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ABSTRACT

Purpose: This study investigates the effects of Big Five, HEXACO, and Dark Triad personality traits on counter-
productive work behaviors (CWBs), and examines the moderating effects of countries where the studies were car-
ried out, gender rate of samples, and scales used to measure personalities. Method: Following the rules of
Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA), we include 74 empirical studies
published between 2007 and September 2022 with 83 samples and 394 correlations. Studies are selected from both
English databases such as Web of Science and Chinese databases such as CNKI. The meta-analysis and meta-
regression analysis were both performed using the Comprehensive Meta-Analysis (CMA) program, version
3.7. Results: Although emotionality is irrelevant to CWBs, other Big Five, HEXACO, and Dark Triad personality
factors are all significant predictors of CWBs. The effect of Dark Triad (p = 0.412) is stronger than that of Big Five
(p = —0.176) and HEXACO (p = —-0.221). Gender negatively moderates the positive relationship between Dark
Triad traits (total and subdimensions) and CWBs. The moderating effects of countries and scales are only signif-
icant for very few personalities. Conclusion: Personality traits are important antecedents of CWBs, and gender
ratio plays a role as moderator for some personality traits. We propose that organizations should pay more atten-
tion to the mental health of employees and future studies could investigate other types of characteristics and
moderators.
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1 Introduction

Counterproductive work behaviors (CWBs) has troubled managers for a very long time as a notorious
negative behavior that harms organizations, their stakeholders, and employees. Consequently, CWBs has
been of much interest to scholars specializing in organizational behavior. CWBs embodies various kinds
of specific behaviors that occur in the workplace, for instance absence, abuse, disruptive behavior,
stealing, sabotage, and even aggression. These behaviors are also categorized as workplace deviance
behaviors, workplace antisocial behaviors, organizational misbehaviors, or non-compliant behaviors [1—
4]. Scholars and managers are searching for solutions to avoid CWBs in the organization by identifying

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, which
@ ® permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original

work is properly cited.



mailto:maxine_myt@hhu.edu.cn
https://www.techscience.com/journal/IJMHP
http://dx.doi.org/10.32604/ijmhp.2023.027950
https://www.techscience.com/
https://www.techscience.com/doi/10.32604/ijmhp.2023.027950

358 IJMHP, 2023, vol.25, no.3

the factors and influence mechanisms that lead to employee CWBs, among which personality traits are
important individual factors [5]. Whereas most studies have treated personality traits as moderators of the
effect of other antecedents on CWBs [6,7], a number of studies on organizational psychology have
evaluated the direct connection between personality traits and CWBs [8—11]. However, personality is the
reflection of an individual’s real thoughts, regardless of whether they are noticed or not. Furthermore,
human actions are almost always the outcome of their brain activity—in other words, their thoughts and
considerations. For this reason, it is essential to determine the personality traits that could trigger CWBs,
and how they do so.

The most common studied personality model is Big Five, also known as the Five Factor Model (FFM) or
OCEAN model, whose factors comprise openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and
neuroticism or its opposite—emotional stability [12]. In 2000, honesty was identified as the sixth factor
and subsequently a new personality structure was created called HEXACO, comprising honesty-humility,
emotionality, extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness [13,14]. Big Five and
HEXACO consist of positive and neutral subdimensions, whereas another often discussed personality
model, Dark Triad, (Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy) represents characteristics that are
“bad” [15], but still within the range of normalcy. The Dark Triad is often used to explain the negative
reasons for individual behaviors, especially behaviors such as CWBs that is harmful to organizations [16,17].

In recent years, there have also been several meta-analyses summarizing the relationships between these
personality factors and CWBs. For instance, it has been pointed out that narcissism is the largest unique
predictor of workplace deviance and the correlation is moderated by ingroup collectivist culture,
publication status of the study in which results are reported (published vs. unpublished), and narcissism’s
facets [18]. Big Five and HEXACO are also proven to correlate with workplace deviance. Among the
factors that comprise these models, honesty-humility shows the strongest relationship with workplace
deviance among all facets. Openness and extraversion are not related to CWBs [19-21]. Moreover,
compared with Big Five, Dark Triad—consisting of three malevolent personality traits—is a stronger
predictor of both interpersonal workplace deviance and organizational workplace deviance [22].

Although researchers have noted the importance of these three personality models for predicting CWBs,
some issues remain unresolved. First, it is still not certain whether these personalities and their
subdimensions are all significantly related to CWBs and to what extent are they related, because the
results of previous studies differ from each other. For example, some empirical and meta studies have
found openness to be uncorrelated with CWBs [23-25], whereas others have shown the relationship to be
either significantly negative [26,27] or, conversely, significantly positive [28—30]. Second, previous meta-
analyses on this topic have failed to simultaneously compare the effects of Big Five, HEXACO, and Dark
Triad traits, making it unclear which personality traits most strongly predict CWBs. Additionally, some
such studies have focused on other aspects (for instance, comparing the associations of the Big Five and
HEXACO personality models with CWBs at the domain or facet levels). Third, previous meta-analyses
have not included relevant articles in Chinese, which raises doubts about whether the results are
applicable to the Chinese context. Fourth, it is important to examine the effects of a wider range of
moderating variables that may affect the relationships between personality traits and CWBs. Hence, the
current study extends previous relevant meta-analyses by investigating which personality traits may
predict CWBs and which have the strongest effects (and thus should receive more attention from
managers). We examined the strength of the correlations and explored additional potential factors that
may affect these correlations.
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2 Theory and Hypothesis

2.1 Big Five, HEXACO, and CWBs

HEXACO is sometimes considered a superior version of Big Five, due to the addition of the sixth factor
and revised explanation of the other five factors [31]. Extraversion, conscientiousness, and openness are the
same in both personality structures, and empirical evidence suggests that these traits result in fewer
interpersonal and organizational CWBs [32,33]. Extraversion refers to being outgoing, loving, talkative,
and sociable [34,35], resulting in extroverted people who tend to take actions to maintain interpersonal
relationships or “guanxi” and to be accepted by others as ‘playing nice’ or helping colleagues.
Conscientious employees are diligent, responsible, and disciplined, thus strictly complying with the rules
and regulations within and outside the organization [36]. Openness refers to openness to experience,
embodying a creative, unconventional, and intellectual personality. People with such a personality would
enjoy cooperation, and are thus are less likely to be involved in CWBs [26,29].

Agreeableness and emotionality in the Big Five model have been pointed out as being different from
those in the HEXACO model [34,37]. On the one hand, although emotionality is close to neuroticism in
being fearful and anxious, given that the opposite of neuroticism (emotional stability as calm, content,
and relaxed) differs from the other side of emotionality (e.g., being independent, tough, and brave), we
treat emotionality, neuroticism, and emotional stability as three separate independent variables. Highly
emotionally stable individuals rarely experience negative emotions, thus lacking motivation to perform
CWBs. Likewise, emotionality is also negatively related to workplace deviance because people high in
this trait show the same stable and relaxed character [29,38]. Neuroticism, in contrast, is presumed to be
a positive predictor of unethical behaviors, antisocial behaviors, poor attendance, bullying, and sabotage
in workplace, featuring anxiety, fear, and envy [39,40]. On the other hand, although Big Five
agreeableness has some facets that are similar to honesty-humility, it still shares most characteristics with
HEXACO agreeableness, such as being patient, gentle, and tolerant [34,35,37]. Considering honesty-
humility has already been included as a new personality, the label “agreeableness” represents the similar
part of both Big Five agreeableness and HEXACO agreeableness, describing people who are usually
mild, gentle, tolerant, and seldom engage in CWBs. The label honesty-humility refers to not only
HEXACO honesty-humility, but also the small part of Big Five agreeableness that is similar to honesty-
humility, depicting a person who is commonly defined as honest, faithful, and not greedy or deceitful
[13], resulting in low level of CWBs, because individuals with these characteristics would be unlikely to
harm the people around them or the organization they work in [41-43].

To summarize, we put forward following hypotheses:
HI1: Big Five (H1a) and HEXACO (H1b) are significantly negatively related to CWBs.

H2: Extraversion (H2a), agreeableness (H2b), conscientiousness (H2c), openness (H2d), emotional
stability (H2e), honesty-humility (H2f), and emotionality (H2g) are significantly negatively related to
CWBs, while neuroticism (H2h) is significantly positively related to CWBs.

2.2 Dark Triad and CWBs

Dark Triad traits are certainly removed from normal personality traits, although people with these traits
cannot be clinically diagnosed as abnormal [44]. Although Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy
appear to be three separate characteristics, they do have something in common, such as being selfish, cold-
hearted, and irresponsible, and are therefore recognized as significant predictors of deviant behaviors [45,46].
People with high levels of Machiavellianism enjoy the feeling of manipulating others, while psychopaths
gain satisfaction by hurting others. Therefore, they are more likely to engage in abuse and interpersonal
aggression [41,44,47]. Narcissists do not trust their colleagues, and readily become angry and vindictive
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once they are not appraised or looked up to by people around them, leading to unethical behaviors and even
bullying [48,49]. Accordingly, we hypothesize that:

H3: Dark Triad total is significantly positively related to CWBs.

H4: Machiavellianism (H4a), narcissism (H4b), and psychopathy (H4c) are significantly positively
related to CWBs.

2.3 Moderators of the Relationship between Personality Traits and CWBs

2.3.1 Countries

The three personality models are so famous in psychology that they have been translated into various
languages and studied worldwide. However, there may be differences when understanding the factors and
facets due to the local culture [26,50]. Moreover, the HEXACO model was named based on a conceptual
similarity comparison of descriptions and adjectives of the six factors in 12 languages, to minimize
differences in the understanding of deviance caused by language and culture [51]. Consequently, studies
carried out in different countries with local participants may generate diverse scores even when
measuring the same personality, affecting the result of our meta-analysis. Thus, we hypothesize that:

HS: The geographical region in which the empirical study was carried out significantly moderates the
relationships between Big Five (total and subdimensions) (H5a), HEXACO (total and subdimensions)
(H5b), Dark Triad (total and subdimensions) (H5¢), and CWBs.

2.3.2 Gender Ratio

Literature has shown that a gender gap exists in CWBs and personality traits, because males engaging
more in aggression and workplace deviance than females do [52—54], and females tend to score higher on
agreeableness and lower on emotional stability [55]. As a result, it is reasonable to suppose that the ratio
of men to women in each study might have an influence on the final result. Therefore, we hypothesize that:

H6: The gender ratio of participants negatively and significantly moderates the relationships between
Big Five (total and subdimensions) (H6a), HEXACO (total and subdimensions) (H6b), Dark Triad (total
and subdimensions) (H6c), and CWBs. A higher number of females in the sample will be associated with
weaker main effects.

2.3.3 Scales

Abundant scales were developed according to various contexts to measure Big Five, HEXACO, and
Dark Triad, together with their 11 subdimensions. Some of the scales are frequently applied to studies,
such as the Big Five Inventory (BFI) and the International Personality Item Pool (IPIP) for Big Five
model [33,56], the HEXACO Personality Inventory-Revised (HEXACO PI-R) for HEXACO model [43],
the Dirty Dozen (DD), and Short Dark Triad (SD3) for the Dark Triad model [41,57]. The reliability and
calculations vary between scales, potentially leading to different results. Therefore, we hypothesize that:

H7: Scales used to measure personality traits significantly moderate the relationships between Big Five
(total and subdimensions) (H7a), HEXACO (total and subdimensions) (H7b), Dark Triad (total and
subdimensions) (H7c), and CWBs. A higher frequency of scale use will be associated with stronger main
effects.

3 Method

3.1 Inclusion Criteria

Studies to be included in the final meta-analysis should meet several criteria. First, the study ought to be
empirical research exploring the relationship between personality traits and CWBs. Literature reviews, case
studies, and theoretical articles are excluded. Second, counterproductive behaviors should occur at the
workplace and samples should comprise employees or people with working experience. Studies with
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counterproductive behaviors happening outside the workplace or from the perspective of victims are deleted,
along with student samples. Third, sample size and correlation coefficients (including other statistics that can
be converted into correlation coefficients, such as t statistics, F statistics, etc.) must be reported in the study.
Fourth, independent variables do not contain the subdimensions of personality traits (e.g., boldness and
meanness as the subdimensions of psychopathy). Fifth, duplicates will be ruled out. For example, multi-
stage publications of one study or articles sharing same sample data will be treated as one.

The selection process follows the guidelines of Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and
Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) [58].

3.2 Search Strategy

Altogether, six libraries were chosen for literature retrieval, three in Chinese (China National Knowledge
Infrastructure, Wanfang, Vip), and three in English (Web of Science, EBSCO, Elsevier Science Direct).
Search terms were (personality traits OR personality OR employee characteristics OR Big Five OR
openness OR conscientiousness OR extraversion OR agreeableness OR neuroticism OR HEXACO
OR honesty-humanity OR emotionality OR Dark Triad OR Machiavellianism OR narcissism OR
psychopathy) AND (counterproductive work behavior OR CWBs OR counterproductive OR workplace
deviance behavior OR workplace bullying OR workplace antisocial behavior OR workplace aggression).
Publication time was from 2007 till September 2022, because the first article in Chinese that could be
retrieved discussing counterproductive behavior was published in 2008. We set the start date one year
earlier, to 2007, to be more rigorous. Literature type includes, but is not limited to, journal articles,
conference proceedings, theses or dissertations, and book chapters.

An initial search resulted in 888 studies, including nine through document delivery. Of these,
814 articles were removed from the list because they did not match the criteria stated above (see Fig. 1),
leaving 74 studies with 83 samples of 28377 participants for the final meta-analysis.

Potentially relevant studies (identified
from search terms in titles or abstracts)

(n=888)

l

Potentially relevant studies .

(duplicates excluded) Duplicates excluded

(n=759) (n=129)
Relevant studies (identified from Irrelevant or qualitative
titles and abstracts) studies excluded

(n=138) (n=621)

Studies included in the meta-analysis Studies do not meet

(identified from full text) inclusion criteria excluded

(n=74) (n=64)

Figure 1: Study selection process

3.3 Data Coding and Reliability Check

Information and data were collected from the studies for the meta-analysis. Important data such as
sample size, correlation coefficients, Cronbach’s a of scales, and moderators were coded as well, as some
basic information of each study such as authors, titles, year, industry, and article type. When the study
provided data regarding both subdimensions of CWBs and CWBs total, only CWBs total was coded.
However, if the study only reported data for one or several specific forms of CWBs (e.g., cyberloafing or
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workplace bullying), all data were coded. When both self-rating CWBs and supervisor-rating CWBs were
displayed, self-rating CWBs was coded. We believe that personality may also play a role when
participants rate themselves, making self-rating CWBs data more connected with personality traits.

Concerning the moderators, the geographical regions from which samples were taken, were classified
based on continent, according to the descriptive analysis provided by each study (e.g., USA and Canada
as North America, China and India as Asia). We use female rate as the variable measuring the gender
difference in samples. As for the scales adopted to measure personality traits, we identified the frequently
used scales by calculating the numbers of studies using each scale. Seven of 32 scales were categorized
as frequently used scales, accounting for 71.23% of studies included, and were coded as 1. The other
25 scales were categorized as seldom-used scales, and were coded as 0.

Two PhD students worked separately to ensure the reliability of coding. Studies were divided into two
groups for the first round of coding, after which two coders exchange their groups of studies for the second
round of coding. The inter-rater agreement percentages of included studies, sample size coding, and
correlation coefficients coding are 97.14%, 96.25%, and 97.46%, respectively.

3.4 Data Extraction

Microsoft Excel was used for both coding and data extraction. This study adopted Hedges & Olkin’s

approach to correct the measurement error [59]. First, the Pearson’s » of every empirical study was

converted into true correlation p, using the Eq. (1) below:
Ti

vV O(xiayi

r; refers to the original Pearson’s r in the i-th study; a,; and «,; refers to the reliability of independent
variable x and dependent variable y in the i-th study; p; refers to the correlation in the i-th study after
correcting the measurement error.

pi = )

Then, we used corrected p; to calculate population effect size. If the reliability was not reported in the
study, the weighted mean of this variable in all studies was used instead.

3.5 Meta-Analysis Procedure

3.5.1 Publication Bias

Publication bias refers to the situation in which, when collecting literature, researchers can only collect
articles that have already been published, omitting unpublished studies. This causes the effect size of the
meta-analysis to be higher than the real value. Therefore, to test publication bias, we examine whether
studies included by the researchers are comprehensive and representative. Usually, a test of publication
bias is needed when the meta-analysis includes more than ten studies [60]. Rosenthal proposed a fail-safe
N coefficient for the publication bias test in 1979 [61]. When the meta-analysis shows a significant effect,
the least number of unpublished studies needed to turn the significant result into an insignificant one is
referred to as the fail-safe N coefficient. Thus, normally only when the effect size is significant should the
fail-safe N be reported [62,63]. High fail-safe N means that researchers have to include a great number of
unpublished studies with a conclusion of insignificant relationship to reverse the result of the current
study, leading to little possibility that the result of meta-analysis could be changed, i.e., the publication
bias is not severe. Rosenthal also proposed the “5k + 10” criterion of fail-safe N, where k refers to the
number the studies included in the meta-analysis [61]. That is to say, a fail-safe N coefficient higher than
this criterion suggests a minor publication bias. The “5k + 10 criterion is adopted in this study, while the
fail-safe N is reported only when the effect size is significant.



IJMHP, 2023, vol.25, no.3 363

3.5.2 Heterogeneity Iest and Effect Model

There are two types of effect model that could be used in a meta-analysis—random effect model and
fixed effect model. The random effect model is more suitable if a clear heterogeneity between the
included studies exists [60]. Considering apparent differences were witnessed when coding the studies,
such as sample type (e.g., company employees or civil servants), questionnaire response rate, scales used
to measure the variables, methods to analyze data, industry (e.g., manufacturing industry or finance
industry) and countries or regions where the study was carried out (e.g., USA, China or Europe), it is
appropriate to use the random effect model in this study. To further confirm our choice, a heterogeneity
test was conducted to check if the results of every single study could be combined. Q statistics and /-
squared statistics (I°) are often utilized to examine heterogeneity. If Q statistics are significant whilst /* is
over 50%, heterogeneity among studies included can be demonstrated, indicating that researchers should
choose a random effect model in the meta-analysis.

3.5.3 Main Effect

To analyze the main effect, we first need to identify which format of effect size to use in the meta-
analysis, based on the type of input data. Because this study aims to unveil the relationship between
personality traits and CWBs, Pearson’s r is used during the analysis procedure. The correlation guidelines
are Cohen’s (1992), suggesting r = 0.10 is considered to represent small effects, r = 0.30 moderate
effects, and r = 0.50 large effects [64].

Because Big Five and HEXACO personality traits share four same personality traits—namely
extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness—the results of these two personality models
are displayed together. To calculate the effect sizes of Big Five total and HEXACO total, we
distinguished between studies on these two models by carefully reviewing the descriptions of variables.
Given that most studies looked into the connection between multiple personality traits and CWBs,
making the number of r coefficients much larger than that of studies included (394 vs. 74), we report the
number of correlation coefficients (k) rather than the number of studies. Besides, we also report the
cumulative sample size (N), the sample-weighted mean correlation (7) and the population effect size (p)
and its 95% confidence interval, standard deviation of p (SD,), and 2-tail test of the population effect size (Z).

3.5.4 Moderating Effect

To investigate our hypotheses, the moderating effects of three variables are examined. The geographical
region from which samples are taken is a discrete variable; thus, we use subgroup meta-analysis to uncover
the moderating effect of region by observing the heterogeneity between subgroups. We report results in the
same way as for the main effect. In contrast, the gender ratio and scales used to measure personality traits are
continuous variables. Accordingly, we use meta regression analysis to test the moderating effects. We report
regression coefficient (f) and its 95% confidence interval for meta-regression analysis instead of the
population effect size (p) for meta-analysis.

Comprehensive Meta-analysis (CMA), version 3.7, is used for both meta-analysis and meta-regression
analysis.

4 Results

4.1 Publication Bias and Heterogeneity

Table 1 presents the results of heterogeneity test and publication bias. All fail-safe N coefficients
outnumber the “S5k + 10” criterion, suggesting no publication bias in this study. Furthermore, all QO
statistics are significant at the level of 0.01 or above, while all /* are over 50%. Hence, heterogeneity in
this study is confirmed and the random effect model is used for data analysis.
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Table 1: Results of heterogeneity test and publication bias

Personality traits k N 0 p r Fail-safe N
Big Five (total) 266 19502 8694.648 0.000 96.952 205018
HEXACO (total) 41 4608 573.801 0.000 93.029 9491
Extraversion 42 12731 726.229 0.000 94.354 1542
Agreeableness 72 20072 1142.205 0.000 93.784 60229
Conscientiousness 72 20560 1140.036 0.000 93.860 55758
Openness 39 12016 671.480 0.000 94.341 662
Neuroticism 40 10821 671.251 0.000 94.190 10527
Emotional stability 25 6226 167.346 0.000 85.658 3622
Honesty-Humility 10 3131 20.965 0.013 57.072 1382
Emotionality 7 2287 102.179 0.000 94.128 —
Dark Triad (total) 87 8431 2207.554 0.000 96.104 87511
Machiavellianism 32 6347 602.812 0.000 94.857 6206
Psychopathy 27 5945 293.635 0.000 91.145 2432
Narcissism 28 6181 937.819 0.000 97.121 3176

4.2 Main Effect

Table 2 shows the meta-analysis results for the main effects. There exists a significant, although small,
effect between Big Five total and CWBs at the level of 0.001; the same is observed with HEXACO total and
CWRBs, proving H1. To be specific, extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, openness, neuroticism,
emotional stability, and honesty-humility are significantly related to CWBs at the level of 0.05 or above,
confirming H2a to H2f, and H2h. Among these traits, extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness,
openness, emotional stability, and honesty-humility are negatively related to CWBs, while neuroticism is
positively related to CWBs. Nonetheless, the population effect sizes demonstrate small and moderate
effects, given that |p| is no more than 0.404. Emotionality have no effect on CWBs; thus, H2g is rejected.

For Dark Triad personality traits, in contrast, both total and subdimensions are related to CWBs
positively and significantly at the level of 0.001. Although population effect sizes are slightly higher than
those of Big Five and HEXACO, this still indicates small and moderate effects. As a result, H3 and
H4 are verified.

Table 2: Meta-analysis results of main effect

Personality traits k N r p SD, 95% CI Z p

LL UL
Big Five (total) 266 19502 -0.143 -0.176 0.278 -0.209 —0.142 -9.937  0.000
HEXACO (total) 41 4608 —0.183 —-0.221 0.213 —-0.291 -0.149 -5.909  0.000

Extraversion 42 12731 —0.082 —0.105 0.217 —0.173 —0.035 —-2.954  0.003
Agreeableness 72 20072 -0.279 -0.336 0.160 -0.371 -0.300 -17.196 0.000
Conscientiousness 72 20560 -0.300 —-0.329 0.194 -0.371 -0.286 —14.129 0.000
Openness 39 12016 —0.064 —0.074 0.216 —0.074 —0.145 —-2.026  0.043

(Continued)
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Table 2 (continued)

Personality traits k N r p SD, 95% CI VA p

LL UL

Neuroticism 40 10821 0.180 0.267 0.194 0.207 0.325 8.475 0.000
Emotional stability 25 6226 —0.208 -0.256 0.124 —0.307 -0.204 -9.305 0.000
Honesty-Humility 10 3131 —0.330 -0.403 0.067 —0.449 —0.355 -14.979 0.000
Emotionality 7 2287 -0.117 -0.105 0.224 —-0.273 0.070 —-1.178 0.239
Dark Triad (total) 87 8431 0.328 0412 0.298 0.355 0.465 12.990 0.000
Machiavellianism 32 6347 0.355 0.463 0.260 0.385 0.534 10.328 0.000
Psychopathy 27 5945 0.365 0.477 0.195 0414 0.536 12.914 0.000
Narcissism 28 6181 0.153 0.277 0.344 0.146 0.397 4.075 0.000

4.3 Moderating Effect
4.3.1 Countries

Relationships between the majority of personality traits and CWBs are not moderated by the national
context in which the study was carried out, except for emotional stability and Machiavellianism, partially
supporting H5a and H5c, with H5b being rejected (see Table 3). Given that Machiavellianism positively
affects CWBs, the moderating effect indicates the differences in the main effect for different regions.

Table 3: Meta-analysis results of the moderating effect of countries

Variables

k

N

p 95% CI 4 p Obetween P
LL UL

Big Five (total)
Asia 79 4779 -0.171 —0.231 -0.111 —5.477 0.000 8.937 0.063
Europe 63 4076 —0.125 —0.193 -0.055 -—3.509 0.000
North America 72 4908 —0.194 —0.256 -0.130 —5.882 0.000
South America 13 908 -0.069 —0.217 0.083 -0.887 0.375
Not limited 39 4831 -0.267 —0.347 -0.183 —6.041 0.000
HEXACO (total)
Australia 6 607 -0.391 -0.514 —0.252 -5.207 0.000 5.433 0.143
Europe 15 2213 -0.208 —0.301 -0.111 —4.141 0.000
North America 19 1580 —0.225 -0.310 -0.136 —4.899 0.000
Not limited 1 208 -0.366 —0.653 0.013 -1.896 0.058
Extraversion
Asia 10 2593 —0.205 -0.322 -0.082 —3.235 0.001 9.930 0.077
Australia 1 607 -0.385 —0.661 —0.017 -2.046 0.041
Europe 13 4338 —0.017 -0.127 0.094 -0.302 0.763
North America 13 2468 —0.067 —0.177 0.046 -1.159 0.247

(Continued)
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Table 3 (continued)

Variables k N p 95% CI Z p Overween P
LL UL
South America 1 381 0.085 -0.299 0.445 0.424 0.671
Not limited 4 2344 -0.218 —0.399 —0.021 -2.166 0.030
Agreeableness
Asia 17 3751 —0.356 -0.424 -0.284 -9.114 0.000 2.716 0.744
Australia 1 607 —0.400 -0.634 -0.100 -—2.565 0.010
Europe 16 4901 -0.298 -0.372 -0.219 -7.163 0.000
North America 23 5227 -0.336 -0.398 -0.271 -9.625 0.000
South America 5 908  —0.403 -0.517 -0.274 -5.736 0.000
Not limited 10 4678 —0.318 -0.410 -0.219 —6.055 0.000
Conscientiousness
Asia 22 4779 —0.312 —0.383 -0.237 -7.784 0.000 2.696 0.747
Australia 1 607  —0.385 -0.653 -0.031 —2.123 0.034
Europe 13 4402 —0.304 -0.398 -0.205 -5.764 0.000
North America 24 5466 —0.320 —0.390 -0.247 -7.036 0.000
South America 1 381 -0.433 —0.688 —0.084 —8.172 0.000
Not limited 10 4925 —0.396 -0.489 -0.293 -—7.036 0.000
Openness
Asia 9 2393 —0.099 -0.223 0.027 -1.546 0.122 8.590 0.127
Australia 1 607  —0.389 -0.653 -0.040 —2.174 0.030
Europe 12 4166 —0.018 —0.127 0.092 -0.314 0.753
North America 13 2468 —0.057 —0.164 0.050 -1.046 0.295
South America 1 381 0.170 -0.201  0.498 0.896 0.370
Not limited 3 2001 —0.249 —0.444 -0.031 -2.235 0.025
Neuroticism
Asia 16 2799 0.274 0.173 0.370 5.159 0.000 0.851 0.909
Europe 8 2854  0.309 0.166 0.439 4.116 0.000
North America 7 2010 0.209 0.048 0.360 2.534 0.006
South America 5 908 0.282 0.100 0.446 2.998 0.003
Not limited 4 2250 0.235 0.024 0.425 2.181 0.062

Emotional stability

Asia 5 1703 —-0.300 —0.394 -0.198 -5.610 0.000 14.374  0.002
Europe 4 847 -0314 -0.425 -0.195 —4.976 0.000
North America 12 2846 -0.163 -0.234 -0.090 -4.338 0.000
Not limited 4 830  —0.406 -0.512 -0.289 —6.297 0.000

Honesty-Humility

(Continued)
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Table 3 (continued)

Variables k N p 95% CI Z p Overween P
LL UL
Australia 1 607 -0.392 —0.541 —0.219 —-4.235 0.000 1.387 0.709
Europe 4 1294 -0.373 —0.460 -0.279 -7.289 0.000
North America 4 1022 —0.444 —0.527 -0.352 -8.570 0.000
Not limited 1 208 -0.366 —0.541 —0.161 —3.394 0.000
Emotionality
Australia 1 607 -0.391 —0.656 —0.040 -2.173 0.030 4.181 0.124
Europe 3 1122 0.031 —0.186  0.245 0.276 0.783
North America 3 558 -0.137 —-0.349 0.088 -1.196 0.232
Dark Triad (total)
Asia 33 3582 0.49%4 0.409 0.569 10.014 0.000 6.770 0.080
Europe 11 1419 0.386 0.219 0.530 4.334 0.000
North America 14 1245 0.401 0.255 0.528 5.092 0.000
Not limited 29 2185 0.326 0.222 0.423 5.890 0.000
Machiavellianism
Asia 15 2952 0.567 0.479 0.643 10.415 0.000 14.966  0.002
Europe 3 898 0.317 0.056 0.538 2.360 0.018
North America 4 537 0.546 0.358 0.691 5.052 0.000
Not limited 10 1960 0.289 0.148 0.418 3.939 0.000
Psychopathy
Asia 8 2010  0.569 0.465 0.658 8.845 0.000 5.465 0.141
Europe 5 1419 0.416 0.254 0.555 4,742 0.000
North America 5 730 0.375 0.207 0.522 4.187 0.000
Not limited 9 1786 0.473 0.363 0.571 7.485 0.000
Narcissism
Asia 10 2295 0.228 0.002 0.431 1.979 0.048 3.563 0.313
Europe 3 898 -0.040 —0.430 0.363 -0.186 0.852
North America 5 1052 0.375 0.070 0.616 2.381 0.017
Not limited 10 1786 0.361 0.147 0.542 3.221 0.001

Meanwhile, it is interesting to notice that even though this moderating effect is not obvious under most
circumstances, the correlations between personality traits and CWBs still vary between regions. Particularly,
with most independent variables, the subgroups also show significant connection if the main effect is
significant. However, the situation is different for the Big Five traits collectively, HEXACO collectively,
extraversion, and narcissism. Possible reasons will be discussed later.
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Gender ratio fails to moderate the connection between Big Five (total and subdimensions), HEXACO
(total and subdimensions), and CWBs completely, as can be seen from Table 4. As for Dark Triad, we found
strong evidence of the negative moderating effects of gender rate, demonstrating that the higher the number
of females in the sample is, the weaker the main effect will be. Therefore, H6a and H6b are rejected, and H6c

is fully confirmed.

Table 4: Meta-regression analysis results of the moderating effects of gender rate and scales

Variables k N b 95% CI VA P

LL UL
Big Five (total)
Gender ratio 246 17728 —0.025 -0.204  0.155 -0.270  0.787
Frequent vs. seldom used scales 0.058 -0.016 0.132 1.530 0.126
HEXACO (total)
Gender ratio 41 4608 0.216 -0.229  0.660 0.950 0.341
Frequent vs. seldom used scales -0.192 —0.493  0.108 -1.250  0.210
Extraversion
Gender ratio 42 12731  0.037 -0.304  0.378 0.210 0.830
Frequent vs. seldom used scales -0.029 —0.181 0.124 -0.370  0.715
Agreeableness
Gender ratio 72 20072  -0.130 —0.342  0.083 -1.200  0.232
Frequent vs. seldom used scales -0.029 —0.118  0.059 -0.650 0.516
Conscientiousness
Gender ratio 72 20560 —-0.227 —0.479  0.025 -1.770  0.077
Frequent vs. seldom used scales -0.026 —0.126  0.075 -0.050 0.617
Openness
Gender ratio 39 12016  0.257 —0.094  0.608 1.430 0.152
Frequent vs. seldom used scales 0.089 -0.066  0.243 1.120 0.262
Neuroticism
Gender ratio 40 10821  0.253 —0.076  0.581 1.510 0.132
Frequent vs. seldom used scales 0.100 —0.084  0.285 1.070 0.286
Emotional stability
Gender ratio 25 6226 -0.105 —0.431 0.220 -0.630  0.526
Frequent vs. seldom used scales -0.082 —0.181 0.018 -1.600 0.109
Honesty-Humility
Gender ratio 10 3131 -0.282 —-0.707 0.143 -1.300  0.193
Frequent vs. seldom used scales -0.190 —0.366 -0.015 -2.120 0.034
Emotionality
Gender ratio 7 2287 -0.778 —1.925 0.368 -1.330 0.183
Frequent vs. seldom used scales 0.253 -0.751  0.245 -1.000 0.319

(Continued)
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Table 4 (continued)

Variables k N b 95% CI VA P
LL UL

Dark Triad (total)

Gender ratio 87 8431 -0.984 -1.511 -0456 —3.660 0.000

Frequent vs. seldom used scales 0.087 -0.046  0.220 1.280 0.201

Machiavellianism

Gender ratio 32 6347 —0.836 —1.654 —-0.018 —2.000 0.045

Frequent vs. seldom used scales 0.163 —0.023  0.348 1.720 0.086

Psychopathy

Gender ratio 27 5945 -0.815 —-1.523 -0.106 —2.250 0.024

Frequent vs. seldom used scales 0.240 0.100 0.380 3.36 0.000

Narcissism

Gender ratio 28 6181 -1.071 —-2.065 -0.077 —2.110  0.035

Frequent vs. seldom used scales 0.292 0.026 0.558 2.150 0.032
4.3.3 Scales

The meta-regression analysis results reveal that the moderating effects of scales applied to measure
personality traits are even smaller than those of gender ratio and partially support H7c, with H7a and H7b
being completely rejected. For Big Five and HEXACO, scales only significantly and negatively moderate
the relationship between honesty-humility and CWBs, at the level of 0.05. Because CWBs is negatively
affected by honesty-humility, the moderating effect means that the more common the scale is, the weaker
the relationship between honesty-humility and CWBs will be. This pattern is opposite to that predicted by
hypothesis H7b.

In regard to Dark Triad traits, scales positively moderate the correlations between psychopathy and
narcissism, and CWBs. Because the overall Dark Triad personality traits positively affect CWBs, the
more common the scale is, the stronger the effect will be.

5 Discussion
The current meta-analysis provides several updated findings, as follows:

1. The effect of Dark Triad traits on CWBs (p = 0.412) is larger than that of Big Five traits (p = —0.176)
and HEXACO traits (p = —0.221). The three strongest predictors of CWBs are psychopathy
(p = 0.477), Machiavellianism (p = 0.463), and honesty-humility (o = —0.403), the former two
being positive and the last one being negative.

2. Emotionality has no effect on CWBs, while both extraversion (p = —0.105) and openness
(p = —0.074) are significantly negatively correlated to CWBs, although the effects are very small.

3. Gender ratio of samples negatively moderates the relationship between Dark Triad and CWBs,

meaning that the larger the number of women participating in the research, the weaker the
negative effect of Dark Triad on CWBs will be.

Dark Triad personality traits appear to more strongly predict CWBs than do Big Five and HEXACO
traits. The effect sizes for Dark Triad (total) (p = 0.412), Machiavellianism (p = 0.463), and psychopathy
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(p = 0.477) were large, and the effect size for Narcissism was moderate. However, the effect sizes for Big
Five and HEXACO totals and their subdimensions were generally small or moderate, and one was very
small (openness, p = —0.074). In addition, Dark Triad traits were all positively related to CWBs,
indicating that people who score highly on these personality traits engage more in CWBs. Conversely,
except for neuroticism, the Big Five and HEXACO traits were negatively correlated with CWBs. This
shows that employees who score highly on extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, openness,
emotional stability, and honesty-humility, and score low on neuroticism, tend to engage less in CWBs.

The insignificance of emotionality as well as the proven relation between extraversion, openness, and
CWBs is novel, given that some earlier meta-studies have demonstrated the opposite effects [20,21]. This
may result from the number and sample size of included studies. To be more specific, only seven studies
report the r coefficients concerning emotionality and CWBs with a total sample size of only 2287.
Despite the fail-safe N for emotionality being 52 (not reported due to the non-significant correlation),
exceeding the “5k + 107 criterion, the result might be different if more statistical data could be obtained.
However, based on our inclusion criteria, it is impossible for the current study to include more articles. A
possible reason for the small but non-negligible effect of extraversion and openness could be the diversity
of “nationalities” of studies included. As can be seen from the national differences within the extraversion
group and openness group in Table 3, studies from Asia and Australia contribute extensively to the
significant main effect.

Although national context only works as a moderator of the effect of emotional stability and
Machiavellianism, the main effect varies distinctly across countries. For example, although narcissism is a
positive antecedent of CWBs, studies from Europe do not agree with this conclusion. Scholars could pay
more attention to this issue to identify the reason for this finding. The moderating effect of gender ratio
on Dark Triad traits may be because Machiavellianism, psychopathy, and narcissism are relatively rare
among women, who tend to engage less in CWBs [54,05]. Therefore, a greater number of female
participants in the sample will lead to a smaller positive effect of Dark Triad traits on CWBs.
Additionally, some researchers have pointed out that gender may affect people’s judgement of
improprieties and unethical workplace behaviors, because women tend to be judged more severely than
men [66,67]. This factor may affect the identification of moderating effects, as some of the included
studies used supervisor or colleague ratings rather than self-ratings of CWBs. Continental differences can
only be witnessed in the case of emotional stability and Machiavellianism, while scales only affect
honesty-humility, psychopathy, and narcissism. This demonstrates that people with the same personality
traits appear to behave similarly, no matter where they are from. Furthermore, most scales used in the
included studies were reliable and valid personality measures, and support the conclusions in each study
respectively, regardless of whether they were frequently used scales.

Based on the findings of the current study, we recommend that human resource departments include a
personality test during recruitment, or observe applicants carefully, especially their emotions, during
interview to avoid hiring people with dark characteristics. It is also important for personnel to balance the
gender ratio of employees. This may help in reducing deviant behaviors to some extent. Second,
organizations should endeavor to provide a fair, relaxed, and harmonious environment for employees to
raise their level of work satisfaction and organization commitment, for example by ensuring fair and
encouraging payment, or strict punishment to people who violate the rules and regulations, or by holding
team-building activities regularly. Third, the mental health of employees needs to be paid close attention
to. Once deviant behaviors emerge, the underlying reason must be identified without delay. It is important
for managers, colleagues, and even healthcare professionals to offer help either by counseling, temporary
position changes, or clinical treatment.
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6 Conclusion

In summary, except for emotionality, Big Five, HEXACO, and Dark Triad are all important personality
traits when predicting CWBs. In particular, people with high levels of Dark Triad traits are more likely to
engage in CWBs, and gender moderates this positive relationship. Management implications are offered
based on the findings.

The current meta-analysis contributes to existing theories in the following ways:

1. We extend the range for meta-analysis by including articles in Chinese and updating the literature to
date, and arrive at different findings compared with previous work.

2. We set no limits to the forms of CWBs, such as workplace deviance, bullying, abuse, aggression,
theft, fraud, cyberloafing, and knowledge hiding, making the results much more comprehensive.

3. We propose new moderators and test their effect, and include both neuroticism and emotional
stability to reconfirm the effect of Big Five traits.

Future meta-analytic research could include more studies, especially on emotionality, to check whether
the results remain the same. The moderating effect on Big Five and HEXACO proposed in this study could
be reexamined by separating the Big Five subdimensions from HEXACO subdimensions (e.g., Big Five
agreeableness and HEXACO agreeableness). Moreover, with the increasing attention toward more
personality traits other than the mainstream ones, it would be interesting and meaningful to explore the
relationships between employee behaviors and these characteristics such as trait anger, perfectionism, and
type T personality.

Funding Statement: The authors received no specific funding for this study.

Author Contributions: The authors confirm the following contributions to the paper: study conception and
design: Y. Miao; literature search and coding: Y. Miao, R. Shen, D. Wang; analysis, interpretation of results,
and draft manuscript preparation: Y. Miao; supervision and review: J. Wang. All authors reviewed the results
and approved the final version of the manuscript.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare that they have no conflicts of interest to report regarding the
present study.

References

1. Colbert, A. E., Mount, M. K., Harter, J. K., Witt, L. A., Barrick, M. R. (2004). Interactive effects of personality and
perceptions of the work situation on workplace deviance. The Journal of Applied Psychology, 89(4), 599—609. DOI
10.1037/0021-9010.89.4.599.

2. Lee, K., Ashton, M. C., Shin, K. H. (2005). Personality correlates of workplace anti-social behavior. Applied
Psychology, 54(1), 81-98. DOI 10.1111/j.1464-0597.2005.00197 .x.

3. Vardi, Y., Wiener, Y. (1996). Misbehavior in organizations: A motivational framework. Organization Science, 7(2),
151-165. DOI 10.1287/orsc.7.2.151.

4. Petrou, P, van der Linden, D., Salcescu, O. C. (2020). When breaking the rules relates to creativity: The role of
creative problem-solving demands and organizational constraints. The Journal of Creative Behavior, 54(1), 184—
195. DOI 10.1002/jocb.354.

5. Marcus, B., Schuler, H. (2004). Antecedents of counterproductive behavior at work: A general perspective.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 89(4), 647-660. DOI 10.1037/0021-9010.89.4.647.

6. Di Stefano, G., Scrima, F., Parry, E. (2019). The effect of organizational culture on deviant behaviors in the
workplace. International Journal of Human Resource Management, 30(17), 2482-2503. DOI 10.1080/
09585192.2017.1326393.

7. Liu, W, Jing, R., Li, G., Tang, J. (2014). The relationship between employee Big-Five personality trait,
organizational ethical climate and counterproductive work behavior. Management Review, 26(11), 141-151.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.4.599
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2005.00197.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/orsc.7.2.151
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jocb.354
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.4.647
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2017.1326393
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2017.1326393

372

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

IJMHP, 2023, vol.25, no.3

. Barling, J., Dupré, K. E., Kelloway, E. K. (2009). Predicting workplace aggression and violence. Annual Review of

Psychology, 60(1), 671-692. DOI 10.1146/annurev.psych.60.110707.163629.

. Jensen, J. M., Patel, P. C. (2011). Predicting counterproductive work behavior from the interaction of personality

traits. Personality & Individual Differences, 51(4), 466—471. DOI 10.1016/j.paid.2011.04.016.

Nguyen, N., Pascart, S., Borteyrou, X. (2021). The Dark Triad personality traits and work behaviors: A person-
centered approach. Personality & Individual Differences, 170, 110432. DOI 10.1016/j.paid.2020.110432.
Shtudiner, Z. E., Zvi, L. (2022). Religiosity and ethics in the labor market: Resume fraud and judgment. SSRN.
https://ssrn.com/abstract=4196037.

Goldberg, L. R. (1990). An alternative “description of personality”: The big-five factor structure. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 59(6), 1216—1229. DOI 10.1037/0022-3514.59.6.1216.
Ashton, M. C., Lee, K., Son, C. (2000). Honesty as the sixth factor of personality: Correlations with

machiavellianism, primary psychopathy, and social adroitness. European Journal of Personality, 14(4), 359—
368. DOI 10.1002/(ISSN)1099-0984.

Ashton, M. C., Lee, K., Perugini, M., Szarota, P., de Vries, R. E. et al. (2004). A six-factor structure of personality-
descriptive adjectives: Solutions from psycholexical studies in seven languages. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 86(2), 356-366. DOI 10.1037/0022-3514.86.2.356.

Paulhus, D. L., Williams, K. M. (2002). The Dark Triad of personality: Narcissism, machiavellianism, and
psychopathy. Journal of Research in Personality, 36(6), 556—563. DOI 10.1016/S0092-6566(02)00505-6.

LeBreton, J. M., Shiverdecker, L. K., Grimaldi, E. M. (2018). The Dark Triad and workplace behavior. Annual
Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 5(1), 387-414. DOI 10.1146/annurev-
orgpsych-032117-104451.

Jonason, P. K., Slomski, S., Partyka, J. (2012). The Dark Triad at work: How toxic employees get their way.
Personality and Individual Differences, 52(3), 449—453. DOI 10.1016/j.paid.2011.11.008.

Grijalva, E., Newman, D. A. (2015). Narcissism and counterproductive work behavior (CWBs): Meta-analysis and
consideration of collectivist culture, Big Five personality, and narcissism’s facet structure. Applied Psychology,
64(1), 93—126. DOI 10.1111/apps.12025.

Lee, Y., Berry, C. M., Gonzalez-Mule, E. (2019). The importance of being humble: A meta-analysis and
incremental validity analysis of the relationship between honesty-humility and job performance. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 104(12), 1535-1546. DOI 10.1037/apl0000421.

Pletzer, J. L., Bentvelzen, M., Oostrom, J. K., de Vries, R. E., (2019). A meta-analysis of the relations between
personality and workplace deviance: Big Five versus HEXACO. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 112(1), 369—-383.
DOI 10.1016/j.jvb.2019.04.004.

Pletzer, J. L., Oostrom, J. K., Bentvelzen, M., de Vries, R. E., (2020). Comparing domain- and facet-level relations
of the HEXACO personality model with workplace deviance: A meta-analysis. Personality and Individual
Differences, 152(3), 109539. DOI 10.1016/j.paid.2019.109539.

Ellen, B. P. III, Alexander, K. C., Mackey, J. D., McAllister, C. P., Carson, J. E. (2021). Portrait of a workplace
deviant: A clearer picture of the Big Five and Dark Triad as predictors of workplace deviance. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 106(12), 1950-1961. DOI 10.1037/apl0000880.

Scherer, K. T., Baysinger, M., Zolynsky, D., LeBreton, J. M. (2013). Predicting counterproductive work behaviors
with sub-clinical psychopathy: Beyond the five factor model of personality. Personality and Individual
Differences, 55(3), 300-305. DOI 10.1016/j.paid.2013.03.007.

Runge, J. M., Lang, J. W. B., Zettler, I., Lievens, F. (2020). Predicting counterproductive work behavior: Do
implicit motives have incremental validity beyond explicit traits? Journal of Research in Personality, 89(2),
104019. DOI 10.1016/j.jrp.2020.104019.

Chang, K., Smithikrai, C. (2010). Counterproductive behaviour at work: An investigation into reduction strategies.
International Journal of Human Resource Management, 21(8), 1272—1288. DOI 10.1080/09585192.2010.
483852.

Ozbag, G. K. (2018). The role of personality in counterproductive work behaviour. The Joint Conference of 14th
International Strategic Management Conference (ISMC) and 8th International Conference on Leadership,
Technology, Innovation and Business (ICLTIBM), Prague, Czech Republic.



http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.60.110707.163629
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2011.04.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2020.110432
https://ssrn.com/abstract=4196037
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.59.6.1216
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/(ISSN)1099-0984
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.86.2.356
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0092-6566(02)00505-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104451
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104451
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2011.11.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/apps.12025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/apl0000421
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2019.04.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2019.109539
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/apl0000880
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2013.03.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2020.104019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2010.483852
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2010.483852

IJMHP, 2023, vol.25, no.3 373

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

Jensen, J. M., Patel, P. C. (2011). Predicting counterproductive work behavior from the interaction of personality
traits. Personality & Individual Differences, 51(4), 466—471. DOI 10.1016/j.paid.2011.04.016.

Bolton, L. R., Becker, L. K., Barber, L. K. (2010). Big Five trait predictors of differential counterproductive work
behavior dimensions. Personality and Individual Differences, 49(5), 537-541. DOI 10.1016/j.paid.2010.03.047.
Fernandez-del-Rio, E., Ramos-Villagrasa, P. J., Escartin, J. (2021). The incremental effect of dark personality over
the Big Five in workplace bullying: Evidence from perpetrators and targets. Personality and Individual
Differences, 168(6), 110291. DOI 10.1016/j.paid.2020.110291.

Burtaverde, V., Iliescu, D. (2019). Emic vs etic frame of reference personality assessment in the prediction of work-
related outcomes. Career Development International, 24(7), 686—701. DOI 10.1108/CDI-10-2018-0273.
Ashton, M. C., Lee, K., de Vries, R. E. (2014). The HEXACO honesty-humility, agreeableness, and emotionality
factors: A review of research and theory. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 18(2), 139-152. DOI
10.1177/1088868314523838.

Li, M. (2010). The mediating effect of Big Five between job stress and counterproductive work behaviors (Master
Thesis). Tianjin Normal University, China.

Zhou, Z. E., Meier, L. L., Spector, P. E. (2014). The role of personality and job stressors in predicting
counterproductive work behavior: A three-way interaction. International Journal of Selection and Assessment,
22(3), 286-296. DOI 10.1111/ijsa.12077.

Ashton, M. C., Lee, K. (2007). Empirical, theoretical, and practical advantages of the HEXACO model of
personality structure. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 11(2), 150-166. DOI 10.1177/
1088868306294907.

Thielmann, 1., Moshagen, M., Hilbig, B., Zettler, I. (2021). On the comparability of basic personality models:
Meta-analytic correspondence, scope, and orthogonality of the Big Five and HEXACO dimensions. European
Journal of Personality, 36(449), 8902070211026793. DOI 10.1177/08902070211026793.

Teng, D. (2014). 4 study on staff work behavior based on theory of leader-membership exchange (Master Thesis).
East China University of Science and Technology, China.

Zhang, W., Wang, F. (2016). On the prospects of HEXACO personality traits model. Journal of Lanzhou
University of Arts and Science (Social Science), 32(5), 65-72.

Lee, K., Ashton, M. C. (2004). Psychometric properties of the HEXACO personality inventory. Multivariate
Behavioral Research, 39(2), 329-358. DOI 10.1207/s15327906mbr3902_8.

de Oliveira, L. B., de Moreno Junior, V., Gongalves, R. C. (2020). Individual and situational antecedents of
counterproductive work behaviors. Brazilian Administration Review, 17(3), €190126. DOI 10.1590/1807-
7692bar2020190126.

Han, R., Li, J. (2013). The influence of pay fairness and personality trait on civil servants’ deviant behavior.
Research on Economics and Management, 12, 91-99.

Daderman, A. M., Ragnestal-Impola, C. (2019). Workplace bullies, not their victims, score high on the Dark Triad
and extraversion, and low on agreeableness and honesty-humility. Heliyon, 5(10), €02609. DOI 10.1016/].
heliyon.2019.e02609.

O’Neill, T. A., Lewis, R. J., Carswell, J. J. (2011). Employee personality, justice perceptions, and the prediction of
workplace deviance. Personality and Individual Differences, 51(5), 595-600. DOI 10.1016/j.paid.2011.05.025.
Anglim, J., Lievens, F., Everton, L., Grant, S. L., Marty, A. (2018). HEXACO personality predicts
counterproductive work behavior and organizational citizenship behavior in lowstakes and job applicant
contexts. Journal of Research in Personality, 77(3), 11-20. DOI 10.1016/.jrp.2018.09.003.

Zhu, Y., Jin, C. (2021). A meta-analysis of the relationship between the Dark Triad and aggressive behaviors.
Advances in Psychological Science, 29(7), 1195-1209. DOI 10.3724/SP.J.1042.2021.01195.

Wu, J., Lebreton, J. M. (2011). Reconsidering the dispositional basis of counterproductive work behavior: The role
of aberrant personality. Personnel Psychology, 64(3), 593-626. DOI 10.1111/j.1744-6570.2011.01220.x.
Furnham, A., Richards, S. C., Paulhus, D. L. (2013). The Dark Triad of personality: A 10 year review. Social and
Personality Psychology Compass, 7(3), 199-216. DOI 10.1111/spc3.12018.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2011.04.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2010.03.047
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2020.110291
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/CDI-10-2018-0273
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1088868314523838
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/ijsa.12077
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1088868306294907
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1088868306294907
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/08902070211026793
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15327906mbr3902_8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/1807-7692bar2020190126
http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/1807-7692bar2020190126
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2019.e02609
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2019.e02609
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2011.05.025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2018.09.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1042.2021.01195
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2011.01220.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12018

374 IJMHP, 2023, vol.25, no.3

47. Linton, D. K., Power, J. L. (2013). The personality traits of workplace bullies are often shared by their victims: Is
there a dark side to victims? Personality and Individual Differences, 54(6), 738-743. DOI 10.1016/j.
paid.2012.11.026.

48. Palmer, J. C., Komarraju, M., Carter, M. Z., Karau, S. J. (2017). Angel on one shoulder: Can perceived
organizational support moderate the relationship between the Dark Triad traits and counterproductive work
behavior? Personality & Individual Differences, 110, 31-37. DOI 10.1016/j.paid.2017.01.018.

49. Zvi, L., Shtudiner, Z. (2021). Resume fraud and counterproductive behavior: The impact of narcissism in the labor
market. Journal of Behavioral and Experimental Economics, 93(3), 101715. DOI 10.1016/j.socec.2021.101715.

50. Qi, Y. (2012). The relationship between trait anger and counterproductive behavior—The moderating effects of
Machiavellianism and the value of harmony (Master Thesis). Central China Normal University, China.

51. Lee, K., Ashton, M. C. (2008). The HEXACO personality factors in the indigenous personality lexicons of English
and 11 other languages. Journal of Personality, 76(5), 1001-1054. DOI 10.1111/j.1467-6494.2008.00512.x.

52. Ng, T. W,, Lam, S. S., Feldman, D. C. (2016). Organizational citizenship behavior and counterproductive work
behavior: Do males and females differ? Journal of Vocational Behavior, 93, 11-32. DOI 10.1016/].
jvb.2015.12.005.

53. Hershcovis, M. S., Turner, N., Barling, J., Amold, K. A., Dupre, K. E. et al. (2007). Predicting workplace
aggression: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(1), 228-238. DOI 10.1037/0021-9010.92.1.228.

54. Spector, P., Zhou, Z. (2014). The moderating role of gender in relationships of stressors and personality with
counterproductive work behavior. Journal of Business & Psychology, 29(4), 669—681. DOI 10.1007/s10869-
013-9307-8.

55. Gonzalez-Mul¢é, E., DeGeest, D. S., Kiersch, C. E., Mount, M. K. (2013). Gender differences in personality
predictors of counterproductive behavior. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 28(4), 333-353. DOI 10.1108/
JMP-12-2012-0397.

56. Kozako, I. N. A. M. F,, Safin, S. Z., Rahim, A. R. A. (2013). The relationship of Big Five personality traits on
counterproductive work behaviour among hotel employees: An exploratory study. Procedia Economics and
Finance, 7, 181-187. DOI 10.1016/S2212-5671(13)00233-5.

57. Baloch, M. A., Meng, F., Xu, Z., Cepeda-Carrion, 1., Danish et al. (2017). Dark Triad, perceptions of
organizational politics and counterproductive work behaviors: The moderating effect of political skills.
Frontiers in Psychology, 8, 1972. DOI 10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01972.

58. Moher, D., Liberati, A., Tetzlaff, J., Altman, D. G., PRISMA Group. (2009). Preferred reporting items for
systematic reviews and meta-analyses: The PRISMA statement. Annals of internal medicine, 151(4), 264-269.
DOI 10.7326/0003-4819-151-4-200908180-00135.

59. Hedges, L. V., Olkin, 1. (1985). Statistical methods for meta-analysis. USA: Academic Press.

60. Wei, X. (2021). 4 meta-analysis method in organization and management studies. China: Science Press.

61. Rosenthal, R. (1979). The file drawer problem and tolerance for null results. Psychological Bulletin, 86(3), 638—
641. DOI 10.1037/0033-2909.86.3.638.

62. Bell, S. T., Villado, A. J., Lukasik, M. A., Belau, L., Briggs, A. L. (2011). Getting specific about demographic
diversity variable and team performance relationships: A meta-analysis. Journal of Management, 37(3), 709—
743. DOI 10.1177/0149206310365001.

63. Wei, X., Wang, A., Jiang, N. (2018). A meta-analysis of antecedents of team faultline and its effects on team
processes and outcomes. Nankai Business Review, 21(5), 139-149, 187.

64. Primer, A. P. (1992). Quantitative methods in psychology. Psychological Bulletin, 112(1), 155-159.

65. Jonason, P. K., Davis, M. D. (2018). A gender role view of the Dark Triad traits. Personality and Individual
Differences, 125, 102-105. DOI 10.1016/j.paid.2018.01.004.

66. Klein, G., Shtudiner, Z. (2021). Judging severity of unethical workplace behavior: Attractiveness and gender as
status characteristics. BRQ Business Research Quarterly, 24(1), 19-33. DOI 10.1177/2340944420916100.

67. Shtudiner, Z., Klein, G. (2020). Gender, attractiveness, and judgment of impropriety: The case of accountants.
European Journal of Political Economy, 64(4), 101916. DOI 10.1016/j.ejpoleco.2020.101916.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.11.026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.11.026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.01.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.socec.2021.101715
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2008.00512.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2015.12.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2015.12.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.1.228
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10869-013-9307-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10869-013-9307-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JMP-12-2012-0397
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JMP-12-2012-0397
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S2212-5671(13)00233-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01972
http://dx.doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-151-4-200908180-00135
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.86.3.638
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0149206310365001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.01.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/2340944420916100
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ejpoleco.2020.101916

	Effects of Big Five, HEXACO, and Dark Triad on Counterproductive Work Behaviors: A Meta-Analysis
	Introduction
	Theory and Hypothesis
	Method
	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusion
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile (None)
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth 8
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth 8
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [300 300]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


