also representing Members of Congress. Do this for the House and Ser
separately. We include (co)sponsorship from the current and previsasongresses, so

between four and six years of data. For the Senate, you have a 100x100 table. In each cell
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 samensgor in the row and column, put in the number of
bills he or she introduced. Then compute the singular value decomposition of the matrix (wk
how Principal Components Analysis is often done).

Every square matrix has a singular value decompositionhwdan 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. V
have found that theseconddimension 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 eac
Member of CongressisTFAf Al GSR gAGK® Ly FFOdz (GKSNB
to do with liberat or conversativeness 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 ataxfihains their
record of cosponsorship. But in practice it captures-tgfht ideology very well.
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Description of calculations used to

GovTrack.us on October 23, 2021.

Leadership Analysis of Members of Quass

A leadership score is computed for each Member of Congress by looking at how often othel
Members of Congress cosponsor their hillsnore or less. The analysis is based on PageRani
D223ftSQa Ff3I2NAGKY F2NINrylAy3d LI 3ISa 2y i

Theidead SKAYR I fSIFIRSNEKAL) a02NB Aa GKFG AT
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 lelership score on the vertical axis and fheologyscore on the
horizontal axis.

¢CKSNB IINB a2YS8S AyGSNBadGAy3d sHapeyChrgredsignaliliesders
appearto be more extreme. There are some confounding effects to consider here. Leaders {
to be more senior members of Congress, they tend to be older, and they have had more tim
LI NGAOALI GS Ay tS3AAAtFdAYyId . dzi erésthy®rektDNE
to having an extreme political ideology.

These leadership and ideology scores give us a view into Congress that is normally hidden
2SS OFLyQi 20aSNBS tSIRSNAKALID 2SQNB y2i (K
where you can see relationships form. But those relationships are known to the representati
FYR aSylGd2NAR® LiIQa 20@0A2dza (2 GKSY® ¢KSe
is a sort of social knowledge that is locked within the insiitutof Congress, unless we get a litt
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. T
LIN2EOSaa R2SayQi t221 G (§KS QOfWandsisiof Gofgresisk
but it is able to infer underlying behavioral patterns, some of which correspond tevweddl
concepts like leadership.

We first began publishing leadership scores in 2010. As far as we know, this analysis is uni(
GovTrack.

Methodology

CKS AYALANFGA2Y FT2NJ GKAA lylrfeara O2YvYSa ¥
D223fS Nryla GKS 2NRSNJ 2F LJ 3ISa Ay AdGa aés
links you get to your website from other websites, ahd more links those other websites have
the higher your PageRank and the higher up in search results you appear.
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https://www.govtrack.us/about/analysis#ideology

Continued.
I SNBQa K2¢ 6S FLILXeé& AlG G2 /2y3aINBaay (KS Y
bills,andthemoréd2 a L2y a2 NBR (K2aS 20KSNJ aSYOSNE 27

Score.

We start by forming a matrix (a grid of numbers) with cosponsorship data. It is the same ma
in theideology analysisso 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 Congres
That is the leadership score.

This analysis came from a suggestion fdweeph Barillad ¢ K2 D2 @¢ NI O1 Qa §
college). (The original formulation of the score for Member of Congress X was the mean aci
other Members of Congress Y of the log of the number of billesped by X and cosponsored
by Y divided by the number of bills sponsored by Y and cosponsored by X.)
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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

Previouscareers 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 anéxtraction 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

total
Past Military Service Dem Rep 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.



Appendix 3-H

Rater survey questions and response summaries

In a previous section of this survey, you werasked to rate the individual's

personality. Please indicate the degree to which each of the following facto Responses

influenced how you rated the individual's personality.

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. 30 152 234 129
Their choice of words or how they spoke. 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
Previousknowledge 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. 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

fﬁ;ﬁ;}%{/?&%ﬁ%ﬂ:ﬁ;ﬂﬂs ttr?sic(s) N M SD median MAD min max skew kurtosis SE
video?

For all politicians 979 49.46 26.04 50 29.65 0 100 -0.05 -0.99 0.83
For Democrat 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 Democrat politicians 257 51.79 25.05 50 29.65 0 100 -0.05 -0.9 1.56
For Republicampoliticians 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 Democrdt 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 Femalgpoliticians 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




All Videos
a%:%gvl\]g;hdeoizgil:/i?i%;elee%g::gcrieii m:eh Z:;%Z?leye disagree ts 8;2:5\;2: S?g‘gi\gga agree Sgg?géy Mean SD
For all politicians 8 43 93 440 313 86 4.29 0.96
For Democrat 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 Democrdt 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 Democrat 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 samparty 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 . Extremel
you are with the individual in Not .a.u all Sl|g.h.tly Modergtel Very' y total
. familiar familiar y familiar familiar -
the video you watched. familiar
For all politicians 900 54 23 3 3 983
For Democrat 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
3 (Chris Murphy, Henry
Yes 4 Cuellar, Ken Buck)
No 979
Have you heard this person's
name in the news in theast two n
years?
Many times 1
A few times 1
Once 1
Never 1
Don't recall 979
Have you ever voted for this n
person?
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 pasttwo years?

Many times

A few times

Once

Never

Dondt recal |

979

Have you listened to an interview
(radio, podcast, etc.) of this person
in the past two years?

Many times

A few times




Once 0
Never 1
Don't recall 979
Before today, have you watched
an interview (internet, television, n
etc.) of this person in the past two
years?
Many times
A few times
Once 19
Never 721
Don't recall 231
Before today, for how long have
you been aware of thisndividual n
as a public figure?
Was not aware 942
Less than 1 year 20
Between 1- 3 years 16
Between 3 5 years
Longer than 5 years
How familiar are you with this
individual's views on public n
policy?
Extremely familiar
Very familiar
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 n
yes, please enter the state.
Yes 34
No 949
Do you know (with certainty)
which party this person is a

n
member of? If yes, please enter
the name of the party.
Yes 23
| am not certain, but | could guess 468
| don't know 492
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If you had to guess which

political party thls personis a Guessed _ Guessed Total Guessed Rater N

member of, which party would correctly incorrectly

you guess?

Republican raters 47 37 191

Democrat raters 172 97 269 511

Libertarian raters 12 40

Green Party raters

Tea Party raters 1

Independent / no party affiliatiol

raters 35 33 177

other/prefer not to say 14 8 53

How strongly do you feel you Rater and Rater &

know what this person is All Republican | Democrat . Polit
. oo L e Polit Same .

probably like on a personal Politicians | Politicians | Politicians Different

Party

level? 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




All videos
How clf)sely d_o you_thlnk this Not at Not Somewha | Closel Very
person's public profile matches all very t closel closel
how he/she actprivately? closely y y y
For all politicians 41 143 542 232 25
For Democrat 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 VNeort Somewha | Closel gg?él
all y t closely y
closely y
For allpoliticians 21 63 265 134 18
For Democrdt 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
Ratersame party as politician
(FALSE) 13 41 175 75 11
Speeches
Not at Not Somewha | Closel very
very closel
all t closely y
closely y
For all politicians 20 80 277 98 7
For Democrat 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 thisndividual is, | Far below Moderatel Slightly Slightly Moderatel Far above
compared to the general population. average y below below Average above y above average

average average average average

For all politicians 0 10 16 98 277 496 86
For Democrat politicians 0 3 44 131 273 53
For Republican politicians 0 7 54 146 223 33
For Female politicians 0 4 30 108 228 53
For Male politicians 0 6 10 68 169 268 33
Rater same party as politician (TRUE) 0 2 28 76 207 34
Rater same party awlitician (FALSE) 0 8 9 62 188 274 47

Interviews
For all politicians 0 7 7 57 135 259 36
For Democrdt 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 Malepoliticians 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 Democrat 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
. . . . Not very Somewhat
is going on in these various levels of Not at all Closely Very closely
- closely closely
politics?
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 Nc;t"at Minimall Somtewha Moderatel Highly Expertly Total
you are. Y Y
All raters 3 193 303 349 97 11 956
Male raters 10 51 86 148 55 9 359
Femaleraters 20 141 216 198 42 2 619
Democraic raters 10 91 159 195 50 6 511
Republican raters 6 40 62 57 24 2 191
independent / no affiliation
raters 40 53 61 13 1 177
other party voters 3 9 15 26 8 2 63
How strongly do you agree with
the following Somewh
statement: "Politicians are ﬁf[rongly Disagree at Somewh Agree Strongly Total
. ; . . isagree . at agree agree
genuinely interested in helping disagree
people.”
All raters 47 192 287 375 76 6 983
Male raters 13 74 97 134 36 5 359
Femaleraters 34 116 188 240 40 1 619
Democraic 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 0 177
other party raters 4 12 22 19 1 63




How strongly do you agree with Somewh
the following Strongly . Somewh Strongly

N . . Disagree at Agree Total
statement: "Politicians genuinely | disagree di at agree agree

. Y isagree
want to be of service to society.
All raters 40 172 222 409 129 11 983
Male raters 12 61 79 142 56 9 359
Femaleraters 28 110 141 266 72 2 619
Democraic raters 21 84 102 224 74 6 511
Republican raters 26 45 81 33 3 191
independent / no affiliation raters 48 45 65 10 0 177
other party raters 8 18 23 8 2 63
How stror_wgly do you agree with Somewh
the following statement: Strongly Disagree at Somewh Adree Strongly Total
"Politicians are just out for their disagree 9 disaqree at agree 9 agree
own interests." 9
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
Democraic raters 3 30 102 232 104 40 511
Republican raters 0 23 41 80 37 10 191
independent raters 0 26 66 61 22 177
other party raters 1 10 27 13 5 63
How often do you vote in the
following types of elections? About Total
Sometime | half the Most of
Never S time the time Always

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 Not Extremel
elections, | only pay attention to the Slightly Fairly Accurat

X . : . accurate y Total
presidential candidates. | don't follow accurate | accurate e

\ : , . at all accurate

other 'down-ticket' candidates or
races."
All raters 225 295 239 161 63 983
Male raters 95 103 86 55 20 359
Female raters 129 190 151 106 43 619
Democraic 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 All raters Males Females All raters Males Females
most strongly?
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%
GreenParty 7 3 4 0.7% 0.8% 0.7%
Tea Party 2 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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No
:I?)\;lvgogzrr:ydl?n)ézuir:/ gttne Always Mos.t of hpe‘itl}otlrjwte Sometime ocgirs]:)(;nall Never p.a.rty I don't Inré?/\(/e? I;:;‘fg Total
election? the time time s y aﬁ'“natlo vote voted answer
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
Democraic raters 125 264 41 15 22 12 3 3 17 9 511
Republican raters 29 97 20 8 14 9 0 13 0 191
independent raters 15 13 21 13 17 69 9 16 3 177
other party raters 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 . Moderatel Very Extremely
: . Extremel | Very Moderatel | Middle of |y . .| Unanswere
conservativeyour views on - X ; .| conservati | conservati Total
o . y liberal liberal y liberal the road conservati d
economic (fiscal) policyare. ve ve ve
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
Democraic raters 50 121 198 91 42 8 0 1 511
Republican raters 3 17 79 66 23 0 191
independent raters 40 61 48 8 0 172
other party raters 5 6 9 16 10 8 0 63
. . Moderatel
Indicate h.OW I|bera! or . Extremel Very Moderatel | Middle of y very . Extremely‘ Unanswere
conservativeyour views on social - . - . | conservati | conservati Total
h y liberal liberal y liberal the road | conservati d
policy are. ve ve ve
All raters 199 258 211 158 99 44 14 0 983
Male raters 49 78 90 71 45 17 0 359
Female raters 147 179 121 86 54 27 0 619
Democraic raters 162 197 100 42 8 2 0 511
Republican raters 2 6 25 33 72 39 14 0 191
independent raters 18 31 54 57 16 0 177
other partyraters 17 20 17 6 1 2 0 63

439



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
Democraic 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 pre;ee:yn’c\)lt o
All raters 983 359 619 4 1
Democraic 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

Two or Two or
Rater Am Pac Twoor | More i More T Two or prefer
race/ethnicity total Ind Asian | Black | Hispanic | Islande | White | More i Black Hispanic | More i not to
counts n N N N N rN N Asian N N N White N | other N 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
Democraic raters 511 0 67 28 26 1 350 16 7 8 1 6 1
Republicarraters 191 1 9 0 167 0 4 0 0 2
independent raters| 177 4 14 0 132 2 5 0 1 0
other party raters 104 0 15 1 68 1 2 0 2 6
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Two or Two or
Rater Am Pac Two or | More i More i Two or prefer
race/ethnicity total Ind Asian | Black | Hispanic | Islande | White | More i Black Hispanic | More i not to
counts n N N N N rN Asian N N N White N | other N 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%
Democraic 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%
Republicanraters | 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 | 23% | 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%
2-yror
HS trade
Rater race/ethnicity Did not diploma Some school Bachelor's | Master's Doctoral Prefer not No
percentages finish HS or equiv. college degree degree degree degree to answer | 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
Democraic raters 0 64 258 33 64 12 2 1
Republican raters 0 26 121 8 20 0 0
independent raters 0 22 72 18 37 4 2
other party raters 0 9 57 14 9 0 1
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2-yr or

HS trade
Rater race/ethnicity Did not diploma Some school Bachelor's | Master's Doctoral Prefer not No
percentages finish HS or equiv. college degree degree degree degree to answer | 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%
Democraic 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
ICC(1,k) [90% ICC(1,k) [90%

Interviews N Cl] Speeches N Cl
Industriousness 148 0.42[.29,.53] Industriousness 143 0.33[.18,.46]
Orderliness 148 0.23[.06,.38] Orderliness 145 0.36 [.22,.49]
Conscientiousnes 144 0.38[.25,.51] Conscientiousnes 143 0.30[.15,.44]
Compassion 133 0.74[.68,.79] Compassion 133 0.68 [.®),.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 0.711[.64,.77]
Withdrawal 144 0.52[.41,.61] Withdrawal 133 0.63 [.54,.7]
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 [.4,.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 includesnly politicians and aspecigth rwg(j) > 0.
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For all aspect ratings within politicians

ICC(1,k) [90%

ICC(1,k) [90%

Interviews N Cl Speeches N Cl

Industriousness 155 0.35[.21,.47] Industriousness 154 0.10[-.09,.27]
Orderliness 155 0.26 [.10,.40] Orderliness 154 0.30[.14,.43]
Conscientiousnes 155 0.66 [.59,.73] Conscientiousnes: 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 vitbeseBFAS 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%Cl
Conscientiousness 58 485 29 83 476 .26 .33 .04,.62
Industriousness 62 492 39 84 486 .32 A7 -.11,.45
Orderliness 63 475 32 84 467 .31 .25 -.03,.53
Agreeableness 51 427 51 67 406 .54 40 .09,.72
Compassion 59 438 56 74 415 .60 .39 .10,.69
Politeness 58 407 53 75 39 54 .32 .03,.62
Neuroticism 57 291 .38 73 29 41 .03 -.26,.33
Volatility 63 298 58 79 294 57 .07 -.21,.35
Withdrawal 59 288 35 79 289 35 -03 -.32,.26
Extraversion 54 438 30 76 426 .28 42 12,.73
Assertiveness 61 505 .39 80 4.9 .38 .39 .11,.68
Enthusiasm 59 3.7 39 81 3.61 .40 .23 -.06,.52
Openness 55 421 40 74 392 .43 .69 .38,1.01
Intellect 59 471 39 77 452 .40 48 .19,.78
Experiencing 61 372 56 80 325 .61 .80 .50,1.11
Females Males
Variable N M SD N M SD d 90%ClI
Conscientiousness 65 485 26 77 47 .33 .50 .22,.79
Industriousness 65 496 36 77 481 .41 .39 .11,.68
Orderliness 65 475 .31 79 458 .34 .52 .24,.81
Agreeableness 57 416 46 66 398 55 .35 .05,.66
Compassion 61 433 45 71 415 57 .35 .06,.65
Politeness 63 401 50 75 384 .52 .33 .04,.62
Neuroticism 53 3.14 44 63 3.09 .43 12 -.19,.43
Volatility 58 325 57 72 326 .63 -.02 -.31,.27
Withdrawal 58 306 .38 72 296 .36 .27 -.02,.57
Extraversion 58 428 .24 63 419 .33 31 .01,.62
Assertiveness 62 51 .35 70 486 .45 .59 .29,.D
Enthusiasm 63 348 32 74 349 .44 -03 -.32,.26
Openness 54 416 .38 68 3.88 .46 .66 .35,.99
Intellect 60 459 46 76 447 45 .26 -.03,.55
Experiencing 58 37 44 74 326 .62 .80 49,1.12

Note.Bolded values have 90% confidence intervals that exclude zero. These results excluding potential
outlier cases have simildrvalue magnitudes and direction of differences as the analysis including
potential outliers.
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Standardized meatifferences between othegsited personality for Democrat and
Republican politicians excluding potential outlier cases

Democrats Republicans
Variable N M SD N M SD d 90%Cl
Conscientiousness 74 479 30 67 481 .24 -.07 -.35,.21
Industriousness 77 4.9 37 69 486 .32 A2 -.16,.
Orderliness 76 467 34 71 474 .28 =22 -.50,.05
Agreeableness 64 423 50 54 405 .57 .34 .03,.66
Compassion 72 436 53 61 413 .64 .39 .10,.69
Politeness 69 408 .49 64 386 .57 42 13,.72
Neuroticism 69 2.9 37 61 291 .42 -.03 -.32,.26
Volatility 76 292 54 66 3 .60 -.14 -42,.14
Withdrawal 71 289 .31 67 2.88 .39 .03 -.25,.31
Extraversion 68 434 .30 62 428 .29 .20 -.09,.9
Assertiveness 77 498 41 64 495 .36 .08 -.20,.36
Enthusiasm 69 3.72 35 71 358 .43 .36 .08,.65
Openness 69 414 39 60 3.94 .48 .46 .16,.77
Intellect 73 466 .36 63 454 .44 .30 .01,.59
Experiencing 71 364 55 70 3.27 .66 .61 .32,.91
Democrats Republicans
Variable N M SD N M SD d 90%Cl
Conscientiousness 74 479 32 68 475 .29 .13 -.15,.41
Industriousness 74 489 42 68 486 .35 .08 -.20,.36
Orderliness 76 469 .34 68 463 .34 .18 -.10,.46
Agreeableness 63 411 55 60 4.01 .47 .20 -.10,.51
Compassion 68 429 54 64 417 49 .23 -.06,.53
Politeness 71 395 54 67 3.88 .48 .14 -.14,.43
Neuroticism 60 315 49 56 3.06 .36 .21 -.10,.53
Volatility 66 327 68 64 325 .51 .03 -.26,.32
Withdrawal 68 306 39 62 294 .34 .33 .04,.63
Extraversion 64 422 .32 57 424 .26 -.07 -.38,.23
Assertiveness 71 497 42 61 498 .43 -.02 -.31,.27
Enthusiasm 70 348 43 67 348 .34 .00 -.29,.29
Openness 64 405 41 58 3.96 .49 .20 -.10,.51
Intellect 72 455 42 64 449 50 .13 -.16,.42
Experiencing 67 353 56 65 337 .62 .27 -.02,.57

Note.Bolded values have 90% confidence intervals that exclude zero. The magnitude and direct of d values
for partydifferences 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 otheted personality from interviews and politician miscondextjuding outlier cases

trait gender  party age tenure p;(r:' Iéi%‘ votes  avoid. I\/Il?st %g I\S/IS Tl\ﬁitsl
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

Industri .08 .06 -.08 -.10 -.14 -.18 .00 -.08 -.09 -.07 .00 -.09
naustriousness .06,21  -08,2 -21,06 -.24,04 .280 -33:02 -15.14 -21,06 -22,05 -2,07 -13,14 -23,05
orderli 12 -.12 -.06 -.07 -.19 -.03 -.15 .03 .05 -.05 .02 .01
raeriiness .01,26 -25.02 -19,08  -2,07 -32-05 -19,13 -29-01 -11,17 -09,19 -19,09 -12,16 -13,14

A bl .19 17 -.10 -.12 -.03 .00 .18 -.03 .01 -.09 .02 -.04
greeableness 04,33 01,31 -25.05 -27,03 -19,12 -19,18  .02,34 -18,13 -14,16 -24,06 -13,17 -19,11
c . .20 .19 -.06 -.04 .03 -.03 .10 .00 .00 -.04 .02 -.01
ompassion 06,33  .05.33 -2,08 -18.11 -12,18  -2,14 -06,25 -14,15 -14,14 -18.11 -12,17 -.16,13
Polit .16 .20 -.09 -.06 -.08 .00 .18 .03 -.04 =11 .05 -.07
oliteness 02,3 06,33 -23.05 -2,.09 -22.07 -17,16  .02,32 -12,17  -18,1 -25.04 -09,19 -21,07

N tici .02 -.02 A1 .09 A1 .13 -.02 .05 -.05 .16 .02 .07
eurotcism 13,16 -16,13 -03,25 -06,23 -04,25 -04,29 -17,14  -1,19  -2,09 02,3  -12,17  -07,22
Volatilit .04 -.07 .06 -.02 .07 .04 -.03 -.04 -.09 .09 -.06 -.02
oOlatility -1,17  -2,07 -08,19 -16.12 -08,21  -12,2 -17,12  -18.1 -22,05 -05.23  -2,08 -.16,12
Withd | -.01 .02 .18 24 .14 .25 .04 .13 -.04 .13 .10 .08
lthdrawa 15,13 -12,16  .04,31  .11,37 -01,28 09,4 -11,18 -01,26  -18,1 -01,26 -05.23 -.06,22
Ext . 21 .10 -.18 -.20 -.06 -.18 .06 -.03 -.05 -.02 -.04 -.06
Xtraversion 07,34 -05.24 -31-03 -33;05 -21,09 -34;01 -09,22 -18.11  -2,09 -17,12 -18,11  -2,08
A " .19 .05 -.19 -.22 -.02 -.23 .02 -.08 -.07 .05 -.07 -.04
ssertiveness 05,32 -09,19 -32;05 -35-09 -16,13 -38;07 -13.17 -21,06 -21,07 -09,19 -21,07  -17,1
Enthusi A1 .18 -.09 -.04 -.08 -.07 .10 .00 .02 -.07 -.01 -.04
nthusiasm .03,25 04,31 -22,05 -17,1 -22,07  -23,1 -05.25 -14.14 -12,16 -21,07 -15,13  -17,1

o .33 .23 .00 -.03 -.06 -.14 .14 -.02 .01 -.08 .07 -.03
penness 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
ntellec 1,37 01,28 -22,06 -25.03 -24,05 -.38:06 -1,2 -15.13 -16,13 -15.14  -1,19 -14,.15
37 .30 09 .09 .02 -.06 .20 -.04 .00 -.07 .07 -.02

Experiencing 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 belomatacPadtiext. = partisan
extremism; leg. lead. kegislative leadership; votes = percentage of missed votes; avoid. = avoidance behavior; Int. Mis = Interpersonal MBogndigt=
Organizational Misconduct; S. G. Mis. = Sgffatifying Misconduct; Total Mis. = Total Misconduct. Correlations exicigautlier cases have similar magnitude
and direction as correlations including outlier cases.



Appendix 3-K

Comparison of politician BFAS otherratings and general public BFAS selratings

449

All Politician All Politician
General Public Interview Ratings Speech Ratings
Cohen's Cohen's
BFAS N M SD N M SD d 90% ClI N M SD 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 .86 148 471 .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]| 138 392 .51 .62 [.47,.77]
Neuroticism 1625 3.39 102 | 136 292 A4 .48 [.33,.63]| 120 3.14 .45 .25 [.09,.41]
Volatility 1629 3.32 115 | 143 297 .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]| 125 399 .51 .53 [.38,.68]
Intellect 1632 4.3 91 139 4.59 A4 -.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 Eugeringfield sample and an mTurk sample. General public item responses were rescaled fiant hikert
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Comparison of female politician BFAS othefratings and female general public BFAS selfatings

450

FemaleGereral Female Politician Female Politician
Public Interview Ratings Speech Ratings
Cohen's Cohen's
BFAS N M SD N M SD d 90% ClI N M SD d 90%ClI

Conscientiousness 1105 4.25 .82 | 59 486 .30 -.76 [-.98;54]| 65 4.85 .26 -.75 [-.96;.54]
Industriousness 1110 4.11 1.04 | 63 493 .40 -81 [-1.03;.59]| 65 4.96 .36 -.84 [-1.06;.63]
Orderliness 1105 4.39 .86 | 63 475 .32 -.43 [-.64;22]| 65 475 .31 -.43 [-.64;.22]
Agreeableness 1105 4.54 73 | 561 427 51 .37 [.13,.61]| 57 4.16 .46 .53 [.31,.76]
Compassion 1108 4.56 91 | 59 438 .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 352 1.01 | 59 293 .44 .60 [.38,.82]| 53 3.14 .44 .38 [.15,.61]
Volatility 1104 3.46 1.15 | 63 298 .58 43 [22,.65]| 58 3.25 .57 19 [-.03,.41]
Withdrawal 1108 358 1.08 | 61 290 .44 .64 [42,.86]| 58 3.06 .38 49 [.27,.71]
Extraversion 1104 3.83 .83 | 56 436 .31 -.65 [-.88;.42] | 59 4.26 .28 -.53 [-.757.31]
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 | 57 421 44 .26 [.04,.48]| 54 4.16 .38 .33 [.10,.56]
Intellect 1109 4.28 .89 | 61 471 .44 -.49 [-.71;.27]| 60 459 .46 -.35 [-.57:.13]
Experiencing 1107 4.52 89 | 61 372 56 91 [.69,1.13]]| 58 3.70 .44 .94 [.71,1.17]

Note.General public sample is from the Euge@ringfield sample and an mTuskmple. General public item responses were rescaled fropoiatLikert
current studyos
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Comparison of male politician BFAS otherratings and male general public BFAS selfatings

451

Male General Public

Male Politician

Interview Ratings

Male Politician
Speech Ratings

Cohen's Cohen's
BFAS N M SD N M SD d 90% ClI N M SD d 90% CI
Conscientiousness 484 4.25 .82 85 4.76 .28 -.67 [-.87;.47]| 78 4.69 .34 -57 [-.78;.37]
Industriousness 486 424 1.02 | 85 485 .34 -.64 [-.84:.44] | 78 479 .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 77 292 44 13 [-.07,33]| 67 3.14 .46 -11 [-.33,.11]
Volatility 489 294 1.08 | 80 296 .61 -.02 [-.22,.18]| 72 3.26 .63 -31 [-.52;.10]
Withdrawal 487 3.14 1.07 | 82 290 .39 .24 [.04,44]| 76 3.02 .44 A2 [-.08,.32]
Extraversion 485 3.89 .94 77 425 .29 -.41 [-.62;.21] | 65 4.17 .36 -31 [-.53;.09]
Assertiveness 4883 3.83 1.09 | 81 4.89 .40 -1.04 [-1.25;.83]| 72 4.82 .50 -.96 [-1.18;.74]
Enthusiasm 486 394 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,.90]
Intellect 487 4.37 .94 78 450 .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 Euge@ringfield sample and an mTuskmple. General public item responses were rescaled fropoiatLikert
the current studyods
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Comparison of Democrat politician BFAS otherratings and general public BFAS selratings

452

Democrat Democrat
Politician Politician Speech
Gerneral Public Interview Ratings Ratings
Cohen's Cohen's
BFAS N M SD N M SD d 90% CI N M SD d 90% CI
Conscientiousness 1625 4.24 .82 74 479 .30 -.68 [-.88;.48] | 75 477 .34 -.66 [-.86;.46]
Industriousness 1632 4.14 1.04 77 49 .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 72 436 .53 .10 [-.10,.30] | 69 4.27 .57 19 [-.01,.39]
Politeness 1629 4.45 .88 69 4.08 .49 43 [23,.63]| 71 395 54 .58 [.38,.78]
Neuroticism 1625 3.39 1.02 | 73 293 .43 46 [.26,.66]| 60 3.15 .49 24 [.02,.46]
Volatility 1629 332 115 | 76 292 .54 .35 [.16,.54]| 66 3.27 .68 .04 [-.17,.25]
Withdrawal 1631 346 110 | 75 293 .42 49 [29,.69]| 68 3.06 .39 37 [.17,.57]
Extraversion 1625 3.84 .86 70 432 31 -.57 [-77:37]| 66 4.2 .36 -.43 [-.64;.22]
Assertiveness 1628 3.78 1.03 | 78 497 .43 -1.18 [-1.38;98] | 73 4.93 .49 -1.14 [-1.34;.94]
Enthusiasm 1632 3.9 .99 70 37 .37 21 [.01,.41]| 70 3.48 .43 43 [.23,.63]
Openness 1626 4.38 .75 70 412 .40 .35 [.15,.55]| 66 4.04 .48 46 [.25,.67]
Intellect 1632 4.3 .91 74 464 .39 -.38 [-.58;.18] | 73 453 .46 -.26 [-.46:.06]
Experiencing 1629 4.45 .92 71 3.64 .55 .89 [69,1.09]| 69 354 .64 1.00 [.79,1.21]

Note.General public sample is from the Eugeringfield sample and an mTuskmple. General public item responses were rescaled fropoiatLikert
the current studyods
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Comparison of Republican politician BFAS otherratings and general public BFAS sekratings

Republican

Politician Republican

Interview Politician Speech

General Public Ratings Ratings
Cohen's Cohen's
BFAS N M Sb | N M SD d 90%ClI| N M SD d 90% ClI

Conscientiousness 1625 4.24 .82 | /0 481 .28 -71  [-91;51]| 68 475 .29 -63  [-.84:.43]
Industriousness 1632 4.14 1.04 | /1 486 .36 -71 [-91;51]| 68 486 .35 -70  [-.91:.49]
Orderliness 1627 434 86 | 72 475 .29 -49  [-.69;29]| 69 459 .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 445 95 | 61 413 .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 339 1.02 | 63 291 .45 48  [.27,69]| 60 3.12 .42 27 [.05,.49]
Volatility 1629 332 1.15 | 67 3.03 .65 26  [.05,.47]| 64 325 .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 384 .86 | 63 427 .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 39 99 | 71 3.58 .43 33 [13,53]| 67 3.48 .34 43 [.22,.64]
Openness 1626 438 .75 | 62 3.93 .53 61  [40,83]| 59 392 .54 62 [.40,.84]
Intellect 1632 43 91 | 65 453 .49 -26 [-.47:05]| 65 4.45 .56 -17 [-.38,.04]
Experiencing 1629 445 92 | 70 3.27 .66 1.30 [1.09,1.51]| 65 3.37 .62 119 [.98,1.4)

Note.General public sample is from the Eugéringfield sample and an mTuskmple. General public item responses were rescaled frepoiatiLikert
f or -poiotmeppanse ssatencerest o t he current studyéds
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Appendix 3-L
Convergencebetween interviewbased and speeclased otherratings of politician personality

Correlation matrix

Interviewbased ratings

e "
g § )] § S e — c Q = 8’
e 3 8 2 7 3 2 S 2 5 4 4 S
g £ £ 8§ & ¢ £ 2 &8 ¢ 2z @§ ¢ B 2
2 2 8§ ¢ £ £ 5 E £ 5 8 £ § g &
o © = ()} O o (] @) = > %] c Q = X
Speeckasedratingsg © = © < O a =2 > = W < w O £ W
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 spbaskd ratings are on the rows. Boxed values are corresponding composites or aspects between
speeckbased and interviewased ratings.
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90% Confidence intervalsfor correlations

Interviewbased ratings

[7)]
4
c 7]
a a a )
s 5 S g s 8 Z
O ) 2 c o e = o 2 e £
= 5 B3 Q k7 @ 0 = ® o 7] A e
o o e @ 9] c
() L c 2] Q §S) P © > = Q 4=
5 = = © © c = £ © o 2 %) o 3 kS
: %2 3 8§ g £ £ § 2 g 3 2 §5 2 %
c =) = > L < S = ) 2
Speeckbased| & S = S o o 9] o) = > ] e o g <
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]
Ag ree [-.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]
Pollte [-.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]
VOIat [-.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]
Wd rWI [-.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, Conmpession, Polite = Politeness, Neurot =
Neuroticism, Volat = Volatility, Wdrwl = Withdrawal, Extrav = Extraversion, Assert = Assertiveness, Enthus = Enthusiasns, 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) metaanalytic big five other-ratings

Metaanalytic otherrated
intercarelations
C A N E o] C A N E o]

Otherrated politician Big Five personality

S5l 28 -45| .16 | .58 14 16 -.04
®) 52 65 -66 .63 | .23 05 12 -14 18

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 E
o)

Note.Coefficients above the diagonal are for intervieased ratings and those below the diagonal are for
speechbased ratings. Coefficients on diagonal for ottaded politician personality are correlations
between intervievbased ratings and speesased rings.



Appendix 3-N

Descriptive statistics fortext-inferred politician personality

interview transcripts

speech transcripts

trait
conscientiousness
achievemenstriving
cautiousness
dutifulness
orderliness
self-discipline
selt-efficacy
agreeableness
altruism
cooperation
morality
sympathy
trust
modesty
emotional range
vulnerability
self-consciousness
immoderation
depression
anxiety
anger
extraversion
activity level
assertiveness
cheerfulness
excitementseeking
friendliness
gregariousness
openness
adventurousness
artistic interests
emotionality
imagination
intellect
liberalism

N
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159

M
79.91
85.25
95.09
75.79
21.43
66.49
64.31
32.92
86.33
78.47
89.89
98.51
67.52
44.41
78.62
12.60
26.07
26.31
35.49

7.39

3.47
41.86
84.69
93.21
25.23

6.45
49.04
21.40
95.84
81.77
73.87
45.91
18.58
99.70
94.92

SD
13.56
10.13

4.64
12.36
11.79
17.43
19.33
20.16
10.48
11.48
11.09

2.56
19.40
21.11
14.29
10.54
16.86
14.49
15.88

6.66

4.49
20.74
13.31

8.18
16.21

5.84
24.39
14.96

4.65
15.56
16.47
22.77
13.03

.58

4.69

N
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159
159

M
85.36
91.58
93.33
77.21
34.84
77.30
83.65
30.52
84.88
71.16
76.18
97.90
74.31
38.35
88.51

9.84
20.65

9.30
35.57
11.65

8.26
59.92
89.55
96.55
21.16
10.42
53.21
22.55
95.60
82.08
68.82
37.74
24.39
97.50
93.76

SD
12.77
7.98
9.36
11.10
15.79
16.46
15.91
19.52
13.93
14.39
18.37
3.79
19.46
21.69
14.00
10.16
17.36
10.06
18.42
11.86
10.13
19.23
10.92
4.25
16.71
9.10
22.20
18.41
5.64
17.09
20.75
27.20
18.70
3.74
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

459

N M SD Median Min Max
Combined Transcripte 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 paliticians



460

Appendix 3-P

Uncorrected correlations between othated personality from interviews apdlitician misconduct

. part. leg. . Int. Org. S.G. Total
trait gender party age tenure ext. lead. votes  avoid. Mis. Mis. Mis. Mis.
c ient .15 -.04 -.07 -.14 -.19 -.16 -.04 .00 -.03 -.07 .01 -.06
onscientiousness 45 o9 _18.1 -2,07 .270 -32;05 -31,01 -19,0  -14,14 -17,11 -21,06 -12,15  -.19,.08
Industriousness A1 .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,.23 270 -19,08 -21,06 -31;04 -26,05 -30-02 -11,16 -10,17 -19,08 -12,15 -.15,13
Agreeableness .19 A7 -.10 -.12 -.03 .00 .18 -.03 .01 -.09 .02 -.04
9 04,33 01,31 -25.05 -27,03 -19,12 -19,18  .02,34 -18,13 -14,16 -24,06 -13,17  -19,11
c . .20 .19 -.06 -.04 .03 .04 .10 .00 .00 -.04 .02 -.01
ompassion 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 A7 .22 -.06 -.04 -.06 .01 .19 .03 -.02 -.09 .06 -.05
03,31  .08,35 -21,08 -18,0  -21,09 -16,18  .04,33 -11,17 -17,12 -23,05 -08,D  -19,.1
N tici .01 .02 .13 A1 .14 .15 .03 -.03 -.06 .09 .00 .01
eurolicism 14,15 -12,16  -01,27 -03,25 0,28 -02,® -12,18 -17,12 -20,08 -05.23 -14,14 -13.16
Volatilit .01 -.09 .03 -.02 .05 .05 -.04 -.05 -.05 .07 -.07 -.02
y 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,D  -13.15
Ext . .19 .09 -.18 -.16 -.05 -.17 .09 -.07 -.06 -.05 -.08 -.10
X{raversion 04,32  -05.23 -31;03 -30-02 -19.1 330 -07,24 -21,08 -20,08 -20,09 -22,07 -.24,05
A " A7 .05 -.18 -.20 .01 -.24 .04 -.13 -.08 .00 -.10 -.08
ssertiveness 03,  -09,18 -31-.05 -33:06 -14,15 -38-08 -.11,18 270 -21,06 -13,14 -24,04 -21,06
Enthusi .09 .16 -.08 -.02 -.07 .01 A1 .01 .00 -.06 .00 -.04
nthusiasm -05,22 02,29 -22.06 -16.12 -21,08 -15.18 -04,26 -13,14 -14.14 -20.08 -14,14 -18,.0
o 33 20 01 -03  -07  -15 13 -0l  -05  -07 07 -04
penness 19,45 06,33 -14,15 -17,12 -22,08 -31,03 -03,28 -15.13 -19,0 -21,08 -07,21 -19.1
.23 12 -.08 -.10 -.12 -.21 .05 .00 -.08 .01 .05 -.02

Intellect

.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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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 -18,0  -14,14 -21,07 -07,D  -.16,12
Note.Bolded values have 90% confidence intervals excluding zero. 90% confidence intervals for the correlations are belomatacPadtiext. = partisan
extremism; leg. lead. = legislative leadership; votes = percentage of missed votes; avoid. = avoidance behavior; mérpisserial Misconduct; Org. Mis. =
Organizational Misconduct; S. G. Mis. = Sgffatifying Misconduct; Total Mis. = Total Miscondt.

Experiencing
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Uncorrected correlations between othated personality from speeches and politician misconduct

trait gender party age tenure p;(r:' Ielzi?j. votes  avoid. I\/Il?st 3:3 I\S/IS Tl\jl)itsl

c ient ‘ .26 .03 .08 -.02 -.10 .09 -.05 14 .08 .03 .05 .08
ONSCIeNtiousnes: |15 3¢  [.11,17] [-06,22] [-15,12] [-27,07] [-07,25] [-19,1]  [0,27] [-06,22] [-11,17] [-.09,18] [-.06,22]
Ind . .20 .01 .00 -.07 -11 .04 -.03 .18 .15 .02 A2 14
NAUSLrIOUSNESS [ o7 331 [.13,15] [-14,14] [-2.07] [-27.07] [12.2] [-18,11] [05.31] [01,28] [-12.15] [-02.26]  [0,.27]
Orderli .25 12 A2 .10 .04 13 -.02 .02 -.03 .06 -.01 .02
raeriiness [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
9 [03,32] [-05,.24] [-25,.04] [-.18,12] [-13,24] [-31,03] [-14,18] [-.09,21] [-11,19] [-22,08] [-.02,28] [-.13,.17]
c . .19 .10 -.13 -.01 .00 -.18 .04 A2 -.06 -.09 15 -.04
ompassion [04,32] [-05,.24] [-27,02] [-15,13] [-17,18] [-.34;01] [-12,19] [-02,26] [-2,08] [-23,05] [01,29] [-.18,.1]
Poli .16 .07 -.02 -.01 .08 -.17 -.02 A2 .01 -.08 12 -.01
oliteness [02,29] [-07,21] [-16,12] [-15,13] [-.1,25] [-.33;01] [-17,13] [-02,26] [-13,15] [-22,.06] [-.02,.25] [-.15,.13]

N - .00 .03 13 .04 A7 13 13 -.02 -.15 12 -.21 -.08
euroticism [-15,15] [-12,18] [-02,28] [-11,19] [-.02,34] [-.05,3] [-03,29] [-17,13] [-29,01] [-03,26] [-35;06] [-.22,.08]
Volatilit -.01 .02 .07 .00 .09 .07 .18 .02 -.06 A1 -12 .00
y [-16,13] [-13,16] [-07,22] [-15,14] [-.09,27] [-1,24] [.03,.33] [-13,16] [-2,09] [-.03,25] [-26,.03] [-.15,.14]

Withd | .05 .06 A2 .02 .22 .10 .01 -.06 -.17 .04 -.23 -.15
ithdrawa [-09,19] [-09,2] [-03,25] [-12,16] [.04,38] [-.07,26] [-15.16] [-2,08] [-3-02] [-.1,19] [-36;09] [-.29;.01]

E . .14 -.05 .02 .03 -.03 .01 .07 .01 -.01 A1 .16 A2
Xtraversion [-01,28] [-19,1] [-13,17] [-11,18] [-.21,16] [-16,18] [-.09,23] [-14,16] [-15,14] [-04,25]  [01,3] [-.03,.27]
A " .25 -.02 .09 -.03 -.03 14 13 .01 .04 12 .08 13
SSEIUVeNess 111 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]

o .30 A2 -.07 .06 .10 -.01 .09 .09 -.09 .01 .20 .03
penness [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 A1 -.02
ntellec [02,.3] [-06,22] [-14,14] [-12,17] [-13,21] [-08,25] [-14,16] [-09,19] [-23,.04] [-15,.13] [-03,25] [-.16,.12]
.34 13 -.06 .02 A1 -12 A1 .07 -.08 -.05 .19 -.01

Experiencing [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 belomatacPadtiext. = partisan
extremism; leg. lead. = legislatileadership; votes = percentage of missed votes; avoid. = avoidance behavior; Int. Mis = Interpersonal Misconduct; Org. Mis. =
Organizational Misconduct; S. G. Mis. = Sgffatifying Misconduct; Total Mis. = Total Misconduct.



Uncorrected correlations betere othefrated personality from interviews and misconduct facets

. . . o misuse misuse . Sex. L alcohol condone

trait lying nepotism incivility misrep. discrim.
pOWer resources harass. use  wrong,
c ienti -.05 .07 -11 -.03 .05 -.05 -.01 .01 -.04 .03
onscientiousness -19,.09 -07,D -.25,.03 17,11 -.00,.18 -19,.09 -14,13 -13,15 -17,0 -11,.17
Ind . -.11 12 -.12 .03 .01 -.08 .01 -.07 -.02 .01
ndustriousness -.25,.02 -02,.25 -.25,.01 -11,.16 12,15 -21,.06 13,14 -.20,.07 -16,.11 -13,.14
orderli .05 -.01 -.04 -.08 .04 -.04 -.02 .10 -.04 .03
raerliness -.08,.19 -15,.13 -18,.09 -.21,.06 -10,.18 -17,.0 -15,12 -.04,23 -17,0 -10,.17
A bl -.18 .14 -.08 .04 12 -.10 .04 -.10 -.06 .03
greeableness -32;.03 -.02,.28 -.23,.08 -11,.19 -.03,.27 -.24,06 -11,.D -.24,06 -.21,.09 -12,.18
C . -.15 A1 -.09 .07 12 -.05 .04 -11 -.06 .03
ompassion -29;.01 -.03,.25 -.23,.05 07,21 -.02,.26 -.19,.09 11,18 -.25,.04 -2,.08 -11,.18
Poli -.16 14 -.06 .03 .04 -.06 .06 -.10 -.03 .05
oliteness -30,-.02 0,.28 -.20,.09 11,17 -10,.18 -.20,.08 -.08,.D -.24,04 17,11 -.09,.19
N - .13 =17 A1 .00 -.20 .05 -.15 .04 .05 .03
euroticism -01,27  -30-.03 -04,24 15,14  -33:.06 -09,19  -29:;01 -10,.18 -.09,.19 11,17
Volatil .08 -.12 .09 .02 -.18 .03 -.15 .03 .01 -.03
olatility -.05,.22 -.25,.02 -.05,.23 -12,15  -31-04 -11,17  -.28:01 -11,.16 -13,.15 -16,.11
Withd | 12 -.18 .05 -.06 -.16 .07 -.11 .02 .08 .08
ithdrawa 02,25  -31;.05 -.08,.19 20,08  -.30-.03 -07,.D -24,03 -11,16 -.06,.22 -.06,.22
E . -.10 .16 -.07 .09 .01 -.15 -.03 -.14 .03 -.09
xtraversion -.24,.05 02,3 -.21,.08 -.05,.23 -14,15  -29:01 17,12 -28,0 11,17 -.23,.06
A . .01 .08 -.02 .05 -12 -.07 -.10 -.06 .04 -.09
ssertiveness -13,.15 -.06,.21 -16,.12 -.08,.19 -.25,.02 -.20,.07 24,04 -19,.08 -10,.18 -.23,.05
Enthusi -.14 .16 -.07 .09 14 -.14 .07 -.15 .01 -.03
nthusiasm 27,0 .02,.29 -21,.07 -.05,.22 0,.27 27,0 .07, D -.28-.01 -13,.15 17,11
o -.18 12 -.08 .03 .05 -.03 .10 -.08 -.06 .06
penness -32;.04 -.03,.26 -22,.06 11,17 -.09,.D -18,.11 -.04,24 22,07 -2,.08 -.08,.D
intell -.08 .08 -.13 .04 .06 .02 .08 -.07 -.03 .04
ntellect -.21,.07 -.06,.22 -.26,.01 -10,.18 -.08,.D 12,16 07,21 21,07 17,11 -1,18
E . . -.20 12 -.02 .04 .05 -.04 .10 -.06 -.06 .06
Xperiencing -33;.06 -.02,25 -.15,12 -10,18 -09,.18 -18,.0 -.04,.24 -.20,.08 -.20,.08 -08,.D

464
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Note.Bolded values have 90% confidence intervals excluding zero. 90% confidence intervals for the correlations are belomatachstj = lying and
breaking agreements; incivility = interpersonal incivility and aggression; misrep. = misrepresentatimngndation of information; sex. harass. = sexual
harassment; discrim. = discrimination; condone wrong. = condone wrongdoing of others.



Uncorrected correlations between othated personality from speeches and misconduct facets

. . . o misuse misuse . Sex. L alcohol condone

trait lying nepotism incivility misrep. discrim.
pOWer resources harass. use  wrong,
Conscienti n .03 -.02 .08 .02 .07 .02 .13 -.06 -.07 .03
onscientiousness -11,16 -15,12 -.06,21 12,16 -07,21 12,15 0,27 -.19,08 -2,07 -11,16
Industri -.01 .01 .13 .04 .15 -.01 .20 -.10 .00 .06
naustriousness -15,.13 -12,.15 -.01,.26 1,17 .01,.28 -15,.13 .06,.33 24,04 14,14 -.08,.2
orderli .07 -.04 -.07 .02 .01 .05 .02 .02 -.10 .02
raeriiness 07,2 17,1 -2,07 -11,.16 -13,.15 -.09,.19 12,16 12,16 -.24,.03 -12,.16
A bl -.13 .04 .07 -.01 .09 -.05 .20 -.22 .05 .05
greeableness -27,.02 -11,.19 -.08,.22 -16,.14 -.06,.24 2,1 05,34  -36,08 1,19 1,2
c . =12 .04 -.02 -.01 .07 -.09 .20 -.30 .06 .06
ompassion -.26,.02 1,18 17,12 -15,.14 07,21 -.23,.05 06,34  -43;17 -.08,.21 -.08,.2
Polit -.09 .04 .05 -.08 .04 -.01 .16 -.18 .02 .06
oliteness -.23,.05 1,18 -.09,.19 -.22,.06 -1,.18 -15,.13 02,3 -31:-04 -12,.16 -.08,.2
N tici A1 =11 -.01 .06 -.20 .09 -.09 NA -.05 -.18
eurotcism -.04,.26 -.26,.04 -16,.14 -09,21  -.34:05 -.06,.24 -.24,.06 NA .2,1  -32-03
Volatilit .09 -.09 .07 .07 -.19 .08 -.06 .07 .06 -.13
oOlatility -.05,.23 -.23,.06 -.08,.21 -08,21  -32-04 07,22 -2,.09 -.08,.21 -.09,.2 -27,01
Withd | .06 =11 -.13 .01 -.11 .04 -.11 -.01 -.12 -.18
lthdrawa -.08,.2 -24,.04 -.26,.02 -14,.15 -.25,.03 -1,18 24,04 -15,.13 -26,02  -32-04
Ext . .06 .01 .00 .08 -.02 .07 .10 .01 .10 A1
Xtraversion -.09,21 -14,.15 -15,.15 -.07,.23 -16,.13 -.08,.22 -.05,.25 -14,.15 -.05,.24 -.04,.25
A " .07 -.04 .00 .09 .02 .10 .05 .09 .01 .07
Ssertiveness -07,21 -18,.11 -14,14 -.05,.23 12,16 -.05,.24 -.09,.19 -.05,.23 -13,.15 -.08,.21
Enthusi .02 .06 -.05 -.03 -.08 -.01 .10 -11 .08 .09
nthusiasm -12,.16 -.09,.2 19,1 17,11 -.22,.06 -15,.13 -.04,24 24,04 -.06,.22 -.05,.23
o -.04 .08 -.12 .01 .04 .02 A7 -.12 .04 .14
penness -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
ntellec -12,.16 11,17 -27,01 14,14 -1,.18 -21,07 -.04,23 21,07 -.04,24 -.09,.19
E . . =11 .10 -.09 -.03 .02 .02 .20 -.14 -.02 .14
Xperiencing -.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 belomatachstj = lying and
breaking agreements; incivility = interpersonal incivility and aggression; misrep. = misrepresentatimngndation of information; sex. harass. = sexual
harassment; discrim. = discrimination; condone wrong. = condone wrongdoing of others.
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Remaining multiple regression models fenger, party, tenure, and personality
predicting misconduct

The BFAS aspect predictors in the following models were chosen for theiozn
correlations with the criterion being at least |.10|. However, all of these models have
negative adjusted-Rquared, indicating ill fit.

The models using the Big Five as predictors were run as exploratory. However, all of
these models have negative adjustesfRared, indicating ill fit.

PredictingInterpersonaMisconduct

Observeratedpersonality aspecfsom interviews

Model b SE 90%LL 90%UL R PR adiR d?_oRz
1 industriousness -.06 .10 -.13 .06 NA -.01
assertiveness -.05 .09 -.12 .06
gender -.01 .08 -.16 .15 .00
2 party -12 .08 -.29 .02
tenure -.06 .08 -.02 .01
industriousness -.06 .10 =12 .06 .NA -.01 .00
withdrawal -.06 .10 -.13 .06
3 assertiveness .01 .09 -.16 .18
gender =11 .09 -.29 .04
party -.08 .09 -.02 .01
tenure -.06 .10 -.12 .06
Observer rated Bifive personality from interviews
Model b SE 90%LL 90%UL R @R adiR d‘J?‘_ORZ
conscientiousness -.07 .14 -.16 .08 NA -.04
agreeableness -01 .18 -.16 A5
1 neuroticism -10 .14 -.20 .08
extraversion .09 .14 -.08 A7
openness -.05 .18 -.19 14
gender -.01 .08 -.16 .15 .00
2 party -12 .08 -.29 .02
tenure -.06 .08 -.02 .01
conscientiousness -.11 14 -.18 .06 NA -.04 .00
agreeableness -01 .18 -.16 A5
neuroticism -.05 .15 -.17 A1
3 extraversion A0 .14 -.08 .18
openness .09 .20 -.14 .23
gender -11 12 -.33 .09
party -.16 A1 -.37 .03
tenure .03 .10 -.01 .02
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Textinferred Big Five personality from speeches

Model b SE 90%LL 90%UL R MR adiR d?_ORZ
conscientiousness .09 .10 -.04 15 NA -.01
1 agreeableness .01 .09 -.08 .09
neuroticism -.15 A1 -.19 .01
extraversion -.04 .09 -11 .06
openness .03 .08 -.06 .10
gender -.01 .08 -.16 15 .00
2 party -12 .08 -.29 .02
tenure -.06 .08 -.02 .01
conscientiousness .08 .10 -.05 14 NA -.01 .00
agreeableness .02 .09 -.07 .10
neuroticism -.15 .10 -.18 .02
3 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 b SE  90%LL 90%UL R PR adj. R? ad?.ORZ
conscientiousness .09 .18 -11 .20 NA -.01
agreeableness 14 .24 -.13 27
1 neuroticism -28 .18 -.29 .01
extraversion -.09 .18 -.19 A1
openness -.27 .25 -.37 .08
gender -.01 .08 -.16 .15 00
2 party -12 .08 -.29 .02
tenure -.06 .08 -.02 .01
conscientiousness .07 .18 -.12 .19 .20 .20 .03 .04
agreeableness .19 .24 -.10 .29
neuroticism -.29 19 -.31 .02
3 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
Textinferred Big Five personality from combined interviews and speeches
Model b SE 90%LL 90%UL R PR adj.R? ad?.ORZ
conscientiousness .01 .08 -.07 .09 NA -.01
1 agreeableness -.06 .08 -11 .05
neuroticism -.04 .08 -.10 .05
extraversion -12 .08 -.15 .01



470

openness .07 .08 -.04 A2

gender -.01 .08 -.16 15 00
2 party -12 .08 -.29 .02

tenure -.06 .08 -.02 .01

conscientiousness -.02 .09 -.09 .07 NA -.01 .00

agreeableness -.05 .09 -11 .05

neuroticism -.03 .08 -.10 .06
3 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 ifRadj.change in adjustee? from only
personality predictors to full moddi.= standardized coefficient; SE = standard error of the standardized
coefficient; 90% LL = lower limit of 90% confidendeterval; 90% UL = upper limit of the 90%
confidence intervalR = multiple R; R = incremental change in multipRefrom Model 1 to Model 3; adj.
R? = adjusted R q u a r R2 d incregpental change in multiple r from Model 1 to Model 3.
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PredictingOrganizational Misconduct

Observer rated personality aspects from interviews

Model b SE  90%LL 90%UL R PR adj. R? ad?.oRz
industriousness -.01 .10 -12 A1 NA -.01
1 orderliness -04 .10 -.13 .07
politeness -.08 .10 -.15 .05
gender .06 .08 -.09 .24 .10 .01
2 party -16 .08 -.36 -.03
tenure .07 .08 -.01 .02
industriousness .01 12 -.15 .06 NA -.01 .00
orderliness -.08 .10 -.14 .07
3 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 b SE 90%LL 90%UL R PR adj. R? ad?.oRz
orderliness .03 .10 -.09 12 NA -.01
1 compassion -.06 A2 -.15 .09
volatility .08 .12 -.07 A7
assertiveness A1 .10 -.04 A7
gender .06 .08 -.09 .24 .10 .01
2 party -16 .08 -.36 -.03
tenure .07 .08 -.01 .02
orderliness 04 11 -.08 13 NA -.01 .00
compassion -03 .12 -.14 .10
volatility 100 12 -.06 .18
3 assertiveness .10 A1 -.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 b SE 90%LL 90%UL R @R adiR d‘J?‘_ORZ
compassion .04 .23 -.21 .25 NA -.03
politeness -.13 .20 -.29 .13
1 volatility -.03 .17 -.19 15
withdrawal .13 15 -.07 .23
assertiveness A5 12 -.04 22
experiencing -.03 A7 -.19 15
9 gender .06 .08 -.09 .24 .10 .01

party -.16 .08 -.36 -.03
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tenure .07 .08 -.01 .02
compassion .04 .23 -21 .26 NA -.04 -.01
politeness -09 .21 -.26 .16
volatility -02 .17 -.19 A7
withdrawal 14 15 -.07 .24
3 assertiveness .15 13 -.04 .22
openness -.04 .19 -.22 A7
gender .04 .13 =21 .32
party -14 12 -41 .06
tenure .06 A1 -.01 .02
Observer rated Big Five personality from interviews
Model b SE 90%LL 90%UL R PR adj.R ad?.oRz
conscientiousness -.02 14 -.15 A2 NA -.01
agreeableness .02 .18 -.16 .19
1 neuroticism .19 .14 -.03 .28
extraversion 14 14 -.06 .23
openness -.10 .18 -.25 .13
gender .06 .08 -.09 .24 .10 .01
2 party -16 .08 -.36 -.03
tenure .07 .08 -.01 .02
conscientiousness -.05 14 -.17 A1 NA -.03 -.02
agreeableness .04 .18 -.15 .20
neuroticism .18 .15 -.05 .28
3 extraversion A5 .14 -.06 .24
openness -.09 .20 -.26 .15
gender .05 .12 -.18 .30
party -.10 A1 -.35 A1
tenure A1 A1 -.01 .02
Observer rated Big Five personality from speeches
Model b SE 90%LL 90%UL R @R adiR d‘J?‘_ORZ
conscientiousness --06 13 -.19 A1 NA -.05
agreeableness -.09 A7 -.23 12
1 neuroticism -.04 .16 -.19 14
extraversion 12 14 -.07 .23
openness .02 .19 -.21 .25
gender .06 .08 -.09 .24 .10 .01
2 party -.16 .08 -.36 -.03
tenure .07 .08 -.01 .02
conscientiousness -.08 13 -.20 .10 14 14 .02 .07
3 agreeableness -08 .16 -.22 12
neuroticism -.04 .16 -.19 14

extraversion A1 14 -.08 .22
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openness .02 .20 -.23 .25
gender .00 .10 -.25 .25
party -.29 A1 -.56 -.12
tenure -.09 A1 -.02 .01
Observer rated Big Five personality from combined interviews and speeches
Model b SE  90%LL 90%UL R PR adj. R? ad?.oRz
conscientiousness .08 .18 13 .39 NA -.06
agreeableness -.19 .24 -12 .20
1 neuroticism -.06 .18 -.31 A1
extraversion .07 .19 -.20 13
openness -.09 .26 -.12 .19
gender .06 .08 -.09 .24 .10 .01
2 party -.16 .08 -.36 -.03
tenure .07 .08 -.01 .02
conscientiousness .08 .18 -.13 .21 NA -.04 .02
agreeableness -.15 .25 -.29 14
neuroticism -.03 .20 -.20 .16
3 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
Textinferred Big Five personality from combinederviews and speeches
Model b SE  90%LL 90%UL R PR adj. R? ad?.oRz
conscientiousness .06 .09 -.05 12 NA -.02
agreeableness .02 .09 -.07 .10
1 neuroticism -.04 .08 -11 .06
extraversion -.03 .09 -.10 .07
openness .08 .08 -.04 13
gender .06 .08 -.09 .24 .10 .01
2 party -.16 .08 -.36 -.03
tenure .07 .08 -.01 .02
conscientiousness .05 .09 -.06 A2 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 ifRadj.change in adjuste? from only
personality predictors to full modéi.= 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 intervalR = multipleR;  Rgp incremental change in multipRefrom Model 1 to Mbdel 3; ad;.
R? = adjusted B q u a r R2 d incregpental change in multiple r from Model 1 to Model 3
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Observer rated personality aspects from interviews

Model b SE  90%LL 90%UL R PR adj. R? ad?.oRz
1 assertiveness -.10 .08 -.08 .01 .00 .00
gender -.05 .08 -.13 .06 .00
2 party -11 .08 =17 .02
tenure .08 .08 .00 .01
assertiveness -.08 .09 -.08 .02 .00 .00 .00
3 gender -04 .09 -.13 .07
party -11 .09 =17 .03
tenure .06 .09 .00 .01
Observer rated personality aspects from speeches
Model b SE  90%LL 90%UL R PR adj. R? adj(.pRZ
industriousness .01 A7 -.08 .09 NA -.01
compassion .01 .25 =12 A2
politeness .01 .18 -11 A1
volatility .09 .15 -.05 A1
1 withdrawal -25 .13 -.16 -.01
assertiveness .00 .20 -.08 .08
enthusiasm -.04 13 -.09 .06
intellect -.07 A7 -11 .07
experiencing .19 .15 -.02 .15
gender -.05 .08 -.13 .06 .00
2 party -11 .08 =17 .02
tenure .08 .08 .00 .01
industriousness .02 15 -.08 .09 NA -01 .00
compassion .04 21 -.10 13
politeness .01 .22 =11 A1
volatility 12 15 -.04 12
withdrawal -.22 .13 -.15 .00
3 assertiveness .03 15 -.07 .10
enthusiasm -.10 14 =11 .04
intellect -.08 .16 -.12 .06
experiencing .30 17 .01 .19
gender -.15 A1 -.23 .03
party -.13 .10 -.20 .03
tenure .09 A1 .00 .01
Observer rategersonality aspects from combined interviews and speeches
Model b SE 90%LL 90%UL R PR  adi.R adj(.pRz
compassion -.19 .22 -.19 .06 NA -.02
1 politeness 17 .20 -.06 17

volatility -.06 .16 -11 .07
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withdrawal -.04 .13 -.09 .06
experiencing A1 A7 -.06 13
gender -05 .08 -.13 .06 .00
2 party -11 .08 -.17 .02
tenure .08 .08 .00 .01
compassion -.21 .22 -.19 .05 NA -01 -01
politeness .22 .20 -.04 19
volatility .02 .18 -.09 .10
3 withdrawal -.03 .13 -.09 .07
experiencing .25 .19 -.03 .19
gender -15 .13 -.25 .04
party -17 A1 -.24 .01
tenure .07 A1 -.01 .01
Observer rated Big Five personality from interviews
Model b SE 90%LL 90%UL R PR  adj.R adjc.pRZ
conscientiousness .03 14 -.07 .09 NA -.03
agreeableness -.08 A7 -.13 .07
1 neuroticism .05 14 -.07 A1
extraversion -.16 14 -.14 .03
openness .20 .19 -.04 .18
gender -.05 .08 -.13 .06 .00
2 party -11 .08 -17 .02
tenure .08 .08 .00 .01
conscientiousness .02 14 -.07 .09 .00 .00 .03
agreeableness -.12 17 -.14 .06
neuroticism 14 14 -.04 15
3 extraversion -.13 14 -.13 .04
openness .38 .20 .02 .26
gender -.26 A1 -.32 -.05
party -.08 A1 -.19 .07
tenure -.01 .02 -.01 .01
Observer rated Big Five personality from speeches
Model b SE  90%LL 90%UL R PR adj. R? adj(.pRZ
conscientiousness -.03 .12 -.09 .07 NA -.01
agreeableness -07 .16 =11 .07
1 neuroticism -16 .15 -.14 .03
extraversion .00 .09 -.08 .08
openness .16 .18 -.06 .18
gender -05 .08 -.13 .06 .00
2 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 A2 -.01 .01
Observer rated Big Five personality from combined interviews and speeches
Model b SE 90%LL 90%UL R PR adiR dj‘_pRz
conscientiousness  -.15 .18 -.16 .06 NA -.08
agreeableness .06 .25 -.12 .16
1 neuroticism -.05 .18 -.12 .09
extraversion A1 .19 -.07 14
openness .03 .26 -.15 17
gender -05 .08 -.13 .06 .00
2 party -11 .08 -.17 .02
tenure .08 .08 .00 .01
conscientiousness  -.11 .19 -.15 .07 NA -11 -.03
agreeableness -.01 .30 -.15 14
neuroticism .04 .20 =11 .14
3 extraversion .13 .19 -.06 .15
openness .19 31 -.12 .26
gender -.19 .18 -.34 .08
party .03 .15 -.15 .19
tenure .07 A7 -.01 .02
Textinferred Big Five personality from interviews
Model b SE  90%LL 90%UL R PR adj. R? adj(.pRZ
conscientiousness .01 .09 -.05 .06 NA -.02
agreeableness .06 .09 -.03 .07
1 neuroticism .07 A1 -.04 .09
extraversion .02 .09 -.04 .06
openness .03 .08 -.04 .06
gender -.05 .08 -.13 .06 .00
2 party -11 .08 =17 .02
tenure .08 .08 .00 .01
conscientiousness -.01 A2 -.06 .05 NA -.02 .00
agreeableness .08 .09 -.02 .08
neuroticism .07 A1 -.04 .09
3 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

Textinferred Big Five personality from combined interviews and speeches
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Model b SE 90%LL 90%UL R PR  adj.R adj‘_pRz
conscientiousness  -.13 .08 -.09 .00 NA -.01
agreeableness .06 .08 -.03 .07

1 neuroticism -.03 .08 -.05 .04
extraversion .02 .08 -.04 .05
openness .04 .09 -.03 .06
gender -05 .08 -.13 .06 .00

2 party -11 .08 -.17 .02
tenure .08 .08 .00 .01
conscientiousness  -.14 .08 -.10 .00 NA -01 .00
agreeableness .09 .09 -.02 .08
neuroticism -.02 .09 -.05 .04

3 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 ifRadj.change in adjustee? from only
personality predictors to full moddi.= 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 intervalR = multipleR;  Rgg incremental change in multipefrom Model 1 to Mbdel 3; adj.

R? = adjusted R q u a r R2 d incregpental change in multiple r from Model 1 to Model 3
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Observer rated personality aspects from interviews

Model b SE 90%LL 90%UL mi?tj.'R mu‘ﬁ’_R adi R d?.ORZ
1 industriousness .10 -.06 -.22 .10 NA -.01
assertiveness .10 -.05 -.21 A1
gender .02 .08 -.23 .30 .02
2 party -20 .08 -.67 -13
tenure .04 .09 -.01 .03
industriousness -.05 .10 -.21 .10 .10 .10 .01 .02
assertiveness -.05 .10 -.21 A2
3 gender .03 .09 -.23 .35
party -20 .09 -.68 -.10
tenure .02 .09 -.02 .02
Observer rated Big Five personality from interviews
Model b SE 90%LL 90%UL m"a‘ljt‘_'R mu‘ﬁ’_R adi R d?.ORZ
conscientiousness -.05 14 -.26 17 NA -.04
agreeableness -.02 .18 -.29 .25
1 neuroticism .08 14 -.16 .33
extraversion .08 14 -.15 .30
openness -.01 .18 -31 .28
gender .02 .08 -.23 .30 .02
2 party -20 .08 -.67 -13
tenure .04 .09 -.01 .03
conscientiousness  -.09 14 -.30 13 NA -.03 .01
agreeableness -.02 17 -.30 .25
neuroticism 14 .15 -11 .39
extraversion .10 .15 -.13 .32
3 openness .13 .20 -.19 .45
gender -.13 A2 -.61 A2
party -.19 A1 -.70 .00
tenure .08 A1 -.01 .03
Observer rated Big Five personality from speeches
Model b SE 90%LL 90%UL m‘f‘fﬁt’_'R P adiR d?_oRz
conscientiousness .03 13 -.18 .24 NA -.02
agreeableness .00 15 -.25 .25
1 neuroticism -.23 .16 -.46 .02
extraversion .03 .14 -.19 .24
openness -.10 .18 -.44 .22
gender .02 .08 -.23 .30 .02
2 party -.20 .08 -.67 -.13
tenure .04 .09 -.01 .03
3 conscientiousness .02 13 -.19 .22 .26 .26 .07 .09



agreeableness
neuroticism
extraversion
openness
gender

party
tenure

.01
-.22

.01
-.09
-.06
-.28
-17

.16 -.23
15 -.44
14 -.20
19 -.43
A2 -.45
A1 -79
A1 -.05

.25
.04
.22
.24
.25
-.17
.00
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Observer rated Big Five personality from combined interviews and speeches

Model b SE 90%LL 90%UL miﬂj.'R mu?’?.R adj. R d?_ORZ
conscientiousness .04 .18 -.24 31 NA -.06
agreeableness -.01 .25 -.37 .35

1 neuroticism -.21 .18 -.46 .09
extraversion .04 .18 -.24 .30
openness -.20 .26 -.60 .23
gender .02 .08 -.23 .30 .02
2 party -.20 .08 -.67 -.13
tenure .04 .09 -.01 .03
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
Textinferred Big Five personality fromombined interviews and speeches
Model b SE 90%LL 90%UL miﬂj.'R muCI{t).R adi R d?.ORZ
conscientiousness .00 .08 -.14 14 NA -.02
agreeableness .00 .08 -.14 .14
1 neuroticism -.06 .08 -.19 .08

extraversion -.08 .08 -.22 .06

openness .10 .08 -.04 .24

gender .02 .08 -.23 .30 .02
2 party -20 .08 -.67 -13

tenure .04 .09 -.01 .03

conscientiousness -.03 .08 -.17 A1 .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 ifRadj.change in adjustee? from only
personality predictors to full moddé.= standardized coefficient; SE = standard error of the standardized
coefficient; 90% LL = lower limit of 90% confidendeterval; 90% UL = upper limit of the 90%
confidence intervalR = multipleR;  Rgp incremental change in multipRefrom Model 1 to Model 3; adj.
R? = adjusted R q u a r R2 d incregpental change in multiple r from Model 1 to Model 3



