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ABSTRACT 

A REPLICATION AND EXTENSION OF WORKPLACE INCIVILITY PERCEPTIONS AND 

COPING RESPONSES 

Ashley Cole 

University of Guelph, 2022

Advisor(s): 

Dr. Peter Hausdorf 

 

The purpose of the current study is to replicate previous findings on personality and 

perceptions of workplace incivility. Further, we extend on this research by examining how 

personality plays a role in incivility coping responses. In particular, we develop a 2 X 2 matrix, 

in which incivility coping responses fall into 1 of 4 cells: External/Functional, 

External/Dysfunctional, Internal/Functional, and Internal/Dysfunctional. 464 participants read 

vignettes of uncivil workplace interactions, and completed measures of their incivility 

perceptions, intended coping responses, and personality. Hierarchical Linear Modeling was used 

to analyze the data. Consistent with previous findings, we found that trait anger and positive 

affect predicted incivility perceptions. Further, we found support for most of the cells in our 2 X 

2 matrix. Theoretical, research, and practical implications are discussed.  
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1 Introduction 

Co-workers working harmoniously together is essential for the effective functioning of 

workplaces. As workplaces are increasingly challenged with globalization and technologization, 

co-worker interactions become more complex and so does a company’s ability to assure 

harmony (Andersson & Pearson, 1999). In fact, workplace incivility (WPI), or rudeness, is 

common in organizations and is on the rise (Porath & Pearson, 2013). Fifty percent of 

employees’ report experiencing WPI on a weekly basis, and this is up from twenty-five percent 

two decades ago (Porath & Pearson, 2013).  

Because WPI is ambiguous in nature, perception plays an essential role in interpreting the 

intent of the perpetrator (Sliter, Withrow, & Jex, 2015). Despite this, few studies have examined 

WPI perceptions. One study, by Sliter et al. (2015), examined how personality impacts 

perceptions of WPI, and this was replicated by Gonzalez-Morales, Provencher, Mazuritsky, and 

Hausdorf (2020). 

We wish to conduct another replication of the study by Sliter et al. (2015). However, in 

our replication we want to test a new measure of the five-factor personality model that will allow 

us to measure personality facets, and not just traits, as predictors of incivility perceptions. The 

five-factor personality model measures individuals’ broad traits, while the facets, that make up 

the broad traits, allow for more nuance (Carver & Connor-Smith, 2010). Moreover, we will 

analyze the data with HLM rather than previous analyses with hierarchal regression, as this will 

allow us to account for the shared variance in hierarchal data. 

Finally, most studies within the WPI literature only focus on one type of coping response 

from recipients of incivility, that being: engaging in revenge (or not; Cortina, Kabat-Farr, 



 

 

2 

 

Magley, & Nelson, 2017). Therefore, we propose examining how WPI influences employees’ 

reconciliation, reciprocation, perspective taking, and avoidance behaviours. Actually, personality 

may explain why some individuals respond one way over another to the same situation (Bolger, 

1990). Although previous researchers have studied the five-factor personality traits with stress 

coping responses, very few studies have examined how the facets of the five-factor personality 

model relate to these responses in the context of WPI (Carver & Connor-Smith, 2010; Connor-

Smith & Flachsbart, 2007; Fehr, Gelfand, & Nag, 2010; McCullough et al., 2001; McCullough & 

Hoyt, 2002; Riek & Mania, 2012).  The facets of the five-factor personality model will allow for 

more specificity, compared to broad traits, when examining specific coping responses. For 

example, Steel, Schmidt, and Shultz (2008) found that the facets of the five-factor personality 

model account for twice the variance in predicting well-being, over the broad traits of the five-

factor personality model. We therefore wish to understand how the facets of the five-factor 

personality model relate to reconciliation, reciprocation, perspective taking, and avoidance, as 

this may provide us with a more nuanced picture.  

1.1 Workplace Incivility 

WPI reflects behaviours that are rude or show a lack respect for others (Andersson & 

Pearson, 1999). These behaviours are low intensity, meaning that they are often indirect and 

subtle. Further, the intent to harm is ambiguous (Andersson & Pearson, 1999). Examples of WPI 

include criticizing, interrupting, and ignoring others during workplace interactions and activities 

(Porath & Pearson, 2013). 

As demonstrated by a recent meta-analysis, experiencing WPI can negatively impact an 

employee's mental health, job satisfaction, and turnover intentions (Chris, 2019). Additionally, 
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targets of WPI may reciprocate the rude behaviour back to the instigator (Andersson & Pearson, 

1999; Chris, 2019). This reciprocal exchange may lead to an escalating spiral between the two 

parties, known as the incivility spiral (Andersson & Pearson, 1999). It is suggested that as the 

intent of the behaviour becomes clearer this can lead to an escalation of aggression and violence 

(Andersson & Pearson, 1999). Ultimately, it is estimated that the negative effects of incivility 

can cost an organization approximately $14,000 a year per employee due to project delays 

(Pearson & Porath, 2009).  

1.2 Incivility Perceptions 

Because of its ambiguous nature, perception plays an essential role in interpreting the 

intention of the perpetrator (Sliter et al., 2015). Personality may account for why some 

individuals perceive a situation as harmful while others do not (Sliter et al., 2015). Sliter et al. 

(2015) presented university students with 22 incivility vignettes and asked them to rate the extent 

to which they perceived the perpetrator as rude. Following, participants completed measures of 

the five-factor personality model, trait anger, positive and negative affect, self-esteem, locus of 

control, and self-monitoring (Sliter et al., 2015). However, only the first three measures were 

hypothesized and reported by Sliter et al. (2015). They found that openness negatively predicted 

incivility perceptions, while conscientiousness, positive affect, and trait anger positively 

predicted incivility perceptions (Sliter et al., 2015).  

This study was replicated by Gonzalez-Morales et al. (2020) in a student and workplace 

sample. In the student sample they found that positive affect and trait anger positively influenced 

incivility perceptions, whereas extraversion negatively predicted incivility perceptions 

(Gonzalez-Morales et al., 2020). In the workplace sample Gonzalez-Morales et al. (2020) found 
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that agreeableness, extraversion, openness to experience, positive affect, negative affect, and trait 

anger predicted incivility perceptions. 

In both studies the strongest predictors were positive affect and trait anger (Sliter et al., 

2015; Gonzalez-Morales et al., 2020). Although the results of the replication by Gonzalez-

Morales et al. (2020) were consistent with findings by Sliter et al. (2015), different personality 

characteristics were found to significantly predict perceptions of incivility in the replication. 

Although it is clear that positive affect and trait anger are consistent predictors, the combination 

or role of personality traits is still unclear. Further, positive affect was found to be in the opposite 

direction hypothesized in both studies (Sliter et al., 2015; Gonzalez-Morales et al., 2020).  

Therefore, the first aim of our study is to replicate previous findings on personality and 

perceptions of WPI. Beyond the fact that different personality characteristics were found to 

significantly predict perceptions of incivility in the original study and replication, we argue that 

it is worthwhile to replicate again given that the relationship between positive affect and WPI 

perceptions was supported in the opposite direction hypothesized and was found to be one of the 

strongest predictors of WPI perceptions. In fact, past incivility literature has mainly focused on 

the role negative affect has played and has largely ignored the role of positive affect (Gonzalez-

Morales et al., 2020; Sliter et al., 2015).  

1.3 Replication 

Given that psychology is in the midst of a replication crisis, there is reasonable doubt 

among practitioners regarding the application of research findings to the field (Pashler & 

Wagenmakers, 2012). To address the replication crisis, researchers have called for exact 

replications of original studies, in which the replication employs the same procedures, materials, 
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and measures as the original study (Simons, 2014; Shrout & Rodgers, 2018). However, exact 

replications are often unfeasible for researchers because there are often difficulties mimicking 

power and design (Stroebe & Strack, 2014). Because of this, researchers often conduct 

conceptual replications, in which a different research design is used from the original in order to 

assess generalizability of the original study’s findings (Shrout & Rodgers, 2018). However, 

critics argue that conceptual replications are difficult to interpret when they produce 

contradictory findings (Fabrigar & Wegener 2016).  

Shrout and Rodgers (2018) argue that both exact and conceptual replications are 

informative, and place both replication types along a replication continuum, with direct 

replication at one end of the continuum and conceptual replication at the other end. Along the 

continuum is what Shrout and Rodgers (2018) conceptualize as systematic replications. A 

systematic replication is close to a direct replication; however, some features of the design might 

be different from the original study (Shrout & Rodgers, 2018). Additionally, Kohler and Cortina 

(2019) argue that there are multiple conceptualizations of different types of replications. Kohler 

and Cortina (2019) conceptualize these types of replications as a constructive replication. A 

replication that is constructive is one that improves on some features of the research design, such 

as experimenter competence, reporting accuracy, variable operationalization, and sample 

representativeness (Kohler & Cortina, 2019).  

Consistent with Shrout and Rodgers (2018) we argue that replications can be 

conceptualized on a continuum, with direct replications at one end, and conceptual at the other. 

Further, we adopt the conceptualization constructive replication by Kohler and Cortina (2019) 

and argue that constructive replications can be found along the continuum. As we move along 
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the continuum, we can see that researchers may choose to follow some aspects of the original 

study design and improve other aspects, including statistical analysis, measures, methods 

(intervention strength, procedures), study setting and context, and samples (participant 

characteristics). We propose that every change to these study design characteristics represents a 

different research question, and therefore merits investigation as we gain a more comprehensive 

understanding of the construct of interest. Ultimately, by examining these design characteristics 

we gain an understanding of a construct’s generalization through the identification of boundary 

conditions (i.e., the identification of moderators; Kohler and Cortina, 2019; Shrout and Rodgers, 

2018).     

To illustrate, Gonzalez-Morales et al. (2020) presented a direct replication of the Sliter et 

al. (2015) study by using a student sample and would therefore be positioned at one end of the 

continuum. This provides evidence that the effect is reproducible. Additionally, Gonzalez-

Morales et al. (2020) used a workplace sample that reflects a shift towards the other end of the 

continuum. As we move along the continuum, we therefore gain evidence of the effect’s 

generalizability, in this case to a workplace sample. However, if the effect was not replicated this 

would suggest a boundary condition, in which the effect would only be applicable to student 

samples (Shrout & Rodgers, 2018). From now on, we refer to the student sample by Gonzalez-

Morales et al. (2020) as the direct replication, and the workplace sample as the conceptual 

replication. 

We are therefore conducting another replication in which we change an aspect along the 

continuum. Specially, we want to test a new measure of the five-factor personality model and 

analyze the data with HLM rather than previous analyses of hierarchal regression. We are using a 
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new measure of the five-factor personality model as this will allow us to examine how the five-

factor facets relate to incivility responses. Sliter et al. (2015) and Gonzalez-Morales et al. (2015) 

previously used the Five Factor Personality Inventory from the International Personality Item 

Pool, which consisted of 50 items (Goldberg, 1999). However, we are using the International 

Personality Item Pool Representation of the Revised NEO Personality Inventory, which will 

consist of 120 items and allow us to measure the facets among personality traits (Maples, Guan, 

Carter, & Miller, 2014). Further, we are using a different analysis technique than in the Sliter et 

al. (2015) study and replication by Gonzalez-Morales et al. (2020). Given that participants 

respond to multiple vignettes, the data are considered to be hierarchical. Before the development 

of HLM, hierarchical data was assessed using regression analysis. However, regression is unable 

to account for the shared variance in hierarchal data, therefore HLM is the more appropriate 

method for assessing hierarchal data (Woltman et al., 2012). If the effects replicate with a 

different measure of the five-factor personality model and with a different statistical analysis 

technique, then we will have stronger evidence that the effects found in Sliter et al. (2015) and 

Gonzalez-Morales et al. (2020) are generalizable.  

1.4 Hypotheses 

We expect to find similar findings as Gonzalez-Morales et al. (2020) because we will be 

testing from the same student population. We therefore construct our hypotheses to be modeled 

after the findings found in the student sample used by Gonzalez-Morales et al. (2020). Below we 

present these hypotheses. 

Emotional stability refers to level-headedness (Sliter et al., 2015). The opposite of 

emotional stability is neuroticism. Neuroticism is made up of the facets anger, anxiety, 
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depression, self-consciousness, immoderation, and vulnerability (Goldberg, 1999). According to 

Sliter et al. (2015) and Gonzalez-Morales et al. (2020) neurotic individuals may be more likely to 

perceive situations negatively. Therefore, we expect that those who are high in neuroticism will 

be more likely to perceive a situation as uncivil.  

H1: Neuroticism will positively predict incivility perceptions  

 Extraversion is made up of the facets friendliness, gregariousness, assertiveness, activity-

level, excitement seeking, and cheerfulness (Goldberg, 1999). The opposite of extraversion is 

introversion (Costa and McCrae, 1992). Individuals who are high in extraversion may be less 

likely to perceive a situation as uncivil, as they are may be less likely to notice interpersonal 

breaches. Alternatively, individuals who are introverted may be more likely to notice 

interpersonal breaches and therefore perceive a situation as uncivil (Sliter et al., 2015; Gonzalez-

Morales et al., 2020) 

H2: Extraversion will negatively predict incivility perceptions 

Trait anger is the tendency for individuals to become angry at situations (Sliter et al., 

2015). According to Sliter et al. (2015) and Gonzalez-Morales et al. (2020) individuals who are 

high in trait anger are more likely to perceive situations negatively and become angry.  

H3: Trait anger will positively predict incivility perceptions 

Negative affect is a predisposition to experience negative emotions (Watson, Clark & 

Tellegen, 1988). Individuals who are high in negative affect are more likely to perceive 

situations negatively (Sliter et al., 2015; Gonzalez-Morales et al., 2020).  

H4: Negative affect will positively predict incivility perceptions 
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Positive affect is a predisposition to experience positive emotions (Watson et al., 1988). 

Interestingly, positive affect was found to be in the opposite direction Sliter et al. (2015) 

originally predicted. Originally, Sliter et al. (2015) proposed that positive affect would be 

negatively related to incivility perceptions, as they thought that individuals who are high in 

positive affect would be less likely to perceive the situation negatively as that would be 

inconsistent with their world view. However, Sliter et al. (2015) found that positive affect 

positively predicted incivility perceptions, and this was replicated by Gonzalez-Morales et al. 

(2020). Therefore, Sliter et al. (2015) instead argued that individuals who are high in positive 

affect are more optimistic and therefore when they experience interpersonal conflict they may 

have their expectations violated and subsequently experience more negative emotions. 

H5: Positive affect will positively predict incivility perceptions 

In summary, hypotheses 1 through 5 represent the replication component of this research as they 

relate to incivility perceptions. 

1.5 Incivility Coping Responses 

Most studies within the WPI literature typically focus on one coping response, that being: 

engaging in revenge (or not; Cortina, Kabat-Farr, Magley, & Nelson, 2017). One exception is 

Cortina et al. (2009), who examined the problem-focused and emotion-focused coping strategies 

employees use when responding to WPI. They found that employees who experience WPI may 

respond with an array of responses (Cortina et al., 2009). Even so, a full breadth of coping 

responses to WPI has yet to be developed. We therefore propose exploring additional coping 

responses employees may use when examining experiences of WPI.  
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Lazarus and Folkman (1984, p. 141) define coping as the “cognitive and behavioral 

efforts to manage specific external and/or internal demands.” Coping can reflect changing one’s 

internal thoughts or attempting to resolve the problem with others (Carver et al., 1989). 

Similarly, WPI can be considered a demand that employees cope with through different thoughts 

and behaviours. WPI is an appropriate stressor to study given the high rates of experienced WPI, 

and variability in employees coping responses (Cortina et al., 2009; Porath & Pearson, 2013). 

According to Folkman and Moskowitz (2004), coping is multidimensional. Coping 

behaviours have been previously categorized into emotion-focused coping and problem-focused 

coping; however, researchers have argued that this categorization is oversimplified, and does not 

differentiate between coping behaviours that are both functional and dysfunctional (Scheier, 

Weintraub, & Carver, 1986). According to Carver, Scheier, and Weintraub (1989) different 

coping approaches have different levels of success. In response, Carver et al. (1989) proposed 

the COPE, a comprehensive conceptualization that includes both functional and dysfunctional 

responses. However, the COPE is not inclusive of all coping behaviours, such as seeking 

information, assessing blame, engaging in social comparison, or wishful thinking. Skinner et al. 

(2003) reviewed and critiqued 100 coping conceptualizations. They argue that coping 

conceptualizations should be conceptually clear, mutually exclusive, and exhaustive. This means 

that: (1) coping responses should clearly align with their categories; (2) coping responses should 

only fall in their assigned category; and (3) conceptualizations encompass all possible coping 

responses (Skinner et al., 2003).  

 Alternatively, Moos and Holahan (2003) developed a 2 X 2 matrix, in which they 

measure the focus of coping and the method of coping. The focus of coping reflects actively 
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trying to solve the problem (approach) or avoiding the problem and managing emotions instead 

(avoid) (Moos & Holahan, 2003). While the method of coping reflects cognitive or behavioural 

approach (Moos & Holahan, 2003). However, this conceptualization of coping responses, does 

not address all the previous criticisms mentioned. Therefore, to address this we have adapted the 

Moos and Holahan (2003) 2 X 2 matrix.. Further, our 2 X 2 matrix differs from Moos & 

Holahan’s (2003) conceptualization, as we apply it to WPI. WPI is interpersonal in nature. In 

particular, Andersson and Pearson (1999) adopt a social interactionist perspective and argue that 

individuals interact and exchange WPI. We believe that existing coping models have not 

accounted for the social aspects of WPI. Therefore, in our 2 X 2 matrix we define the method of 

coping to be external/internal coping responses, while the focus of coping is 

functional/dysfunctional coping responses. Specifically, WPI coping responses fall into one of 

four cells: External/Functional; External/Dysfunctional; Internal/Functional; and 

Internal/Dysfunctional.   

The first dimension represented is the external/internal continuum. The dimension of 

external/internal represents an orientation to coping responses that are external to the individual 

and internal to the individual respectively. Similar to Moos and Holahan’s (2003) 2 X 2 matrix, 

this dimension can be considered the method of coping. Although Moos and Holahan’s (2003) 

method of coping reflects cognitive and behavioural coping, we alternatively conceptualize the 

method of coping to be external and internal styles. We conceptualize external and internal styles 

to be directed at whether the individual attempts to cope with the issue by engaging with others 

(external) or attempt to cope with the issue independently (internal). We believe that external and 



 

 

12 

 

internal styles are a clearer conceptualization than cognitive and behavioural coping, as coping 

responses may include both a cognitive and behavioural component.   

In addition, coping responses may be functional or dysfunctional (Scheier, Weintraub, & 

Carver, 1986). This dimension represents the focus of coping. Although, Moos and Holahan 

(2003) conceptualize the focus of coping to be approach and avoidance coping, we alternatively 

conceptualize the focus of coping to be functional or dysfunctional. We make this differentiation 

as actively solving a problem is not inherently functional, while avoiding a problem is not 

inherently dysfunctional. We define functional responses as the orientation to engage in 

forgiveness (i.e., maintaining the quality of relationships), and dysfunctional responses as the 

orientation to engage in revenge (i.e., harming the quality of relationships). The orientation to 

engage in forgiveness is considered functional as it may facilitate (or improve) relationships, 

while the tendency to engage in revenge is considered dysfunctional because it may hinder (or 

harm) relationships. For this dimension we only look at responses that are directed at the other 

individual in the uncivil interaction, rather than a third party or the organization. 

The internal/external and functional/dysfunctional dimensions represent the type of 

responses individuals orient to or have a tendency towards. Examples of External/Functional 

coping responses include seeking social support, problem-solving, and reconciliation; while 

examples of External/Dysfunctional coping responses include resistance, reciprocation of 

incivility, and aggression. Examples of Internal/Functional coping responses include emotion 

regulation, cognitive restructuring, positive reinterpretation, perspective taking, distraction, and 

minimization; while examples of Internal/Dysfunctional coping responses include rumination, 

disengagement, denial, and avoidance. For our study we are specifically interested in studying 
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reconciliation (External/Functional), reciprocation (External/Dysfunctional), perspective taking 

(Internal/Functional), and avoidance (Internal/Dysfunctional), as these responses have been 

typically studied in the workplace aggression literature (Beattie & Griffin, 2014; Hershcovis, 

Cameron, Gervais, & Bozeman, 2018; McCullough et al., 2001; McCullough, & Hoyt, 2002). 

We define reciprocation as enacting an uncivil act back towards the instigator (Andersson 

& Pearson, 1999), and avoidance as attempts to avoid the associated thoughts and emotions of 

the uncivil act (Connor-Smith & Flachsbart, 2007). Further, perspective-taking is understanding 

the situation from the other person’s perspective (Batson et al., 1997). While reconciliation is 

“the effort by the victim to extend acts of goodwill toward the [instigator] in the hopes of 

restoring the relationship (Aquino et al., 2006, p. 654).” 

To illustrate how employees who experience WPI may choose from a matrix of response 

options, imagine that while an employee who is contributing their own ideas during a department 

meeting, is interrupted by a colleague who begins presenting their own ideas. The employee is 

unsure if their colleague purposefully interrupted them, but regardless they find it off-putting. 

There are many possible ways the employee could respond. If they were to reciprocate, they may 

interrupt their colleague and interject with their own ideas in that, or a future, meeting 

(External/Dysfunctional). Instead, the employee may try to ignore the issue and avoid the 

thinking about it both in and after the meeting (Internal/Dysfunctional). Alternatively, the 

employee may try to understand why the colleague had interrupted them and attempt to frame 

the situation from the colleague’s perspective (Internal/Functional). Further, they may say 

something in the meeting or reach out to their colleague after to resolve the situation 
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(External/Functional). These options are likely to be influenced by their perceptions of the 

instigator and their own personalities. 

1.6 Personality and Coping Responses 

It has been demonstrated that individuals respond differently to similar stressors (Bolger, 

1990). Personality may explain why some individuals respond one way over another (Bolger, 

1990). According to the transactional model of stress and coping, individuals evaluate stressors 

for harm (primary appraisal) and assess options for responding (secondary appraisal; Lazarus & 

Folkman, 1984). Employees’ appraisal of a stressor and their individual traits can influence how 

they subsequently cope with that uncivil behaviour (Compass & Orosan, 1993). A meta-analysis 

model found empirical support for this, suggesting that personality traits have small to moderate 

direct effects on coping behaviours (Connor-Smith & Flachsbart, 2007).  

Previous research has found that revenge and avoidance are positively related to 

neuroticism (βs = .28 and .24, respectively) and negative affect (βs = .06 and .25, respectively), 

while negatively related to agreeableness (βs = -.40 and -.44, respectively; McCullough et al., 

2001; McCullough & Hoyt, 2002). Previous meta-analyses have found that agreeableness is 

positively related to forgiveness (r = .22 - .37), while neuroticism is negatively related to 

forgiveness (r = - .24 – -.27; Fehr, Gelfand, & Nag, 2010; Riek & Mania, 2012). Previous 

findings for extraversion and forgiveness have been mixed (Berry, Worthington, Parrott, 

O’Conner, & Wade, 2001; Brose, Rye, Lutz-Zois, & Ross, 2005; McCullough, Bellah, 

Kilpatrick, & Johnson, 2001; McCullough & Hoyt, 2002; Walker & Gorsuch, 2002), with the 

meta-analysis finding a significant, albeit small effect size (r = .06; Riek & Mania, 2012). 
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Although previous researchers have studied the five-factor personality model with 

reconciliation, reciprocation, perspective taking, and avoidance, very few studies have examined 

how the facets of the five-factor model relate to these coping responses within the WPI literature 

(Connor-Smith & Flachsbart, 2007). Researchers have called for the examination of personality 

facets with coping responses in order to gain a more comprehensive understanding of the role of 

personality in the coping process (Connor-Smith & Flachsbart, 2007). Further, all of the facets 

that comprise a personality trait may not be relevant to a specific coping response, and this could 

potentially explain why the literature has found only small to moderate effect sizes for the 

relationship between them (Connor-Smith & Flachsbart, 2007). Therefore, the second aim of our 

study is to understand how several facets of neuroticism, agreeableness, and extraversion relate 

to reconciliation, reciprocation, perspective taking, and avoidance (see Figure 1). Because this 

aspect of the research is novel, we have developed exploratory research questions that we present 

below. 

1.7 Exploratory Research Questions 

First, we expect the facet assertiveness, from the extraversion scale, will positively 

predict external responses, such as reconciliation and reciprocation, as targets who try to 

typically take control in situations will want to respond externally where they can exert their 

influence over others. Tanck and Robbins (1979) found that assertive individuals are more social 

and are more likely to engage in active coping behaviours.  

ERQ1: Does assertiveness positively predict external responses? 

 Alternatively, we expect that the facet self-consciousness, from the neuroticism scale, 

will positively predict internal responses, such as perspective-taking and avoidance, as targets 
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who are typically intimidated by social situations will want to respond with the problem 

internally. Andreassi (2011) found that neurotic individuals are more likely to engage in passive 

coping behaviours.  

ERQ2: Does self-consciousness positively predict internal responses?  

 We expect that negative affect will positively predict dysfunctional responses, such as 

reciprocation and avoidance, because past research suggest that negative dispositional mood can 

influence attention to negative stimuli and cause distress (Naimon, Mullins, & Osatuke, 2013) 

which can lead to revenge behaviours (Glomb & Liao, 2003; Miner & Cortina, 2016). 

ERQ3: Does negative affect positively predict dysfunctional responses? 

 Moreover, we expect that the trust facet of the agreeableness scale will positively predict 

functional responses, such as reconciliation and perspective-taking, as trusting individuals will 

utilize empathy as a tool for forgiveness, as empathy has been linked with forgiveness (Fehr et 

al., 2010).  

ERQ4: Does trust positively predict functional responses? 

We expect that anger will positively predict reciprocation, as targets who are angry may 

lose control and therefore engage in reciprocation. Gonzalez-Morales et al. (2020) found that 

angry individuals were more likely to reciprocate.  

ERQ5: Does anger positively predict reciprocation? 

Further, we expect the neuroticism facet anxiety will positively predict avoidance, 

because targets may become too distressed when dealing with a problem, and therefore they may 

avoid in response, Krypotos et al. (2015) found that individuals with anxiety disorders are more 

likely to avoid others.  
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ERQ6: Does anxiety positively predict avoidance? 

We expect that the friendliness facet of the extraversion scale will positively predict 

reconciliation, as targets who tend to build more relationships with their colleagues may have 

more reason to engage in reconciliation. Specifically, friendly individuals may be closer with 

their colleagues, and therefore this may drive them to reconcile. In particular, Fehr et al. (2010) 

found that relationship closeness is one of the strongest predictors of forgiveness.  

ERQ7: Does friendliness positively predict reconciliation? 

Further, we expect that the modesty facet of the agreeableness scale will positively 

predict perspective-taking, as targets may wish to not draw attention to the problem and therefore 

solve the problem independently. Similarly, Fang, Dong, and Fang (2019) found that honesty-

humility related to perspective taking.  

ERQ8: Does modesty positively predict perspective-taking?  
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2 Methods 

2.1 Participants 

A safeguard power analysis was conducted using G*Power to determine the minimum 

sample size required. Sliter et al. (2015) found an R2 = .12, 95% CI [.07, .16], with an N = 708., 

while Gonzalez-Morales et al. (2020) found an R2 = .127, 95% CI [.06, .17], with an N = 485. By 

using the smallest lower bound CI of .06, with 6 predictors, and a power of 80, we determined a 

minimum sample size of 234 is needed. We recruited 464 students from the University of Guelph 

to participate in our study. To participate in this study, students must have been (a) more than 18 

years old, and (b) currently enrolled full-time. University of Guelph students were recruited 

through the psychology department’s research participant pool system. Participants received 

course credit that was awarded through the department’s participant pool system, for their 

participation. A total of 417 students participated in our study.   

2.2 Procedure 

Given that this is a replication of Sliter et al. (2015) study we planned to imitate the 

original study as close as possible. Therefore, participants completed an online Qualtrics survey. 

To begin, participants read over the consent form (see Appendix A). Once consent was given to 

participate, participants read over the instructions, and were randomly presented with 22 

incivility vignettes (see Appendix B; see Appendix C). After reading each vignette, participants 

rated the perceived rudeness of the instigator within the vignette. To extend on the replication, 

we also asked participants how they would respond to the scenario (see Appendix D). 

Participants then filled out the personality measures and demographics information (see 
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Appendix E-I). Lastly, participants filled out an insufficient error responding measure and 

completed the debrief form (see Appendix I; see Appendix J). 

2.3 Measures 

2.3.1 Incivility Perceptions 

Twenty-two vignettes were developed by Sliter et al. (2015) to measure WPI perceptions 

(see Appendix A). Ten vignettes represented coworker incivility, six vignettes represented 

supervisor incivility, and a further six vignettes represented customer incivility. An example of 

coworker incivility was “You are in the middle of a meeting and your coworker decides to start 

text messaging”. An example of supervisor incivility was “You hold the door for your 

supervisor; your supervisor walks right on through without acknowledging you”. Lastly, an 

example of customer incivility was “You are working to resolve an issue that a customer is 

having. The customer keeps sighing audibly as you talk with your manager”.  

To assess incivility perceptions, we used the scale developed by Sliter et al. (2015). Sliter 

et al. (2015) asked participants to rate how rude the perpetrator was on a 4-point Likert Scale 

from 1 (not at all rude) to 4 (extremely rude). 

2.3.2 Coping Responses 

In the original study by Sliter et al. (2015) and the replication by Gonzalez-Morales et al. 

(2020) they asked participants the extent they would respond in kind, actually respond in kind, 

escalate the situation, and actually escalate the situation, on a 6-point Likert Scale, ranging from 

1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). We have adapted the items of this scale to fit for our 

four coping responses (reconciliation, perspective taking, avoidance, and retaliation). In 

particular participants were asked to report the extent to which they would respond to their 
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coworker/supervisor/customer with these four coping responses on a scale of 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 6 (strongly agree).   

Participants were also asked to report which response would be their immediate reaction 

to the scenario presented. Participants were asked to select only one of the four coping responses 

as their immediate coping response, as participants may respond with alternative coping 

behaviours if the immediate coping response is unsuccessful (Zapf & Gross, 2001). 

We have developed these scales in alternative to adapting existing scales to verify 

whether the four responses are meaningful for understanding how individuals cope with WPI. If 

these responses are meaningful, then future researchers can adapt existing measures into a 

comprehensive measure.  

2.3.3 Five-Factor Personality Model 

To assess participants’ neuroticism, openness, conscientiousness, agreeableness, and 

extraversion, we used the 120-Item of the International Personality Item Pool Representation of 

the Revised NEO Personality Inventory (IPIP-120; see Appendix B; Maples et al., 2014). This 

scale consists of 4 items among 6 facets for each of the five-factor personality traits, for a total of 

120 items. Participants were asked to rate the extent they (dis)agree with the following 

statements using a 5-point Likert Scale from 1 (Very Inaccurate) to 5 (Very Accurate). The 

alphas for the IPIP-120 ranged from .77 to .88, while the facet scales ranged between .57 and 

.87.  

2.3.4 Trait Anger 

To assess trait anger participants completed the Trait Anger Scale (TAS; See Appendix 

C; Spielberger, Jacobs, Russell, & Crane, 1983). The TAS consists of 15-items that asks 
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participants to rate the extent they (dis)agree on a Likert Scale from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 

(Strongly Agree). Higher scores indicate higher levels of trait anger. Sample items include “I 

have a fiery temper” and “I am quick-tempered”. The TAS was found to have a high internal 

consistency of .89.  

2.3.5 Positive and Negative Affect 

To assess positive and negative affect participants completed the Positive and Negative 

Affectivity Scale (PANAS; See Appendix D; Watson et al., 1988). The PANAS consists of 20 

adjectives that asks participants the extent the adjective describes how they generally feel on a 

Likert Scale from 1 (Very Slightly or Not at All) to 5 (Extremely). Sample items for positive 

affect and negative affect include “Excited” and “Distressed” respectively. The alphas for 

positive affect and negative affect were found to be .83 and .86 respectively.  

2.3.6 Demographics 

Participants also completed demographic information. Similar to the study conducted by 

Sliter et al. (2015) we asked participants to report their gender. Sliter et al. (2015) controlled for 

gender in their analyses, as gender has been shown to be related to WPI perceptions.   
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3 Analysis and Results 

3.1 Analytical Approach 

As participants provided their responses to multiple vignettes, the data is considered to be 

hierarchical. When data has been repeatedly collected within each study participant, it is nested 

within them (Osborne, 2000). Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) is best used for analyzing 

hierarchical data. HLM is a method of ordinary least squares regression that accounts for the 

shared variance in hierarchical data. This means that it accounts for variance in the outcome 

variable at varying hierarchical levels in the predictor variable (Woltman, Feldstain, MacKay, & 

Rocchi, 2012). Because of this, HLM can separate the between-group and within-group variance 

effects, making it the preferred method for nested data (Woltman et al., 2012).  

To test our hypotheses, we first ran models where each personality trait was used as the 

only predictor of incivility perceptions and controlled for sex. Next, we combined all the 

personality traits into the same HLM model to better understand the unique effects of each 

personality variable in predicting incivility perceptions, while controlling for sex. To answer our 

exploratory research questions, we first combined agreeableness, neuroticism, and extraversion 

into the same regression model to understand the unique effects of each variable on the 

dimensions and cells of our 2 X 2 matrix, while controlling for sex. Then we ran independent 

models, where we examined the facets of agreeableness, neuroticism, and extraversion, as the 

only predictor for each of the dimensions and cells in our 2 X 2 matrix, while also controlling for 

sex.  

To assess the goodness of fit of each model, we also conducted a Likelihood ratio test 

between a hypothesized model and a null model with no predictors. We also examined several 
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information criteria to rank the competing two models. Specifically, we examine the Akaike 

Information Criterion (AIC), the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC), and the deviance of the 

model (-2 times log-likelihood ratio). These 3 information criteria can be used as an estimator of 

the relative quality of the model (i.e., to determine which model had better fit). Lower values for 

each of these information criteria indicate better model fit. 

3.2 Model Specification 

Our models had a 2-level structure: vignettes (level 1) were nested within participants 

(level 2). Individual traits were modeled as predictors at level 2 and no predictors were modeled 

at level 1. Generally, it is recommended to start with a maximal model, as omitting a random 

effect can increase the chance of Type 1 errors when there is variability in an effect (Barr et al., 

2013). However, in our case our models had issues with singularity (and therefore became 

overparametrized), and therefore it was recommended to reduce the amount of random effects 

(Matuschek et al., 2017). Therefore, we ran our models with individual differences as fixed 

effects and participant as a varying-intercept random effect. Level-2 predictors (individual 

differences) were grand-mean centered (with the mean of all participants subtracted from each 

participant’s score) to allow for us to establish a meaningful zero point (Enders & Tofighi, 

2007). 

3.3 Data Screening 

A total of 464 participants participated in our study. However, 47 participants withdrew 

from the study, which left us with 417 participants. We included several checks to identify and 

eliminate careless responding. To first identify careless responding, we asked participants 

whether we should include their data in our analysis, as recommended by DeSimone, Harms and 
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DeSimone (2015). 10 participants answered “no” and were therefore removed. Next, we 

removed participants who took longer than 5000 seconds to complete the survey or under 684 

seconds to complete the survey. This range was recommended by Huang, Curran, Keeny, 

Poposki, and DeShon (2012), who suggested a minimum of 2 seconds per question. Therefore, 

38 participants were removed from the data set, and we were left with a total of 369 participants. 

Both of these practices for careless responding were implemented in the original study by Sliter 

et al. (2015), and in the replication study by Gonzalez-Morales et al. (2020). However, we also 

included additional checks to identify careless responding, including attention checks, and an 

insufficient error responding measure. Because these two checks were not included in the 

original study and replication, we decided to analyze the data twice, as a different data screening 

process can be seen as another change along the replication continuum. The results we present 

below are the first sample of data, in which we follow the original study and replication. In 

appendix K we present the results of our second sample of data, in which we included additional 

screening checks, such as attention checks and an insufficient error responding measure. See 

figures 2 and 3 for visual representations of our data screening process for both samples. 

3.4 Intra-class Correlations 

Before conducting HLM, it is important to calculate the intra-class correlation (ICC). The 

ICC is the ratio of between group variance to the total variance, while the residual intra-class 

correlation is the within group variance to the total variance (Hofmann, 1997). Because 

participants provided responses to multiple vignettes, we are therefore interested in the within-

person variance. To examine the within-person variance, we calculated the residual-intraclass 

correlations by modeling a null linear model for each outcome variable (perceptions of incivility, 
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reconciliation, perspective taking, avoidance, and reciprocation) with no predictors, and allowed 

the intercept to vary by participant (see Tables 7-15 and Tables 24-35 for the residual-ICC). 

Results showed that the within-person variances ranged from 68.77% to 88.05%. This suggests 

that individuals responded to the vignettes differently. Because HLM allows us to account for 

within-person variance this provides support for conducting HLM over aggregating the scenarios 

as with regression analysis. 

3.5 Assumptions Testing 

Prior to running our hypothesized models and exploratory models, we tested for normality 

of residuals and homoscedasticity of residuals (see figures 4-18). The assumption for 

homoscedasticity was met, however, the assumption of normality might have been violated. 

However, research has suggested that violations in the assumptions of normality at the second 

level of the model have little to no effect on the parameter estimates (Maas & Hox, 2004). 

Therefore, we decided to not transform the data. 

3.6 Results 

Descriptive statistics and correlations for the replication analysis are presented in Table 1. 

While descriptive statistics and correlations for the exploratory analysis are presented in Tables 

2-6. When examining the gender of our participants, 22.76% of participants identified as male, 

while 76.69% of participants identified as female.  

3.6.1 Hypothesis Testing 

The first aim of our study to was to understand how personality predicts incivility 

perceptions. Sliter et al. (2015) tested whether the five-factor personality model, trait anger, and 

positive and negative affect predicted incivility perceptions, and their study was replicated by 
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Gonzalez-Morales et al. (2020) in a student and workplace sample. Although trait anger and 

positive affect were found to be the strongest predictors in both the original study and replication 

studies, ultimately different personality traits were found to significantly predict perceptions of 

incivility (Sliter et al., 2015; Gonzalez-Morales et al., 2020). Therefore, we conducted another 

replication to gain further evidence of when these effects might replicate.   

Hypothesis 1 stated that neuroticism will positively predict incivility perceptions. 

Neuroticism did not significantly predict incivility perceptions (βu = - .02, 95% CI [-.01, .08], p 

= .62). Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was not supported (see Table 7). The Likelihood Ratio Test did 

show a significant difference between the hypothesized model and a null model (χ2(2) = 6.06, p 

= .04). This suggests that hypothesized model may be a better fit than the null model.  

Hypothesis 2 stated that extraversion will negatively predict incivility perceptions. 

Extraversion significantly positively predicted incivility perceptions (βu = .13, 95% CI [.03, .23], 

p = .01), such that participants who had higher extraversion scores had a greater likelihood of 

perceiving an uncivil scenario as rude. Therefore, Hypothesis 2 was not supported (see Table 8). 

It should be noted that the confidence interval around the parameter estimate for extraversion is 

wide, indicating that this estimate is less precise (Tan & Tan, 2010). The Likelihood Ratio Test 

did show a significant difference between the hypothesized model and a null model (χ2(2) = 

11.83, p = .003). This suggests that hypothesized model may be a better fit than the null model 

Hypothesis 3 stated that trait anger will positively predict incivility perceptions. Trait 

anger significantly positively predicted incivility perceptions (βu = .14, 95% CI [.06, .22], p = 

.0008), such that participants who had higher trait anger scores had a greater likelihood of 

perceiving an uncivil scenario as rude. Therefore, Hypothesis 3 was supported (see Table 9). 
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However, the confidence interval around the parameter estimate for anger is wide, indicating that 

this estimate is less precise (Tan & Tan, 2010). The Likelihood Ratio Test did show a significant 

difference between the hypothesized model and a null model (χ2(2) = 16.85, p = .0002). This 

suggests that hypothesized model may be a better fit than the null model. 

Hypothesis 4 stated that negative affect will positively predict incivility perceptions. 

Negative affect did not significantly predict incivility perceptions (βu = .03, 95% CI [-.12, .04], p 

= .31). Therefore, Hypothesis 4 was not supported (see Table 10). The Likelihood Ratio Test did 

show a significant difference between the hypothesized model and a null model (χ2(2) = 6.83, p 

= .03). This suggests that hypothesized model may be a better fit than the null model 

Hypothesis 5 stated that positive affect will positively predict incivility perceptions. 

Positive affect significantly positively predicted incivility perceptions (βu = .18, 95% CI [.09, 

.26], p = .0001), such that participants who had higher positive affect scores had a greater 

likelihood of perceiving an uncivil scenario as rude. Therefore, Hypothesis 5 was supported (see 

Table 11). The Likelihood Ratio Test did show a significant difference between the hypothesized 

model and a null model (χ2(2) = 20.56, p = .00003). This suggests that hypothesized model may 

be a better fit than the null model. 

For hypotheses 1-5, the AIC and deviance decreased from the null model to the 

hypothesized model, whereas, for hypotheses 1-4 the BIC increased. The decreasing AIC and 

deviance values suggest that the hypothesized model may be a better fit than the null model, 

although this should be interpreted with caution due to the increasing BIC values. With that said, 

the BIC tends to select models that are underfit or overly simplistic, and therefore may not be the 

best indicator for goodness of fit (Harrison et al., 2018). 
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 We also conducted additional analyses that were implemented in the original study and 

replication. These results are presented below.  

First, we found that openness significantly negatively predicted incivility perceptions (βu 

= -.19, 95% CI [-.32, -.06], p = .003), such that participants who had lower openness scores had a 

greater likelihood of perceiving an uncivil scenario as rude (see Table 12). However, the 

confidence interval around the parameter estimate for openness is wide, indicating that this 

estimate is less precise (Tan & Tan, 2010). The Likelihood Ratio Test did show a significant 

difference between the alternative model and a null model (χ2(2) = 14.27, p = .0008). The AIC 

decreased by 10.00 from the null model to the alternative model. While the BIC increased by 

4.00 from the null model to the alternative model. In addition, the deviance of the alternative 

model to the null model decreased by 14.00. This suggests that alternative model may be a better 

fit than the null model. 

Next, we found that agreeableness did not significantly predict incivility perceptions (βu 

= .01, 95% CI [-.12, .14], p = .88; see Table 13). The Likelihood Ratio Test did not show a 

significant difference between the alternative model and a null model (χ2(2) = 5.84, p = .05). The 

AIC decreased by 2.0 from the null model to the alternative model. While the BIC increased by 

12.00 from the null model to the alternative model. In addition, the deviance of the alternative 

model to the null model decreased by 6.0. This suggests that alternative model is not a better fit 

than the null model. 

Lastly, we found that conscientiousness significantly positively predicted incivility 

perceptions (βu = .20, 95% CI [.09, .32], p = .0005), such that participants who had higher 

conscientiousness scores had a greater likelihood of perceiving an uncivil scenario as rude (see 
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Table 14). However, the confidence interval around the parameter estimate for conscientiousness 

is wide, indicating that this estimate is less precise (Tan & Tan, 2010). The Likelihood Ratio 

Test did show a significant difference between the alternative model and a null model (χ2(2) = 

17.79, p = .0001). The AIC decreased by 13.00 from the null model to the alternative model. 

While the BIC did not change from the null model to the alternative model. In addition, the 

deviance of the alternative model to the null model decreased by 17.00. This suggests that 

alternative model may be a better fit than the null model. 

Next, we combined all the personality traits into the same regression model to better 

understand the unique effects of each personality variable in predicting incivility perceptions (see 

Table 15). In this model, neuroticism did not significantly predict incivility perceptions (βu = 

.04, 95% CI [-.12, .20], p = .65). Extraversion no longer significantly predicted incivility 

perceptions (βu = -.01, 95% CI [-.14, .11], p = .81), while trait anger continued to significantly 

positively predict incivility perceptions (βu = .20, 95% CI [.09, .30], p = .0002), such that 

participants who had higher trait anger scores had a greater likelihood of perceiving an uncivil 

scenario as rude. However, the confidence interval around the parameter estimate for trait anger 

is wide, indicating that this estimate is less precise (Tan & Tan, 2010). Negative affect did not 

significantly predict incivility perceptions (βu = -.06, 95% CI [-.13, .06], p = .48). Positive affect 

continued to significantly positively predict incivility perceptions (βu = .14, 95% CI [.03, .25], p 

= .01), such that participants who had higher positive affect scores had a greater likelihood of 

perceiving an uncivil scenario as rude. However, the confidence interval around the parameter 

estimate for positive affect is wide, indicating that this estimate is less precise (Tan & Tan, 

2010). Openness continued to significantly negatively predict incivility perceptions (βu = -.15, 
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95% CI [-.28, -.03], p = .02), such that participants who had lower openness scores had a greater 

likelihood of perceiving an uncivil scenario as rude. However, the confidence interval around the 

parameter estimate for openness is wide, indicating that this estimate is less precise (Tan & Tan, 

2010). Next, we found that agreeableness did not significantly predict incivility perceptions (βu 

= .08, 95% CI [-.07, .22], p = .30). Lastly, we found that conscientiousness continued to 

significantly positively predict incivility perceptions (βu = .20, 95% CI [.07, .33], p = .002), such 

that participants who had higher conscientiousness scores had a greater likelihood of perceiving 

an uncivil scenario as rude.  

 The Likelihood Ratio Test did show a significant difference between the combined model 

and a null model (χ2(9) = 54.13, p = .00000002). The AIC decreased by 36.00 from the null 

model to the combined model. While the BIC increased by 27.00 from the null model to the 

combined model. In addition, the deviance of the combined model to the null model decreased 

by 54.00.  

In summary, we found support that trait anger, positive affect, openness, and 

conscientiousness predict incivility perceptions.  Further, we found that extraversion predicted 

incivility perceptions in the opposite direction that we predicted. However, this effect was not 

found once we combined all the personality traits into the same regression model. We also did 

not find support for neuroticism, extraversion, agreeableness, or negative affect when testing our 

independent and combined models.   

We report the findings of the original study and replication studies in tables 16 and 17. 

When comparing the combined model results of this study and the original, using null hypothesis 

significance testing as our comparison test, all findings replicated, such that positive affect, trait 
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anger, and conscientiousness positively predicted incivility perceptions while openness 

negatively predicted incivility perceptions. Further, neither study found support that 

agreeableness, extraversion, neuroticism, nor negative affect predicted incivility perceptions. 

When comparing the combined model results of this study and the direct replication, using null 

hypothesis significance testing as our comparison test, we similarly found that both positive 

affect and trait anger positively predicted incivility perceptions, while agreeableness, 

neuroticism, and negative affect did not predict incivility perceptions. We, however, did not find 

similar results for extraversion, conscientiousness, or openness. When comparing the combined 

model results of this study and the conceptual replication, using null hypothesis significance 

testing as our comparison test, we found that positive affect, trait anger, and openness replicated, 

such that both positive affect and trait anger both positively predicted incivility perceptions, 

while openness negatively predicted incivility perceptions. Further, both studies did not find 

evidence that neuroticism predicted incivility perceptions. Both studies also found conflicting 

findings for agreeableness, extraversion, conscientiousness, and negative affect.  

Similar to Gonzalez-Morales et al. (2020) we conducted additional comparison tests to 

determine the success of the replication results. First, we calculated prediction intervals for each 

correlation to estimate how much we might expect two correlations to differ from each other due 

to sampling error (Spence & Stanley, 2016). The prediction intervals and correlations from each 

study are reported in Table 18. Correlations that fall within the prediction interval indicate the 

findings replicated. Next, we calculated z-values for each estimate to test the difference between 

our study’s findings with the original and previous replication studies (Paternoster, Brame, 

Mazerolle, & Piquero, 1998). Z-values under 2.00 indicated the findings replicated. Next, we 
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examined whether the unstandardized parameter estimate from our study fell within the 

confidence intervals reported in the original and replication studies (Open Science, 2015). Lastly, 

we examined whether the unstandardized regression weights of the original study and replication 

studies fell within the confidence intervals found in our study (Open Science, 2015). If the 

estimate falls inside the confidence interval, then this suggests that the findings replicated. 

According to these various comparison tests, we find that positive affect and trait anger 

positively predict incivility perceptions. These comparison tests are reported in Tables 19-23. 

3.6.2 Exploratory Analyses 

The second aim of our study was to understand how personality may explain why some 

individuals respond one way over another when experiencing WPI. In particular, past research 

has shown that neuroticism and negative affect positively relate to revenge and avoidance 

behaviours (McCullough et al., 2001; McCullough & Hoyt, 2002), while agreeableness and 

extraversion positively relate to forgiveness (Fehr, Gelfand, & Nag, 2010; Riek & Mania, 2012). 

However, we are interested in whether the facets of the five-factor model relate to WPI coping 

responses. Specifically, we are interested in whether the facets of neuroticism, agreeableness, 

and extraversion relate to the 2 X 2 coping matrix that we have developed. Because examining 

the facets of five-factor model is novel within the field of WPI, we have developed and tested 

exploratory models for each of the dimensions (functional/dysfunctional and external/internal) 

and cells (functional/internal, functional/external, dysfunctional/internal, dysfunctional, external) 

of our 2 X 2 matrix.  
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To begin, we first combined agreeableness, neuroticism, and extraversion into the same 

regression model to understand the unique effects of each variable on the dimensions and cells of 

our 2 X 2 matrix, while controlling for sex (see Tables 24-27).  

We found that agreeableness positively significantly predicted reconciliation, (βu = .22, 

95% CI [.03, .40], p = .02). However, the confidence interval around the parameter estimate for 

agreeableness is wide, indicating that this estimate is less precise (Tan & Tan, 2010). We also 

found that extraversion positively predicted reconciliation, (βu = .25, 95% CI [.08, .41], p = 

.003). However, the confidence interval around the parameter estimate for extraversion is wide, 

indicating that this estimate is less precise (Tan & Tan, 2010). Further, we found that neuroticism 

did not significantly predict reconciliation (βu = .09, 95% CI [-.11, .30], p = .38). The Likelihood 

Ratio Test did show a significant difference between the combined model and a null model 

(χ2(5) = 14.22, p = .01; see Table 24).  

We found that agreeableness positively significantly predicted perspective taking (βu = 

.39, 95% CI [.19, .24], p = .00009). We also found that extraversion positively predicted 

perspective taking, (βu = .21, 95% CI [.04, .38], p = .01). However, the confidence interval 

around the parameter estimate for extraversion is wide, indicating that this estimate is less 

precise (Tan & Tan, 2010). Neuroticism did not significantly predict perspective taking (βu = 

.03, 95% CI [-.18, .24], p = .38). The Likelihood Ratio Test did show a significant difference 

between the combined model and a null model (χ2(5) = 20.73, p = .01; see Table 25).  

We found that agreeableness did not significantly predict avoidance (βu = .13, 95% CI [-

.04, .31], p = .12). We also found that extraversion did not significantly predict avoidance, (βu = 

.04, 95% CI [-.11, .19], p = .60). Further, we found that neuroticism did not significantly predict 
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avoidance (βu = .11, 95% CI [-.08, .30], p = .26). The Likelihood Ratio Test did not show a 

significant difference between the combined model and a null model (χ2(5) = 10.16, p = .07; see 

Table 26). 

Lastly, we found that agreeableness negatively significantly predicted reciprocation (βu = 

-.58, 95% CI [-.76, -.39], p = .000). However, the confidence interval around the parameter 

estimate for agreeableness is wide, indicating that this estimate is less precise (Tan & Tan, 2010). 

We also found that extraversion positively predicted reciprocation, (βu = .20, 95% CI [.04, .36], 

p = .01). However, the confidence interval around the parameter estimate for extraversion is 

wide, indicating that this estimate is less precise (Tan & Tan, 2010).  Further, we found that 

neuroticism did not significantly predict reciprocation (βu = .06, 95% CI [-.14, .26], p = .56). 

The Likelihood Ratio Test did show a significant difference between the combined model and a 

null model (χ2(5) = 49.91, p = .000; see Table 27).  

Exploratory research question 1 asked whether assertiveness positively predicts external 

responses (i.e. reconciliation and reciprocation; see Table 28). Assertiveness did not significantly 

predict reconciliation (βu = .03, 95% CI [-.07, .13], p = .56). The Likelihood Ratio Test did not 

show a significant difference between the exploratory model and a null model (χ2(2) = .75, p = 

.68). This suggests that exploratory model is not a better fit than the null model. Further, 

assertiveness did not significantly predict reciprocation (βu = .08, 95% CI [-.02, .18], p = .11). 

The Likelihood Ratio Test did not show a significant difference between the exploratory model 

and a null model (χ2(2) = 3.55, p = .17). This suggests that exploratory model is not a better fit 

than the null model. Therefore, there was no support for exploratory research question 1. 
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Exploratory research question 2 explored whether self-consciousness positively predicts 

internal responses (i.e. perspective taking and avoidance; see Table 29). Self-consciousness did 

not significantly predict perspective taking (βu = .08, 95% CI [-.02, .17], p = .13). The 

Likelihood Ratio Test did not show a significant difference between the exploratory model and a 

null model (χ2(2) = 2.83, p = .24). This suggests that exploratory model is not a better fit than the 

null model. In contrast, self-consciousness significantly positively predicted avoidance (βu = .14, 

95% CI [.05, .22], p = .001), such that participants who had higher self-consciousness scores had 

a greater likelihood of coping with avoidance. However, the confidence interval around the 

parameter estimate for self-consciousness is wide, indicating that this estimate is less precise 

(Tan & Tan, 2010). The Likelihood Ratio Test did show a significant difference between the 

exploratory model and a null model (χ2(2) = 14.00, p = .0009).. This suggests that exploratory 

model is a better fit than the null model. Therefore, there was partial support for exploratory 

research question 2.  

Exploratory research question 3 asked whether negative affect positively predicts 

dysfunctional responses (i.e. reciprocation and avoidance; see Table 30). Negative affect did not 

significantly predict reciprocation (βu = .07, 95% CI [-.05, .18], p = .25). The Likelihood Ratio 

Test did not show a significant difference between the exploratory model and a null model (χ2(2) 

= 2.30, p = .32). This suggests that exploratory model is not a better fit than the null model. 

Further, negative affect did not significantly predict avoidance (βu = .08, 95% CI [-.02, .19], p = 

.12). The Likelihood Ratio Test, however, did show a significant difference between the 

exploratory model and a null model (χ2(2) = 6.41, p = .04). This suggests that exploratory model 
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may be a better fit than the null model. Therefore, there was no support for exploratory research 

question 3.  

Exploratory research question 4 asked whether trust positively predicts functional 

responses (i.e. reconciliation and perspective taking; see Table 31). Trust significantly positively 

predicted reconciliation (βu = .20, 95% CI [.10, .29], p = .000), such that participants who had 

higher trust scores had a greater likelihood of coping with reciprocation. The Likelihood Ratio 

Test did show a significant difference between the exploratory model and a null model (χ2(2) = 

16.28, p = .0003). This suggests that exploratory model may be a better fit than the null model. 

Further, trust significantly positively predicted perspective taking (βu = .18, 95% CI [.08, .28], p 

= .0004), such that participants who had higher trust scores had a greater likelihood of coping 

with perspective taking. However, the confidence interval around the parameter estimate for trust 

is wide, indicating that this estimate is less precise (Tan & Tan, 2010). The Likelihood Ratio 

Test did show a significant difference between the exploratory model and a null model (χ2(2) = 

12.82, p = .002). This suggests that exploratory model may be a better fit than the null model.  

Exploratory research question 5 asked whether anger positively predicts reciprocation. 

Anger significantly positively predicted reciprocation (βu = .17, 95% CI [.09, .26], p = .00007), 

such that participants who had higher anger scores had a greater likelihood of coping with 

reciprocation (see Table 32). The Likelihood Ratio Test did show a significant difference 

between the exploratory model and a null model (χ2(2) = 16.54, p = .0003). This suggests that 

exploratory model may be a better fit than the null model. 

Exploratory research question 6 asked whether anxiety positively predicts avoidance. 

Anxiety significantly positively predicted avoidance (βu = .13, 95% CI [.03, .23], p = .01), such 
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that participants who had higher anxiety scores had a greater likelihood of coping with avoidance 

(see Table 33). Therefore, there was support for exploratory research question 6. However, the 

confidence interval around the parameter estimate for anger is wide, indicating that this estimate 

is less precise (Tan & Tan, 2010). The Likelihood Ratio Test did show a significant difference 

between the exploratory model and a null model (χ2(2) = 10.57, p = .005). This suggests that 

exploratory model may be a better fit than the null model. 

Exploratory research question 7 asked whether friendliness positively predicts 

reconciliation (see Table 34). Friendliness significantly positively predicted reconciliation (βu = 

.17, 95% CI [.06, .27], p = .001), such that participants who had higher friendliness scores had a 

greater likelihood of coping with reconciliation. Therefore, there was support for exploratory 

research question 7. However, the confidence interval around the parameter estimate for 

friendliness is wide, indicating that this estimate is less precise (Tan & Tan, 2010). The 

Likelihood Ratio Test did show a significant difference between the exploratory model and a null 

model (χ2(2) = 10.40, p = .005). This suggests that exploratory model may be a better fit than the 

null model. 

Exploratory research question 8 asked whether modesty positively predicts perspective 

taking. Modesty did not significantly predict perspective taking (βu = .00, 95% CI [-.10, .10], p = 

.99). Therefore, there was no support for exploratory research question 8 (see Table 35). The 

Likelihood Ratio Test did not show a significant difference between the exploratory model and a 

null model (χ2(2) = 0.55, p = .76). This suggests that exploratory model is not a better fit than the 

null model. 
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For exploratory research questions 4-7, the AIC and deviance decreased from the null 

model to the hypothesized model, whereas for hypotheses 4-7, the BIC increased. The decreasing 

AIC and deviance values suggest that the hypothesized model may be a better fit than the null 

model, although this should be interpreted with caution due to the increasing BIC values. With 

that said, the BIC tends to select models that are underfit or overly simplistic, and therefore may 

not be the best indicator for goodness of fit (Harrison et al., 2018). 

In summary, we found evidence that agreeableness, and specifically the facet trust, 

predicted functional coping (reconciliation and perspective taking). Further, we found that 

extraversion predicted external responses (reconciliation and reciprocation). However, we did 

not find support for the other dimensions in our 2 X 2 matrix. Further, we found support that the 

facets of the five-factor personality model predicted most of the individual cells in our model 

(other than perspective taking). These findings are presented in figure 19 and discussed further in 

the discussion section.   
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4 Discussion 

This research was designed and implemented to replicate two prior studies and extend WPI 

responses to include coping. This discussion will focus on the findings with respect to their 

replication hypotheses and exploratory research questions. First, we found that trait anger and 

positive affect positively predicted WPI perceptions. This is consistent with previous findings by 

Sliter et al. (2015) and Gonzalez-Morales et al. (2020), and therefore we are confident in these 

findings’ replicability. Further, we found support that openness, conscientiousness, and 

extraversion were predictors of WPI perceptions. However, extraversion no longer predicted 

WPI perceptions in the combined model. Additionally, we did not find support that negative 

affect, agreeableness predicted WPI perceptions. Given that these additional findings were not 

replicated by Gonzalez-Morales et al. (2020) we are less confident in these findings’ 

replicability. When examining the relationship between personality and coping responses, we 

found that the facets of neuroticism and agreeableness tend to predict most of the cells in our 2 X 

2 matrix (reconciliation, reciprocation, and avoidance). However, we did not find much support 

that the facets of the five-factor model relate to the dimensions of our 2 X 2 matrix, other than 

for trust and functional coping responses. Given the exploratory nature of this research question 

we are hesitant to make strong conclusions, without additional studies.  

4.1 Replication Findings 

The first aim of our study was to confirm the personality traits that predict WPI perceptions 

from two prior studies. Sliter et al. (2015) tested whether the five-factor personality model, trait 

anger, and positive and negative affect predicted incivility perceptions, and their study was 

replicated by Gonzalez-Morales et al. (2020) in a student and workplace sample. Although trait 
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anger and positive affect were found to be the strongest predictors in both the original study and 

the replications, different personality traits were also found to significantly predict perceptions of 

incivility (Sliter et al., 2015; Gonzalez-Morales et al., 2020). Therefore, we conducted another 

replication to gain further evidence of when these effects might replicate (i.e., using a different 

measure of the five-factor model and a different statistical analysis technique).   

When discussing the findings of the replication hypotheses, we only draw conclusions for 

findings that were found consistently across all studies. Moreover, we will avoid making 

conclusions for any effects that failed to replicate at this time until more data can be collected.  

4.1.1 Trait Anger 

We found that trait anger positively predicted incivility perceptions, which is consistent with 

what we had hypothesized. In fact, trait anger was one of the strongest predictors of incivility 

perceptions. This finding was not surprising given that trait anger is the tendency for individuals 

to become angry due to negative situations. This tendency may, in turn, predispose individuals to 

perceive a situation more negatively (Sliter et al., 2015).  This finding supports the incivility 

spiral hypothesis, which suggests that anger plays a role in escalation of incivility (Andersson & 

Pearson, 1999). According to the incivility spiral hypothesis, individuals who experience 

incivility, experience anger due to a loss of face. This anger then leads to revenge behaviours, 

which facilitates reciprocation and escalation (Andersson & Pearson, 1999).  

4.1.2 Positive Affect 

Consistent with our hypothesis, we also found that positive affect positively predicted 

incivility perceptions. This is interesting given that it was in the opposite direction initially 

hypothesized by Sliter et al. (2015). Originally, it was thought that individuals who are high in 
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positive affect would be less likely to perceive a situation as uncivil as this would be inconsistent 

with their worldview (Sliter et al., 2015). However, the opposite was found by Sliter et al. (2015) 

and Gonzalez-Morales et al. (2020). Therefore, it is theorized that WPI, violates the social 

expectations for those high in positive affect, and therefore they subsequently experience 

negative emotions (Sliter et al., 2015; Gonzalez-Morales et al., 2020). As proposed by Gonzalez-

Morales et al. (2020), this explanation is supported by Fredrickson’s (2004) Broaden and Build 

Theory of Positive Emotions, which argues that individuals high in positive affect may have 

broadened awareness. Accordingly, this broadened awareness may make individuals high in 

positive affect more aware when violations occur in social situations (Gonzalez-Morales et al., 

2020). Further, Illies et al. (2020) found that positive affect can promote incivility through moral 

disengagement. Also using the Broaden and Build Theory of Positive Emotions, they explain 

that individuals high in positive affect might also experience broadened cognition, which in turn 

allows for moral disengagement (Illies et al., 2020).  

Conducting a new replication allowed us to both confirm and disconfirm previous theory 

around personality and WPI perceptions. In particular, we were able to provide some support that 

individuals high in trait anger were predisposed to experience a situation negatively, as trait 

anger positively predicted WPI perceptions. However, we were unable to support that those who 

were high in positive affect were less likely to perceive a situation negatively because this was 

inconsistent with their worldview. This finding suggests that replication studies can provide new 

insights. In particular, post hoc theorizing has allowed us to apply the Broaden and Build Theory 

of Positive Emotions to WPI perceptions, which had not previously been considered. Therefore, 

replication studies can allow us to test unexpected relationships and guide theory. 
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Trait anger and positive affect are the two personality traits that have consistently been 

found to be predictors of incivility perceptions in both the original study and replications. This 

means that we have gained more evidence that this effect is replicable. Further, because we used 

a different method of statistical analysis, we also gain some evidence that this effect is 

generalizable. However, we are less confident about making similar conclusions about the other 

personality traits explored in this study, given that our findings were contradictory with the 

findings of both replications.  

4.1.3 Five-Factor Model and Negative Affect 

Interestingly, we also found support for openness and conscientiousness as predictors of 

incivility perceptions. Further, we found that extraversion predicted incivility perceptions in the 

opposite direction than what we predicted. However, in the combined model, extraversion no 

longer predicted incivility perceptions. We did not find support that neuroticism, agreeableness, 

or negative affect predicted incivility perceptions. These findings are consistent with findings by 

Sliter et al. (2015) but are inconsistent with findings by Gonzalez-Morales et al. (2020). Given 

that these findings were not replicated by Gonzalez-Morales et al. (2020) we are less confident in 

these findings’ replicability, and therefore cannot make any conclusions regarding the role the 

five-factor model and negative affect play in predicting WPI perceptions, until more evidence is 

available.  

Given that we had found consistent findings in the combined model with the original study’s 

combined model results, but inconsistent findings with the direct replication’s combined model 

is surprising, given that we are drawing from the same population as the direct replication. It is 

possible that we introduced a boundary condition, given that we used a different measure of the 
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five-factor model. However, we think this is unlikely given that we found similar results to the 

original study, and because inconsistent findings were found between the original and replication 

studies. It is therefore possible that the differences in findings may be due to sampling error, 

which may be the case, given that our correlations fall within most of the calculated prediction 

intervals. It is also possible that time or context might play a factor in explaining these 

differences.   

4.2 Extension Findings 

The second aim of our study was to understand how personality may explain why some 

individuals respond one way over another when experiencing WPI. In particular, past research 

has shown that neuroticism and negative affect positively relate to revenge and avoidance 

behaviours (McCullough et al., 2001; McCullough & Hoyt, 2002), while agreeableness and 

extraversion positively relate to forgiveness (Fehr, Gelfand, & Nag, 2010; Riek & Mania, 2012). 

However, we were interested in whether the facets of the five-factor model relate to WPI coping 

responses, as they may be able to provide a more comprehensive understanding of the role of 

personality in the coping process (Connor-Smith & Flachsbart, 2007). To support this approach, 

we developed a 2 X 2 coping matrix to explain the types of coping responses individuals may 

have a tendency towards when experiencing WPI.  

4.2.1 Functional Coping Responses 

We found that the facet, trust, from the agreeableness scale, predicted functional coping 

responses (reconciliation and perspective taking). This is not surprising, as we expected that 

individuals who are high in trust, might be able to utilize empathy as a tool for forgiveness, and 

therefore engage in more functional coping responses. An alternative explanation can be 
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provided by Strelan, Karremans and Kreig (2016) which suggests that trusting individuals are 

more likely to take a “leap of faith” and forgive their instigator. This is because forgiveness 

could be considered a risky behaviour to engage in, since victims are placed in a vulnerable 

situation where they can get hurt again (Strelan et al., 2016). Therefore, individuals who are less 

trusting, may be less likely to engage in forgiveness behaviours because of the increased risk of 

additional transgressions (Strelan et al., 2016).  

4.2.2 Dysfunctional and Internal/External Coping Reponses 

However, we did not find any support for the other explored facets predicting the 

internal/external dimension of our 2 X 2 matrix. We did, however, find support for most of the 

cells in our model. This suggests that although the dimensions in our matrix might not give 

insight into understanding how personality predicts coping responses, it may be more meaningful 

to understand how the dimensions interact (i.e., dysfunctional coping X internal styles).  

4.2.3 Reconciliation  

In particular, we found that friendliness predicted reconciliation (functional and external). 

This was not surprising, given that we expected that individuals who are friendly may place more 

importance on building relationships with their colleagues, and may therefore have more reasons 

to engage in reconciling those relationships when damaged. It is also possible that individuals 

who are high in friendliness, may be closer with their colleagues, and this may drive them to 

reconciliate, as relationship closeness is one of the strongest predictors of forgiveness (Fehr et 

al., 2010).  
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4.2.4 Reciprocation 

Further, anger predicted reciprocation (dysfunctional and external). This is not surprising 

given that we predicted that individuals who are angry might have less self-regulation and may 

therefore be more likely to engage in reciprocation. Further, Gonzalez-Morales et al. (2020) 

found that individuals who were high in trait anger were more likely to enact incivility, as 

individuals who are angrier are more likely to engage in negative behaviours (Meier & Semmer, 

2013).   

4.2.5 Avoidance 

Next, anxiety predicted avoidance (dysfunctional and internal). This effect was expected 

given that we predicted that individuals who are more anxious will become distressed when 

dealing with the problem and will therefore avoid it in response. This is not surprising given that 

individuals with anxiety disorders are more likely to engage in avoidance behaviours (Krypotos, 

et al. 2015).  

Interestingly, neuroticism did not predict reciprocation or avoidance. But the facets of 

neuroticism (anger and avoidance) did. This suggests that all of the facets that comprise a 

personality trait may not be relevant for a coping response. Therefore, this stresses the 

importance of examining personality facets with coping behaviours, as examining the facets that 

comprise a personality trait allow for more nuance.   

4.2.6 Perspective Taking 

Lastly, modesty did not predict perspective taking (functional and internal). This is 

surprising given that we expected individuals who were high in modesty would wish to not draw 

attention to themselves and solve the problem internally. However, after reviewing the items that 
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make up modesty, it is possible that the items did not fully capture the functional dimension of 

perspective taking (an orientation to engage in forgiveness) and only captured the internal 

dimension of the cell (i.e., believe that I am better than others, think highly of myself, have a 

high opinion of myself, and make myself the center of attention). Honesty-humility might be a 

better predictor for perspective taking as modesty is only one component of the scale, in addition 

to other components, such as sincerity. In fact, honesty-humility has been shown to be related to 

perspective taking, as individuals who are high in honesty-humility might be able to better 

understand the instigators thoughts and feelings (Fang, Dong & Fang, 2019). Alternatively, our 

2X2 matrix might not be orthogonal, as perspective taking and reconciliation were correlated 

(.30). This may mean that individuals may engage in both internal and external responses, and 

functional and dysfunctional responses. This may be the case, as it has been shown that 

individuals who engage in perspective taking also engage in reconciliation (Barth & Strumer, 

2016). 

4.3 Research Implications 

Our study addresses two main research aims. First, our study replicates previous findings 

on personality and perceptions of WPI. Given that psychology is in the midst of a replication 

crisis, researchers have called for greater use of replication studies (Shrout & Rodgers, 2018). 

Beyond the fact that different personality characteristics were found to significantly predict 

perceptions of incivility in the original study and replication, we believe that it was worthwhile 

to replicate again given that the relationship between positive affect and WPI perceptions was 

supported in the opposite direction hypothesized and was found to be one of the strongest 

predictors of WPI perceptions. Additionally, past incivility research has mainly focused on 
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negative affect and positive affect has largely been ignored (Sliter et al., 2015). Further, we 

conducted another replication in which we changed an aspect along the replication continuum. 

Specifically, we tested a different measure of the five-factor personality model and analyzed our 

data with HLM. This allowed us to gain evidence that the several effects found in Sliter et al. 

(2015) and Gonzalez-Morales et al. (2020) are generalizable. In particular, we have gained 

further evidence that the effects of both positive affect and trait anger on WPI perceptions are 

both replicable and generalizable to a different method of statistical analysis.  

Second, our study explores how personality may predict why some individuals respond 

one way over another when experiencing WPI. In fact, most studies within the WPI literature 

only focus on one type of coping response from recipients of incivility, that being: engaging in 

revenge (or not; Cortina et al., 2017). However, our research demonstrates that individuals may 

engage in reconciliation, reciprocation, perspective taking, and avoidance behaviours. Further, 

our study suggests that some personality traits might account for why some individuals engage in 

one coping response over the other. In particular, the facets of neuroticism and agreeableness 

tend to predict most of the cells in our 2X2 matrix. 

4.4 Theoretical Implications 

Our study makes several theoretical implications. First, our study builds on the notion of 

the replication continuum, in which researchers may choose to follow some aspects of the 

original study design and improve other aspects to test an effects’ replicability and 

generalizability. Our replication continuum reconciles previous disagreements within the 

replication literature regarding the usefulness of direct and conceptual replications. In particular, 

in line with Shrout and Rodgers (2018), we argue that both direct and conceptual replications are 
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informative. Further, we integrate the replication conceptualizations by Shrout and Rodgers 

(2018) and Kohler and Cortina (2019) into a single framework, in which we expand on the 

various ways replications might be constructive (i.e. improve features of research design).  

Specifically, we specify several aspects of the study design that researchers may choose to 

improve on. Our contributions suggest that researchers have some flexibility around conducting 

replication studies. In particular, they are able to evaluate and improve on the methodology of 

the original study, as long as there is rationale for it.  

 Next, our study examines how individuals might depart from the incivility spiral, 

specifically through using functional coping responses, such as reconciliation and perspective 

taking. In their focal paper, Andersson and Pearson (1999) suggest ways in which an individual 

might depart from the incivility spiral, such as ignoring or forgiving the instigator. In these cases, 

when an individual departs from the spiral, the incivility spiral ends (Andersson & Perason, 

1999). However, past research on WPI tends to focus on aspects that contribute to the incivility 

spiral and has largely ignored departure points in the spiral (Cortina et al., 2017). Because 

aggression in the workplace is rare, WPI researchers have made calls for future researchers to 

understand the other ways in victims may respond to WPI (Cortina et al., 2017).  

 Lastly, our study develops a 2 X 2 matrix for WPI coping behaviours, adapted from 

Moos and Holahan (2003). In the past WPI literature had the tendency to focus on one coping 

response, that being engaging in revenge (Cortina et al., 2017). Although some newer research 

has begun to focus on the other coping behaviours employees may use when they experience 

WPI (Cortina et al., 2009), a full typology of coping responses to WPI has yet to be developed. 

Therefore, our study develops a framework for understanding the various coping behaviours 
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employees may use when experiencing WPI. We chose to develop our own typology, rather than 

apply existing coping typologies, as we believe that WPI is a unique stressor, due to the high 

frequency and low intensity. Further, WPI is unique, in that it is interpersonal in nature. 

Specifically, WPI is a social interaction in which incivility is exchanged between parties 

(Andersson & Pearson, 1999). We believe that existing coping typology have not accounted for 

the unique nature of incivility. Therefore, our 2 X 2 matrix contributes to the fields of WPI and 

coping, as it accounts for the social nature of WPI. 

4.5 Practical Implications 

Given that personality predicts incivility perceptions, Sliter et al. (2015) recommend that 

organizations assess applicants for personality traits and use that as guidance whether to place 

applicants in occupations with a lot of interactions (or not). We, however, disagree and argue that 

this study’s findings should not be used for making selection decisions, but rather for improving 

training and workplace interventions. Interventions are most successful when implemented 

across the organization rather than specifically for perpetrators and victims (Hodgins, 

MacCurtain, & Mannix-McNamara, 2014). Therefore, instead of placing blame on victims, 

organizations can implement interventions that decrease incivility across the organization 

(Gonzalez-Morales et al., 2020). According to our findings, individuals perceive and respond to 

WPI differently. Therefore, organizational interventions should also take into consideration 

understanding the multiple ways individuals perceive and respond to WPI. Further, our findings 

also suggests that individuals use different coping strategies for WPI, other than engaging in 

revenge. Therefore, interventions could also focus on not only decreasing revenge behaviours, 

but also utilizing other coping strategies, such as functional coping responses. For example, 
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CREW interventions (Civility, Respect, and Engagement at Work) include a component in which 

participants reflect on their old response patterns and engage in exercises that encourage new 

ways of interacting (Osatuke et al., 2009). 

4.6 Limitations & Strengths 

The first limitation of our study is that we used a student sample, which limits the 

generalizability of results to the working population. The second limitation is that we used 

vignettes to understand how participants perceive and respond to WPI. Vignette studies often 

have low ecological validity (Gonzalez-Morales et al., 2020). Specifically, participants may 

perceive and respond differently to written scenarios than they would in real life. Further, 

participants were asked to indicate how they would respond to a scenario. Participants may not 

accurately identify how they would actually respond in real life either intentionally or 

unintentionally. Therefore, the behavioural measure might actually get at behavioural intentions, 

rather than participants’ actual behaviours. Lastly, we used a 1-item measure for measuring WPI 

perceptions and coping responses. Therefore, our measures might have poor content validity, as 

it is unlikely that 1-item can comprehensively represent a construct. 

 A strength of our study is that is that we examined perceptions of WPI. Because WPI is 

ambiguous and of low-intensity, perceptions play an important role (Sliter et al., 2015). 

Therefore, it is unclear whether a perpetrator of WPI is intentionally uncivil. Consequently, 

perceptions play a role in interpreting a situation as uncivil. Another strength of our study is the 

use of vignettes to understand how participants would perceive and respond to WPI. Even 

though vignettes have low ecological validity, due to their design we were able to collect a large 

enough sample size to achieve statistical power, as well as collect data during a pandemic. The 
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vignettes were also developed by subject matter experts and were pilot tested by Sliter et al. 

(2015). Further, we used HLM to test our hypotheses and exploratory research questions. This 

allowed us to account for within-person variance, which was not originally accounted for in the 

original study and replication. Lastly, we conducted a replication. Given that psychology is in the 

midst of a replication crisis, it is important to conduct replication studies in order to see if an 

effect is replicable (Pashler & Wagenmakers, 2012). By conducting a replication, we have 

gained further evidence and confidence that trait anger and positive affect predict WPI 

perceptions. 

4.7 Future Directions 

Across the four studies, we have gained evidence that positive affect and trait anger predict 

WPI perceptions. Therefore, future researchers should consider incorporating positive affect and 

trait anger into their models on WPI. However, we are less confident in the role the five-factor 

model and negative affect plays in predicting WPI perceptions. Future researchers should 

continue to replicate Sliter et al. (2015) study to understand the effects these personality traits 

have on WPI perceptions. Further, future researchers could continue to improve on aspects of the 

research design, as proposed by our replication continuum, to understand the generalizability of 

these effects.  

Further, future researchers should consider conducting multiple replications. We argue that 

conducting a single replication study is not enough. If we were to only compare our replication 

study with the original study, then our conclusions would have been vastly different. In fact, 

when looking at the combined models, we found all the same results as the original study. 

Therefore, we might have concluded that our replication was very successful. However, once we 
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examine the replication studies conducted by Gonzalez-Morales et al. (2020) it becomes clear 

that we cannot make confident conclusions regarding the findings of most personality traits and 

WPI perceptions, due to their inconsistent findings.   

We also developed a 2 X 2 matrix that explores the possible coping responses an 

individual may use when experiencing WPI. We found support that the facets of neuroticism and 

agreeableness tend to predict most of the cells in our 2 X 2 matrix, however we did not find 

much support for the dimensions of our 2 X 2 matrix. Given that this research is exploratory, 

future researchers should look to further replicate these findings before applying it to current 

theories of WPI. Further, future researchers could look to improve on the research design, such 

as by developing a measure of WPI coping responses that is more comprehensive than the 

measure we used in our study.  

Although, we examined how personality traits predict how individuals perceive and 

respond to WPI, we believe that it is fruitful for future researchers to also explore how situational 

characteristics influence how individuals perceive and respond to WPI. Specifically, future 

researchers may be interested in how personality traits and situational characteristics interact 

together to explain how individuals perceive and respond to WPI. According to Trait Activation 

Theory (Tett & Burnett, 2003), an individual’s personality (and subsequent behaviour) may 

express itself differently across different situations due to some trait relevant situational 

characteristics.  

Lastly, future researchers can consider several questions when conducting replication 

studies: (1) how should future replication studies formulate their hypotheses (i.e., based on 

original’s studies hypotheses or expected results); (2) what is considered a successful replication; 
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(3) how many studies is sufficient for a replication; and (4) when should you make changes to 

the research design? 
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5 Conclusion 

The purpose of this study was two-fold. First, we conducted a replication study to examine 

how personality influences WPI perceptions. We believe that a replication study was appropriate 

given that positive affect was in the opposite direction as originally hypothesized, and that most 

findings were inconsistent between the original study and the first replication study. Second, we 

extended on the first replication study to understand how personality influences WPI coping 

responses. In particular, we propose a 2 X 2 matrix that examines the type of responses 

individuals have a tendency to engage in when they experience WPI. Although we found that 

personality does impact WPI perceptions and coping responses, we are hesitant to draw strong 

conclusions given the inconsistent findings with previous research, and the exploratory nature of 

our study. Therefore, we encourage future researchers to continue to replicate this research so 

that we can one day understand the role personality plays in perceiving and responding to WPI. 
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Table 1  

  

Means, standard deviations, and correlations with confidence intervals 

  

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
           

1. Neuroticism 2.82 0.62         

            

2. Extraversion 3.41 0.58 -.42**        

    [-.44, -.40]        

            

3. Openness 2.70 0.46 .15** -.10**       

    [.13, .17] [-.12, -.08]       

            

4. Agreeableness 3.08 0.47 .02* -.04** .04**      

    [.00, .04] [-.06, -.02] [.01, .06]      

            

5. 

Conscientiousnes

s 

3.03 0.52 -.39** .23** -.08** .30**     

    [-.41, -.37] [.21, .25] [-.10, -.05] [.28, .32]     

            

6. Anger 3.02 0.73 .48** .02* -.02* -.40** -.27**    

    [.47, .50] [.00, .04] [-.04, -.00] [-.42, -.38] [-.29, -.25]    

            

7. PA 3.49 0.66 -.42** .56** -.08** -.04** .28** -.03**   

    [-.44, -.41] [.55, .58] [-.10, -.06] [-.06, -.01] [.26, .30] [-.05, -.01]   

            

8. NA 2.61 0.77 .68** -.28** .14** -.07** -.36** .37** -.25**  

    [.66, .69] [-.30, -.26] [.12, .16] [-.10, -.05] [-.38, -.34] [.35, .39] [-.27, -.23]  

            

9. Perceptions 4.03 1.47 .00 .05** -.05** .01 .07** .08** .07** -.01 

    [-.02, .03] [.03, .07] [-.08, -.03] [-.01, .03] [.05, .09] [.05, .10] [.05, .09] [-.03, .01] 
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Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Values in square brackets indicate the 95% 

confidence interval for each correlation. The confidence interval is a plausible range of population correlations that could have caused 

the sample correlation (Cumming, 2014). * indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01. PA = Positive Affect. NA = Negative Affect.  
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Table 2  

  

Means, standard deviations, and correlations with confidence intervals 

  

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

           

1. Anxiety 3.77 0.85                 

                      

2. Anger 2.88 1.03 .33**               

      [.31, .35]               

                      

3. Self 

Consciousness 
2.51 0.95 .54** .10**             

      [.53, .56] [.08, .12]             

                      

4.Friendliness 3.66 0.84 -.25** -.05** -.49**           

      [-.27, -.23] [-.07, -.03] [-.50, -.47]           

                      

5. Assertiveness 3.19 0.90 -.19** .09** -.45** .32**         

      [-.21, -.17] [.06, .11] [-.46, -.43] [.30, .34]         

                      

6. Trust 3.00 0.88 -.16** -.19** .00 .37** -.08**       

      [-.18, -.14] [-.21, -.17] [-.02, .02] [.35, .39] [-.10, -.05]       

                      

7. Modesty 2.39 0.88 .32** -.09** .44** -.33** -.36** -.01     

      [.30, .34] [-.11, -.07] [.42, .45] [-.35, -.31] [-.38, -.34] [-.03, .01]     

                      

8. NA 2.61 0.77 .63** .36** .40** -.21** -.17** -.16** .22**   

      [.62, .64] [.34, .38] [.38, .42] [-.23, -.19] [-.19, -.15] [-.18, -.14] [.20, .24]   

                      

9. Reconcile 3.21 1.64 .01 -.01 .03* .08** .01 .11** -.03* -.02 
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      [-.01, .03] [-.04, .01] [.00, .05] [.06, .10] [-.01, .03] [.09, .13] [-.05, -.01] [-.04, .00] 

                      

 

Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Values in square brackets indicate the 95% 

confidence interval for each correlation. The confidence interval is a plausible range of population correlations that could have caused 

the sample correlation (Cumming, 2014). * indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01. NA = Negative Affect 
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Table 3  

  

Means, standard deviations, and correlations with confidence intervals 

  

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

           

1. Anxiety 3.77 0.85                 

                      

2.Anger 2.88 1.03 .33**               

      [.31, .35]               

                      

3. Self-

consciousness 
2.51 0.95 .54** .10**             

      [.53, .56] [.08, .12]             

                      

4. 

Friendliness 
3.66 0.84 -.25** -.05** -.49**           

      [-.27, -.23] [-.07, -.03] [-.50, -.47]           

                      

5. 

Assertiveness 
3.19 0.90 -.19** .09** -.45** .32**         

      [-.21, -.17] [.06, .11] [-.46, -.43] [.30, .34]         

                      

6. Trust 3.00 0.88 -.16** -.19** .00 .37** -.08**       

      [-.18, -.14] [-.21, -.17] [-.02, .02] [.35, .39] [-.10, -.05]       

                      

7. Modesty 2.39 0.88 .32** -.09** .44** -.33** -.36** -.01     

      [.30, .34] [-.11, -.07] [.42, .45] [-.35, -.31] [-.38, -.34] [-.03, .01]     

                      

8. NA 2.61 0.77 .63** .36** .40** -.21** -.17** -.16** .22**   

      [.62, .64] [.34, .38] [.38, .42] [-.23, -.19] [-.19, -.15] [-.18, -.14] [.20, .24]   
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9. PT 3.32 1.64 .02* -.02* .05** .06** .05** .10** .00 -.00 

      [.00, .04] [-.05, -.00] [.03, .07] [.04, .08] [.03, .07] [.08, .12] [-.02, .02] [-.02, .02] 

                      

 

Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Values in square brackets indicate the 95% 

confidence interval for each correlation. The confidence interval is a plausible range of population correlations that could have caused 

the sample correlation (Cumming, 2014). * indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01. NA = Negative Affect. PT = Perspective Taking. 
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Table 4  

  

Means, standard deviations, and correlations with confidence intervals 

  

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

           

1. Anxiety 3.77 0.85                 

                      

2. Anger 2.88 1.03 .33**               

      [.31, .35]               

                      

3. Self-

consciousness 
2.51 0.95 .54** .10**             

      [.53, .56] [.08, .12]             

                      

4.Friendliness 3.66 0.84 -.25** -.05** -.49**           

      [-.27, -.23] [-.07, -.03] [-.50, -.47]           

                      

5. 

Assertiveness 
3.19 0.90 -.19** .09** -.45** .32**         

      [-.21, -.17] [.06, .11] [-.46, -.43] [.30, .34]         

                      

6. Trust 3.00 0.88 -.16** -.19** .00 .37** -.08**       

      [-.18, -.14] [-.21, -.17] [-.02, .02] [.35, .39] [-.10, -.05]       

                      

7. Modesty 2.39 0.88 .32** -.09** .44** -.33** -.36** -.01     

      [.30, .34] [-.11, -.07] [.42, .45] [-.35, -.31] [-.38, -.34] [-.03, .01]     

                      

8. NA 2.61 0.77 .63** .36** .40** -.21** -.17** -.16** .22**   

      [.62, .64] [.34, .38] [.38, .42] [-.23, -.19] [-.19, -.15] [-.18, -.14] [.20, .24]   
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9. Avoidance 3.94 1.58 .08** .00 .09** -.03** -.02* .03** .01 .05** 

      [.06, .10] [-.02, .02] [.07, .11] [-.05, -.01] [-.04, -.00] [.01, .05] [-.01, .03] [.02, .07] 

                      

 

Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Values in square brackets indicate the 95% 

confidence interval for each correlation. The confidence interval is a plausible range of population correlations that could have caused 

the sample correlation (Cumming, 2014). * indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01. NA = Negative Affect.  
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Table 5  

  

Means, standard deviations, and correlations with confidence intervals 

  

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

           

1. Anxiety 3.77 0.85                 

                      

2. Anger 2.88 1.03 .33**               

      [.31, .35]               

                      

3. Self-

consciousness 
2.51 0.95 .54** .10**             

      [.53, .56] [.08, .12]             

                      

4. 

Friendliness 
3.66 0.84 -.25** -.05** -.49**           

      [-.27, -.23] [-.07, -.03] [-.50, -.47]           

                      

5. 

Assertiveness 
3.19 0.90 -.19** .09** -.45** .32**         

      [-.21, -.17] [.06, .11] [-.46, -.43] [.30, .34]         

                      

6. Trust 3.00 0.88 -.16** -.19** .00 .37** -.08**       

      [-.18, -.14] [-.21, -.17] [-.02, .02] [.35, .39] [-.10, -.05]       

                      

7. Modesty 2.39 0.88 .32** -.09** .44** -.33** -.36** -.01     

      [.30, .34] [-.11, -.07] [.42, .45] [-.35, -.31] [-.38, -.34] [-.03, .01]     

                      

8. NA 2.61 0.77 .63** .36** .40** -.21** -.17** -.16** .22**   

      [.62, .64] [.34, .38] [.38, .42] [-.23, -.19] [-.19, -.15] [-.18, -.14] [.20, .24]   
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9. Reciprocate 2.41 1.47 -.06** .11** -.04** .04** .05** -.02 -.14** .02* 

      [-.08, -.04] [.09, .13] [-.06, -.02] [.02, .06] [.03, .07] [-.04, .01] [-.16, -.12] [.00, .05] 

                      

 

Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Values in square brackets indicate the 95% 

confidence interval for each correlation. The confidence interval is a plausible range of population correlations that could have caused 

the sample correlation (Cumming, 2014). * indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01. NA = Negative Affect.  
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Table 6 

  

Means, standard deviations, and correlations with confidence intervals 

  

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 

         

1. 

Agreeableness 
3.08 0.47             

                  

2. Neuroticism 2.82 0.62 .02*           

      [.00, .04]           

                  

3. Extraversion 3.41 0.58 -.04** -.42**         

      [-.06, -.02] [-.44, -.40]         

                  

4. Reconcile 3.21 1.64 .06** -.01 .07**       

      [.04, .08] [-.03, .01] [.05, .10]       

                  

5. PT 3.32 1.64 .11** -.00 .06** .30**     

      [.09, .13] [-.03, .02] [.04, .08] [.28, .32]     

                  

6. Reciprocate 2.41 1.47 -.19** -.00 .07** -.04** -.15**   

      [-.21, -.17] [-.02, .02] [.05, .09] [-.06, -.02] [-.17, -.13]   

                  

7. Avoidance 3.94 1.58 .04** .06** -.01 -.21** .01 -.11** 

      [.02, .07] [.04, .08] [-.03, .01] [-.23, -.19] [-.01, .03] [-.14, -.09] 

                  

 

Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Values in square brackets indicate the 95% 

confidence interval for each correlation. The confidence interval is a plausible range of population correlations that could have caused 

the sample correlation (Cumming, 2014). * indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01. PT = Perspective Taking.  
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Table 7. 

Null and hypothesized models for predicting incivility perceptions  

 Null Model a Hypothesized Model b 

 Βu c 95% CI d Βu c 95% CI d 

Fixed Effects     

(Intercept) 4.03 [3.97, 4.09] 3.71 [3.44, 3.97] 

Neuroticism   - .02 [-.01, .08] 

Random Effects     

σ2 e 1.9095  1.9095  

τ00 
f .2591  .2525  

N 369  369  

Residual-ICC g 0.8805  .8832  

Model Fit     

AIC h 28529  28527  

BIC i 28550  28562  

Deviance j 28523  28517  

Note: N= 369 

a Null random effects model with a participant as a random effect and no predictors 

b Hypothesized model with individual difference variables as fixed effects and participant as a 

varying-intercept random effect 

c Unstandardized parameter estimate 

d 95% confidence interval surrounding parameter estimate 
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e Residual variance 

f Intercept variance 

g total variance within-person 

h Akaike Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

i Bayesian Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

j Deviance index of goodness-of-fit 

* indicates p<.05 ** indicates p<.01 *** indicates p<.001   
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Table 8. 

Null and hypothesized models for predicting incivility perceptions  

 Null Model a Hypothesized Model b 

 Βu c 95% CI d Βu c 95% CI d 

Fixed Effects     

(Intercept) 4.03 [3.97, 4.09] 3.71 [3.46, 3.97] 

Extraversion   .13* [.03, .23] 

Random Effects     

σ2 e 1.9095  1.9095  

τ00 
f .2591  .2471  

N 369  369  

Residual-ICC g 0.8805  .8854  

Model Fit     

AIC h 28529  28521  

BIC i 28550  28556  

Deviance j 28523  28511  

Note: N= 369 

a Null random effects model with a participant as a random effect and no predictors 

b Hypothesized model with individual difference variables as fixed effects and participant as a 

varying-intercept random effect 

c Unstandardized parameter estimate 

d 95% confidence interval surrounding parameter estimate 
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e Residual variance 

f Intercept variance 

g total variance within-person 

h Akaike Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

i Bayesian Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

j Deviance index of goodness-of-fit 

* indicates p<.05 ** indicates p<.01 *** indicates p<.001 
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Table 9. 

Null and hypothesized models for predicting incivility perceptions  

 Null Model a Hypothesized Model b 

 Βu c 95% CI d Βu c 95% CI d 

Fixed Effects     

(Intercept) 4.03 [3.97, 4.09] 3.78 [3.52, 4.03] 

Trait Anger   .14*** [.06, .22] 

Random Effects     

σ2 e 1.9095  1.9096  

τ00 
f .2591  .2423  

N 369  369  

Residual-ICC g 0.8805  .8874  

Model Fit     

AIC h 28529  28516  

BIC i 28550  28551  

Deviance j 28523  28506  

Note: N= 369 

a Null random effects model with a participant as a random effect and no predictors 

b Hypothesized model with individual difference variables as fixed effects and participant as a 

varying-intercept random effect 

c Unstandardized parameter estimate 

d 95% confidence interval surrounding parameter estimate 
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e Residual variance 

f Intercept variance 

g total variance within-person 

h Akaike Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

i Bayesian Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

j Deviance index of goodness-of-fit 

* indicates p<.05 ** indicates p<.01 *** indicates p<.001 
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Table 10. 

Null and hypothesized models for predicting incivility perceptions  

 Null Model a Hypothesized Model b 

 Βu c 95% CI d Βu c 95% CI d 

Fixed Effects     

(Intercept) 4.03 [3.97, 4.09] 3.70 [3.44, 3.96] 

Negative Affect   .03 [-.12, .04] 

Random Effects     

σ2 e 1.9095  1.9095  

τ00 
f .2591  .2518  

N 369  369  

Residual-ICC g 0.8805  .8835  

Model Fit     

AIC h 28529  28526  

BIC i 28550  28561  

Deviance j 28523  28516  

Note: N= 369 

a Null random effects model with a participant as a random effect and no predictors 

b Hypothesized model with individual difference variables as fixed effects and participant as a 

varying-intercept random effect 

c Unstandardized parameter estimate 

d 95% confidence interval surrounding parameter estimate 
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e Residual variance 

f Intercept variance 

g total variance within-person 

h Akaike Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

i Bayesian Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

j Deviance index of goodness-of-fit 

* indicates p<.05 ** indicates p<.01 *** indicates p<.001 
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Table 11. 

Null and hypothesized models for predicting incivility perceptions  

 Null Model a Hypothesized Model b 

 Βu c 95% CI d Βu c 95% CI d 

Fixed Effects     

(Intercept) 4.03 [3.97, 4.09] 3.66 [3.41, 2.91] 

Positive Affect   .18*** [.09, .26] 

Random Effects     

σ2 e 1.9095  1.9095  

τ00 
f .2591  .2392  

N 369  369  

Residual-ICC g 0.8805  .8887  

Model Fit     

AIC h 28529  28513  

BIC i 28550  28548  

Deviance j 28523  28503  

Note: N= 369 

a Null random effects model with a participant as a random effect and no predictors 

b Hypothesized model with individual difference variables as fixed effects and participant as a 

varying-intercept random effect 

c Unstandardized parameter estimate 

d 95% confidence interval surrounding parameter estimate 
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e Residual variance 

f Intercept variance 

g total variance within-person 

h Akaike Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

i Bayesian Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

j Deviance index of goodness-of-fit 

* indicates p<.05 ** indicates p<.01 *** indicates p<.001 
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Table 12. 

Null and alternative models for predicting incivility perceptions  

 Null Model a Alternative Model b 

 Βu c 95% CI d Βu c 95% CI d 

Fixed Effects     

(Intercept) 4.03 [3.97, 4.09] 3.67 [3.42, 3.93] 

Openness   -.19** [-.32, -.06] 

Random Effects     

σ2 e 1.9095  1.9096  

τ00 
f .2591  .2448  

N 369  369  

Residual-ICC g 0.8805  .8864  

Model Fit     

AIC h 28529  28519  

BIC i 28550  28554  

Deviance j 28523  28509  

Note: N= 369 

a Null random effects model with a participant as a random effect and no predictors 

b Alternative model with individual difference variables as fixed effects and participant as a 

varying-intercept random effect 

c Unstandardized parameter estimate 

d 95% confidence interval surrounding parameter estimate 
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e Residual variance 

f Intercept variance 

g total variance within-person 

h Akaike Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

i Bayesian Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

j Deviance index of goodness-of-fit 

* indicates p<.05 ** indicates p<.01 *** indicates p<.001 
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Table 13. 

Null and alternative models for predicting incivility perceptions  

 Null Model a Alternative Model b 

 Βu c 95% CI d Βu c 95% CI d 

Fixed Effects     

(Intercept) 4.03 [3.97, 4.09] 3.73 [3.47, 3.97] 

Agreeableness   .01 [-.12, .14] 

Random Effects     

σ2 e 1.9095  1.9095  

τ00 
f .2591  .2527  

N 369  369  

Residual-ICC g 0.8805  .8831  

Model Fit     

AIC h 28529  28527  

BIC i 28550  28562  

Deviance j 28523  28517  

Note: N= 369 

a Null random effects model with a participant as a random effect and no predictors 

b Alternative model with individual difference variables as fixed effects and participant as a 

varying-intercept random effect 

c Unstandardized parameter estimate 

d 95% confidence interval surrounding parameter estimate 
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e Residual variance 

f Intercept variance 

g total variance within-person 

h Akaike Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

i Bayesian Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

j Deviance index of goodness-of-fit 

* indicates p<.05 ** indicates p<.01 *** indicates p<.001 

  



 

 

89 

 

Table 14. 

Null and alternative models for predicting incivility perceptions  

 Null Model a Alternative Model b 

 Βu c 95% CI d Βu c 95% CI d 

Fixed Effects     

(Intercept) 4.03 [3.97, 4.09] 3.74 [3.49, 3.99] 

Conscientiousness   .20*** [.09, .32] 

Random Effects     

σ2 e 1.9095  1.9095  

τ00 
f .2591  .2419  

N 369  369  

Residual-ICC g 0.8805  .8876  

Model Fit     

AIC h 28529  28516  

BIC i 28550  28550  

Deviance j 28523  28506  

Note: N= 369 

a Null random effects model with a participant as a random effect and no predictors 

b Alternative model with individual difference variables as fixed effects and participant as a 

varying-intercept random effect 

c Unstandardized parameter estimate 

d 95% confidence interval surrounding parameter estimate 
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e Residual variance 

f Intercept variance 

g total variance within-person 

h Akaike Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

i Bayesian Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

j Deviance index of goodness-of-fit 

* indicates p<.05 ** indicates p<.01 *** indicates p<.001 
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Table 15. 

Null and combined models for predicting incivility perceptions  

 Null Model a Hypothesized Model b 

 Βu c 95% CI d Βu c 95% CI d 

Fixed Effects     

(Intercept) 4.03 [3.97, 4.09] 3.75 [3.49, 4.01] 

Neuroticism   .04 [-.12, .20] 

Extraversion   -.01 [-.14, .11] 

Trait Anger   .20*** [.09, .30] 

Negative Affect   -.06 [-.13, .06] 

Positive Affect   .14* [.03, .25] 

Openness   -.15* [-.28, -.03] 

Agreeableness   .08 [-.07, .22] 

Conscientiousness   .20** [.07, .33] 

Random Effects     

σ2 e 1.9095  1.9097  

τ00 
f .2591  .2102  

N 369  369  

Residual-ICC g 0.8805  .9008  

Model Fit     

AIC h 28529  28493  

BIC i 28550  28577  
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Deviance j 28523  28469  

Note: N= 369 

a Null random effects model with a participant as a random effect and no predictors 

b Combined model with individual difference variables as fixed effects and participant as a 

varying-intercept random effect 

c Unstandardized parameter estimate 

d 95% confidence interval surrounding parameter estimate 

e Residual variance 

f Intercept variance 

g total variance within-person 

h Akaike Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

i Bayesian Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

j Deviance index of goodness-of-fit 

* indicates p<.05 ** indicates p<.01 *** indicates p<.001 
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Table 16. 

Comparing Independent Model Results of Original and Replication Studies 

 Original Study Exact Replication This Study 

 b a 95% CI b b a 95% CI b Βu c 95% CI b 

Neuroticism .10*** [.04, .16] .10* [.01, .18] - .02 [-.01, .08] 

Extraversion .00 [-.06, .06] -.02 [-.09, .05] .13* [.03, .23] 

Trait Anger .18*** [.12, .24] .19*** [.11, .27] .14*** [.06, .22] 

Negative Affect .10*** [.02, .18] .08* [.00, .16] .03 [-.12, .04] 

Positive Affect .13*** [.07, .19] .09* [.00, .18] .18*** [.09, .26] 

Openness -.10** [-.18, -.02] .03 [-.07, .13] -.19** [-.32, -.06] 

Agreeableness -.08** [-.16 -.00] .02 [-.08, .13] .01 [-.12, .14] 

Conscientiousness .09*** [.01, .17] .00 [-.09, .09] .20*** [.09, .32] 

Note.  

a unstandardized regression weights 

b 95% confidence interval surrounding parameter estimate  

c Unstandardized parameter estimate 
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* indicates p<.05 ** indicates p<.01 *** indicates p<.001 
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Table 17. 

Comparing Combined Model Results of Original and Replication Studies 

 Original Study Exact Replication Conceptual Replication This Study 

 b a 95% CI b b a 95% CI  b b a 95% CI  b Βu c 95% CI b 

Neuroticism .03 [-.07, .13] -.01 [-.12, .11] -.11 [-.24, .01] .04 [-.12, .20] 

Extraversion -.01 [-.09, .07] -.09* [-.17, -.00] -.09* [-.18, .00]  -.01 [-.14, .11] 

Trait Anger .18*** [.10, .26] .24*** [.14, .35] .25*** [.14, .37] .20*** [.09, .30] 

Negative Affect .03 [-.05, .11] -.02 [-.12, .08] .16* [.02, .29] -.06 [-.13, .06] 

Positive Affect .21*** [.11, .31] .17*** [.06, .28] .18*** [.06, 30] .14* [.03, .25] 

Openness -.15*** [-.23, -.07] -.01 [-.11, .10] -.15* [-.28, .03] -.15* [-.28, -.03] 

Agreeableness -.03 [-.13, .07] .10 [-.01, .21] .17* [.04, .29] .08 [-.07, .22] 

Conscientiousness .10** [.02, .18] -.03 [-.13, .06] .07 [-.06, .30] .20** [.07, .33] 

Note.  

a unstandardized regression weights 

b 95% confidence interval surrounding parameter estimate  

c Unstandardized parameter estimate 
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* indicates p<.05 ** indicates p<.01 *** indicates p<.001 
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Table 18. 

Correlations and Prediction Intervals of the Original Study between Predictors and Incivility 

Variable Agr. Extr. Neur. Cons. Open. PA NA TA 

Original 

Study 

-.02 

[-.14, .10] 

.00 

[-.12, .12] 

.12** 

[.02, 24] 

.08* 

[-.03, .20] 

-.09** 

[-.20, .02] 

.13** 

[.02, .24] 

.11** 

[-.00, .22] 

.20** 

[.09, .31] 

Exact 

Replication 

.07 -.03 .17** .03 .00 .06 .12** .22** 

Conceptual 

Replication 

.08 -.06 .07 .03 -.04 .07 .13** .18** 

This Study .01 .05** .00 .07** -.05** .07** -.01 .08** 

Note.*indicates p < .05; ** indicates p < .01. Values in the square brackets indicate the 95% predication interval for each correlation. 

Agr. = Agreeableness, Extr. = Extraversion, Neur. = Neuroticism, Cons. = Conscientiousness, Open. = Openness, PA = Positive 

Affect, NA = Negative Affect, PA = Positive Affect.  
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Table 19. 

Comparing Independent Model Results of This and Original Studies 

 Original Study This Study Measure of Replication Success 

Hypothesis b a 95% CI b SE c Βu d 95% CI b SE c 

Similar 

results 

based on 

NHST? 

Test of 

differenc

e in b-

weights 

(z-value) 

Does Βu 

of this 

study fit 

into 

original 

CIs 

Does b of 

original 

study fit 

into 

replication 

CIs 

Agreeableness -.08** [-.16, -.00] .04 .01 [-.12, .14] .07 No -1.12 No Yes 

Extraversion .00 [-.06, .06] .03 .13* [.03, .23] .05 No -2.23 No No 

Neuroticism .10*** [.04, .16] .03 -.02 [-.01, .08] .05 No 2.06 No No 

Conscientiousness .09* [.01, .17] .04 .20*** [.09, .32] .06 Yes -1.52 No Yes 

Openness -.10** [-.18, -.02] .04 -.19** [-.32, -.06] .07 Yes 1.12 No Yes 

PA .13*** [.07, .19] .03 .18*** [.09, .26] .04 Yes -1.00 Yes Yes 

NA .10*** [.02, .18] .04 .03 [-.12, .04] .04 No 1.24 Yes Yes 

Trait Anger .18*** [.12, .24] .03 .14*** [.06, .22] .04 Yes 0.80 Yes Yes 

Note. Bolded cells indicate a failure to replicate the findings of the original study.  

a unstandardized regression weights 

b 95% confidence interval surrounding parameter estimate  
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c Standard Error 

d Unstandardized parameter estimate 

* indicates p<.05 ** indicates p<.01 *** indicates p<.001 
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Table 20. 

Comparing Combined Model Results of This and Original Studies 

 Original Study This Study Measure of Replication Success 

Hypothesis b a 95% CI b SE c Βu d 95% CI b SE c 

Similar 

results 

based 

on 

NHST? 

Test of 

difference 

in b-

weights 

(z-value) 

Does Βu 

of this 

study fit 

into 

original 

CIs 

Does b of 

original 

study fit 

into 

replication 

CIs 

Agreeableness -.03 [-.13, .07] .05 .08 [-.07, .22] .07 Yes -1.28 No Yes 

Extraversion -.01 [-.09, .07] .04 -.01 [-.14, .11] .06 Yes 0 Yes Yes 

Neuroticism .03 [-.07, .13] .05 .04 [-.12, .20] .08 Yes -.11 Yes Yes 

Conscientiousness .10** [.02, .18] .04 .20** [.07, .33] .06 Yes -1.39 No Yes 

Openness -.15*** [-.23, -.07] .04 -.15* [-.28, -.03] .06 Yes 0 Yes Yes 

PA .21*** [.11, .31] .05 .14* [.03, .25] .05 Yes .99 Yes Yes 

NA .03 [-.05, .11] .04 -.06 [-.13, .06] .05 Yes 1.41 No Yes 

Trait Anger 
.18*** [.10, .26] .04 

.20**

* 
[.09, .30] .05 Yes -.31 Yes Yes 

Note. Bolded cells indicate a failure to replicate the findings of the original study. 

a unstandardized regression weights 

b 95% confidence interval surrounding parameter estimate  
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c Standard Error 

d Unstandardized parameter estimate 

* indicates p<.05 ** indicates p<.01 *** indicates p<.001 
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Table 21. 

Comparing Independent Model Results of This and Direct Replication Studies 

 Direct Replication Study This Study Measure of Replication Success 

Hypothesis b a 95% CI b SE c Βu d 95% CI b SE c 

Similar 

results 

based 

on 

NHST? 

Test of 

differen

ce in b-

weights 

(z-

value) 

Does 

Βu of 

this 

study 

fit into 

original 

CIs 

Does b of 

replication 

study fit 

into 

replication 

CIs 

Agreeableness .02 [-.08, .13] .05 .01 [-.12, .14] .07 Yes .12 Yes Yes 

Extraversion -.02 [-.09, .05] .04 .13* [.03, .23] .05 No -2.34 No No 

Neuroticism .10* [.01, .18] .04 -.02 [-.01, .08] .05 No 1.87 No No 

Conscientiousness .00 [-.09, .09] .05 .20*** [.09, .32] .06 No -2.56 No No 

Openness .03 [-.07, .13] .05 -.19** [-.32, -.06] .07 No 2.56 No No 

PA .09* [.00, .18] .05 .18*** [.09, .26] .04 Yes -1.41 Yes Yes 

NA .08* [.00, .16] .04 .03 [-.12, .04] .04 No .88 Yes No 

Trait Anger .19*** [.11, .27] .04 .14*** [.06, .22] .04 Yes .88 Yes Yes 

Note. Bolded cells indicate a failure to replicate the findings of the replication study. 

a unstandardized regression weights 

b 95% confidence interval surrounding parameter estimate  
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c Standard Error 

d Unstandardized parameter estimate 

* indicates p<.05 ** indicates p<.01 *** indicates p<.001 
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Table 22. 

Comparing Combined Model Results of This and Direct Replication Studies 

 Direct Replication Study This Study Measure of Replication Success 

Hypothesis b a 95% CI b SE c Βu d 95% CI b SE c 

Similar 

results 

based 

on 

NHST? 

Test of 

differen

ce in b-

weights 

(z-

value) 

Does 

Βu of 

this 

study 

fit into 

original 

CIs 

Does b of 

replication 

study fit 

into 

replication 

CIs 

Agreeableness .10 [-,01, .21] .07 .08 [-.07, .22] .07 Yes .20 Yes Yes 

Extraversion -.09* [-.17, -.00] .06 -.01 [-.14, .11] .06 No -.94 Yes Yes 

Neuroticism -.01 [-.12, .11] .04 .04 [-.12, .20] .08 Yes -.56 Yes Yes 

Conscientiousness -.03 [-,13, .06] .06 .20** [.07, .33] .06 No -2.71 No No 

Openness -.01 [-.11, .10] .05 -.15* [-.28, -.03] .06 No 1.79 No No 

PA .17*** [.06, ,28] .05 .14* [.03, .25] .05 Yes .42 Yes Yes 

NA -.0.2 [-.12, .08] .06 -.06 [-.13, .06] .05 Yes -1.79 Yes Yes 

Trait Anger .24*** [.14, .35] .05 .20*** [.09, .30] .05 Yes .57 Yes  Yes 

Note. Bolded cells indicate a failure to replicate the findings of the replication study. 

a unstandardized regression weights 

b 95% confidence interval surrounding parameter estimate  
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c Standard Error 

d Unstandardized parameter estimate 

* indicates p<.05 ** indicates p<.01 *** indicates p<.001 
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Table 23. 

Comparing Combined Model Results of This and Conceptual Replication Studies 

 Conceptual Replication 

Study 
This Study Measure of Replication Success 

Hypothesis b a 95% CI b SE c Βu d 95% CI b SE c 

Similar 

results 

based 

on 

NHST? 

Test of 

differen

ce in b-

weights 

(z-

value) 

Does Βu 

of this 

study fit 

into 

original 

CIs 

Does b 

of 

replicatio

n study 

fit into 

replicatio

n CIs 

Agreeableness .17* [.04, .29] .06 .08 [-.07, .22] .07 No 0.98 Yes Yes 

Extraversion -.09* [-.18, .00] .05 -.01 [-.14, .11] .06 No -1.02 Yes Yes 

Neuroticism -.11 [-.24, .01] .06 .04 [-.12, .20] .08 Yes -1.5 No Yes 

Conscientiousness .07 [-.06, .19] .06 .20** [.07, .33] .06 No -1.53 No Yes 

Openness 
-.15* 

[-.28, -

.07] 
.07 -.15* [-.28, -.03] .06 Yes 0 Yes Yes 

PA .18*** [.06, .30] .06 .14* [.03, .25] .05 Yes 0.51 Yes Yes 

NA .16* [.02, .29] .07 -.06 [-.13, .06] .05 No 2.56 No No 

Trait Anger .25** [.14, .37] .06 .20*** [.09, .30] .05 Yes .64 Yes Yes 

Note. Bolded cells indicate a failure to replicate the findings of the replication study. 

a unstandardized regression weights 
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b 95% confidence interval surrounding parameter estimate  

c Standard Error 

d Unstandardized parameter estimate 

* indicates p<.05 ** indicates p<.01 *** indicates p<.001 
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Table 24. 

Null and combined models for predicting reconciliation 

 Null Model a Combined Model b 

 Βu c 95% CI d Βu c 95% CI d 

Fixed Effects     

(Intercept) 3.21 [3.12, 3.30] 3.20 [2.81, 3.59] 

Agreeableness   .22* [.03, .40] 

Extraversion   .25** [.08, .40] 

Neuroticism   .09 [-.11, .30] 

Random Effects     

σ2 e 2.0445  2.0445  

τ00 
f .6382  .6086  

N 369  369  

Residual-ICC g .7621  .7706  

Model Fit     

AIC h 29400  29396  

BIC i 29421  29452  

Deviance j 29394  29380  

Note: N= 369 

a Null random effects model with a participant as a random effect and no predictors 

b Combined model with individual difference variables as fixed effects and participant as a 

varying-intercept random effect 

c Unstandardized parameter estimate 



 

 

109 

 

d 95% confidence interval surrounding parameter estimate 

e Residual variance 

f Intercept variance 

g total variance within-person 

h Akaike Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

i Bayesian Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

j Deviance index of goodness-of-fit 

* indicates p<.05 ** indicates p<.01 *** indicates p<.001 
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Table 25. 

Null and combined models for predicting perspective taking 

 Null Model a Combined Model b 

 Βu c 95% CI d Βu c 95% CI d 

Fixed Effects     

(Intercept) 3.32 [3.23, 3.42] 3.34 [2.94, 3.75] 

Agreeableness   .39*** [.19, .24] 

Extraversion   .21* [.04, .38] 

Neuroticism   .03 [-.18, .24] 

Random Effects     

σ2 e 2.0050  2.005  

τ00 
f .7019  .6564  

N 369  369  

Residual-ICC g .7410  .7534  

Model Fit     

AIC h 29227  29216  

BIC i 29248  29272  

Deviance j 29221  29200  

Note: N= 369 

a Null random effects model with a participant as a random effect and no predictors 

b Combined model with individual difference variables as fixed effects and participant as a 

varying-intercept random effect 

c Unstandardized parameter estimate 
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d 95% confidence interval surrounding parameter estimate 

e Residual variance 

f Intercept variance 

g total variance within-person 

h Akaike Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

i Bayesian Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

j Deviance index of goodness-of-fit 

* indicates p<.05 ** indicates p<.01 *** indicates p<.001
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Table 26. 

Null and combined models for predicting avoidance 

 Null Model a Combined Model b 

 Βu c 95% CI d Βu c 95% CI d 

Fixed Effects     

(Intercept) 3.94 [3.86, 4.02] 3.75 [3.39, 4.11] 

Agreeableness   .13 [-.04, .31] 

Extraversion   .04 [-.11, .19] 

Neuroticism   .11 [-.08, .30] 

Random Effects     

σ2 e 1.9838  1.9838  

τ00 
f .5172  .4991  

N 369  369  

Residual-ICC g .7932  .7920  

Model Fit     

AIC h 29108  29108  

BIC i 29129  29163  

Deviance j 29102  29092  

Note: N= 369 

a Null random effects model with a participant as a random effect and no predictors 

b Combined model with individual difference variables as fixed effects and participant as a 

varying-intercept random effect 

c Unstandardized parameter estimate 
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d 95% confidence interval surrounding parameter estimate 

e Residual variance 

f Intercept variance 

g total variance within-person 

h Akaike Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

i Bayesian Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

j Deviance index of goodness-of-fit 

* indicates p<.05 ** indicates p<.01 *** indicates p<.001 
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Table 27. 

Null and combined models for predicting reciprocation 

 Null Model a Combined Model b 

 Βu c 95% CI d Βu c 95% CI d 

Fixed Effects     

(Intercept) 2.41 [2.32, 2.50] 2.45 [2.08, 2.83] 

Agreeableness   -.58*** [-.76, -.36] 

Extraversion   .20* [.04, .36] 

Neuroticism   .06 [-.14, .26] 

Random Effects     

σ2 e 1.4948  1.4947  

τ00 
f .6788  0.5882  

N 369  369  

Residual-ICC g .6877  .7176  

Model Fit     

AIC h 26983  26946  

BIC i 27004  27002  

Deviance j 26977  26930  

Note: N= 369 

a Null random effects model with a participant as a random effect and no predictors 

b Combined model with individual difference variables as fixed effects and participant as a 

varying-intercept random effect 

c Unstandardized parameter estimate 



 

 

115 

 

d 95% confidence interval surrounding parameter estimate 

e Residual variance 

f Intercept variance 

g total variance within-person 

h Akaike Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

i Bayesian Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

j Deviance index of goodness-of-fit 

* indicates p<.05 ** indicates p<.01 *** indicates p<.001
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Table 28. 

Null and exploratory models for predicting external responses  

 Reconciliation Reciprocation 

 Null Model a Exploratory Model b Null Model a Exploratory Model b 

 Βu c 95% CI d Βu c 95% CI d Βu c 95% CI d Βu c 95% CI d 

Fixed Effects         

(Intercept) 3.21 [3.12, 3.30] 3.08 [2.71, 3.46] 2.41 [2.32, 2.50] 2.57 [2.19, 2.94] 

Assertiveness   0.03 [-.07, .13]   0.08 [-.02, .18] 

Random Effects         

σ2 e 2.0445  2.0445  1.4948  1.4947  

τ00 
f .6382  .6347  .6788  .6698  

N 369  369  369  369  

Residual-ICC g .7621  .7631  .6877  .6905  

Model Fit         

AIC h 29400  29404  26983  26984  
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BIC i 29421  29439  27004  27019  

Deviance j 29394  29394  26977  26974  

 

Note: N= 369 

a Null random effects model with a participant as a random effect and no predictors 

b Exploratory model with individual difference variables as fixed effects and participant as a varying-intercept random effect 

c Unstandardized parameter estimate 

d 95% confidence interval surrounding parameter estimate 

e Residual variance 

f Intercept variance 

g total variance within-person 

h Akaike Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

i Bayesian Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

j Deviance index of goodness-of-fit 

* indicates p<.05 ** indicates p<.01 *** indicates p<.001  
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Table 29. 

Null and exploratory models for predicting internal responses  

 Perspective Taking Avoidance 

 Null Model a Exploratory Model b Null Model a Exploratory Model b 

 Βu c 95% CI d Βu c 95% CI d Βu c 95% CI d Βu c 95% CI d 

Fixed Effects         

(Intercept) 3.32 [3.23, 3.42] 3.26 [2.86, 3.66] 3.94 [3.86, 4.02] 3.74 [3.40, 4.09] 

Self-consciousness   .08 [-.02, .17]   0.14** [0.05, 0.22] 

Random Effects         

σ2 e 2.0050  2.005  1.9838  1.9838  

τ00 
f .7019  .6934  .5172  .4929  

N 369  369  369  369  

Residual-ICC g .7410  .7340  .7932  .8010  

Model Fit         

AIC h 29227  29228  29108  29098  
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BIC i 29248  29263  29129  29133  

Deviance j 29221  29218  29102  29088  

 

Note: N= 369 

a Null random effects model with a participant as a random effect and no predictors 

b Exploratory model with individual difference variables as fixed effects and participant as a varying-intercept random effect 

c Unstandardized parameter estimate 

d 95% confidence interval surrounding parameter estimate 

e Residual variance 

f Intercept variance 

g total variance within-person 

h Akaike Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

i Bayesian Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

j Deviance index of goodness-of-fit 

* indicates p<.05 ** indicates p<.01 *** indicates p<.001 

  



 

 

120 

 

Table 30. 

Null and exploratory models for predicting dysfunctional responses  

 Reciprocation Avoidance 

 Null Model a Exploratory Model b Null Model a Exploratory Model b 

 Βu c 95% CI d Βu c 95% CI d Βu c 95% CI d Βu c 95% CI d 

Fixed Effects         

(Intercept) 2.41 [2.32, 2.50] 2.64 [2.25, 3.02] 3.94 [3.86, 4.02] 3.65 [3.31, 3.99] 

Negative affect   .07 [-.05, .18]   .08 [-.02, .19] 

Random Effects         

σ2 e 1.4948  1.4947  1.9838  1.9838  

τ00 
f .6788  .6724  .5172  .5051  

N 369  369  369  369  

Residual-ICC g .6877  .6897  .7932  .7971  

Model Fit         

AIC h 26983  26985  29108  29105  
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BIC i 27004  27020  29129  29140  

Deviance j 26977  26975  29102  29095  

 

Note: N= 369 

a Null random effects model with a participant as a random effect and no predictors 

b Exploratory model with individual difference variables as fixed effects and participant as a varying-intercept random effect 

c Unstandardized parameter estimate 

d 95% confidence interval surrounding parameter estimate 

e Residual variance 

f Intercept variance 

g total variance within-person 

h Akaike Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

i Bayesian Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

j Deviance index of goodness-of-fit 

* indicates p<.05 ** indicates p<.01 *** indicates p<.001  
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Table 31. 

Null and exploratory models for predicting functional responses  

 Reconciliation Perspective Taking 

 Null Model a Exploratory Model b Null Model a Exploratory Model b 

 Βu c 95% CI d Βu c 95% CI d Βu c 95% CI d Βu c 95% CI d 

Fixed Effects         

(Intercept) 3.21 [3.12, 3.30] 3.07 [2.71, 3.44] 3.32 [3.23, 3.42] 3.17 [2.78, 3.55] 

Trust   .20*** [.10, .29]   .18** [.08, 0.28] 

Random Effects         

σ2 e 2.0445  2.0445  2.0050  2.0051  

τ00 
f .6382  .6042  .7019  .6721  

N 369  369  369  369  

Residual-ICC g .7621  .7719  .7410  .7489  

Model Fit         

AIC h 29400  29388  29227  29218  
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BIC i 29421  29423  29248  29253  

Deviance j 29394  29378  29221  29208  

 

Note: N= 369 

a Null random effects model with a participant as a random effect and no predictors 

b Exploratory model with individual difference variables as fixed effects and participant as a varying-intercept random effect 

c Unstandardized parameter estimate 

d 95% confidence interval surrounding parameter estimate 

e Residual variance 

f Intercept variance 

g total variance within-person 

h Akaike Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

i Bayesian Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

j Deviance index of goodness-of-fit 

* indicates p<.05 ** indicates p<.01 *** indicates p<.001  
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Table 32. 

Null and exploratory models for predicting reciprocation 

 Null Model a Exploratory Model b 

 Βu c 95% CI d Βu c 95% CI d 

Fixed Effects     

(Intercept) 2.41 [2.32, 2.50] 2.69 [2.32, 3.06] 

Anger   .17*** [.09, .25] 

Random Effects     

σ2 e 1.4948  1.4947  

τ00 
f .6788  .6446  

N 369  369  

Residual-ICC g .6877  .6987  

Model Fit     

AIC h 26983  26971  

BIC i 27004  27006  

Deviance j 26977  26961  

Note: N= 369 

a Null random effects model with a participant as a random effect and no predictors 

b Exploratory model with individual difference variables as fixed effects and participant as a 

varying-intercept random effect 

c Unstandardized parameter estimate 

d 95% confidence interval surrounding parameter estimate 
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e Residual variance 

f Intercept variance 

g total variance within-person 

h Akaike Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

i Bayesian Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

j Deviance index of goodness-of-fit 

* indicates p<.05 ** indicates p<.01 *** indicates p<.001  
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Table 33. 

Null and exploratory models for predicting avoidance  

 Null Model a Exploratory Model b 

 Βu c 95% CI d Βu c 95% CI d 

Fixed Effects     

(Intercept) 3.94 [3.86, 4.02] 3.76 [3.41, 4.12] 

Anxiety   .13* [.03, .23] 

Random Effects     

σ2 e 1.9838  1.9838  

τ00 
f .5172  .4985  

N 369  369  

Residual-ICC g .7932  .7992  

Model Fit     

AIC h 29129  29101  

BIC i 29102  29136  

Deviance j 29108  29091  

Note: N= 369 

a Null random effects model with a participant as a random effect and no predictors 

b Exploratory model with individual difference variables as fixed effects and participant as a 

varying-intercept random effect 

c Unstandardized parameter estimate 

d 95% confidence interval surrounding parameter estimate 
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e Residual variance 

f Intercept variance 

g total variance within-person 

h Akaike Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

i Bayesian Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

j Deviance index of goodness-of-fit 

* indicates p<.05 ** indicates p<.01 *** indicates p<.001 
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Table 34. 

Null and exploratory models for predicting reconciliation 

 Null Model a Exploratory Model b 

 Βu c 95% CI d Βu c 95% CI d 

Fixed Effects     

(Intercept) 3.21 [3.12, 3.30] 3.05 [2.68, 3.41] 

Friendliness   .17** [.06, .27] 

Random Effects     

σ2 e 2.0445  2.0444  

τ00 
f .6382  .6161  

N 369  369  

Residual-ICC g .7621  .7684  

Model Fit     

AIC h 29400  29394  

BIC i 29421  29429  

Deviance j 29394  29384  

Note: N= 369 

a Null random effects model with a participant as a random effect and no predictors 

b Exploratory model with individual difference variables as fixed effects and participant as a 

varying-intercept random effect 

c Unstandardized parameter estimate 

d 95% confidence interval surrounding parameter estimate 

e Residual variance 

f Intercept variance 
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g total variance within-person 

h Akaike Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

i Bayesian Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

j Deviance index of goodness-of-fit 

* indicates p<.05 ** indicates p<.01 *** indicates p<.001 
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Table 35. 

Null and exploratory models for predicting perspective taking  

 Null Model a Exploratory Model b 

 Βu c 95% CI d Βu c 95% CI d 

Fixed Effects     

(Intercept) 3.32 [3.23, 3.42] 3.18 [2.79, 3.57] 

Modesty   .0001 [-.10, 0.10] 

Random Effects     

σ2 e 2.0050  2.0050  

τ00 
f .7019  .6984  

N 369  369  

Residual-ICC g .7410  .7417  

Model Fit     

AIC h 29227  29230  

BIC i 29248  29265  

Deviance j 29221  29220  

Note: N= 369 

a Null random effects model with a participant as a random effect and no predictors 

b Exploratory model with individual difference variables as fixed effects and participant as a 

varying-intercept random effect 

c Unstandardized parameter estimate 

d 95% confidence interval surrounding parameter estimate 

e Residual variance 

f Intercept variance 
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g total variance within-person 

h Akaike Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

i Bayesian Information Criterion index of goodness-of-fit 

j Deviance index of goodness-of-fit 

* indicates p<.05 ** indicates p<.01 *** indicates p<.001 
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 Functional  Dysfunctional 

External Reconciliation  

Friendliness + 

Assertiveness + 

Trust + 

Reciprocation 

Anger + 

Assertiveness + 

NA + 

Internal Perspective-taking 

Modesty + 

Self-consciousness + 

Trust + 

Avoidance 

Anxiety + 

Self-consciousness + 

NA + 

Figure 1. 2 X 2 Matrix 
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Figure 2. Sample 1 Data screening flow chart  
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Figure 3. Sample 2 Data screening flow chart  
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Figure 4. Hypothesized model residual plot to test assumption of normality for incivility 

perceptions 
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Figure 5. Hypothesized model Q-Q plot to test the assumption of normality for incivility 

perceptions 

  



 

 

137 

 

 

Figure 6. Hypothesized model residual vs. fitted plot to test homoscedasticity assumption for 

incivility perceptions 
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Figure 7. Hypothesized model residual plot to test assumption of normality for reconciliation 
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Figure 8. Hypothesized model Q-Q plot to test the assumption of normality for reconciliation 
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Figure 9. Hypothesized model residual vs. fitted plot to test homoscedasticity assumption for 

reconciliation 
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Figure 10. Hypothesized model residual plot to test assumption of normality for perspective 

taking 

  



 

 

142 

 

 

Figure 11. Hypothesized model Q-Q plot to test the assumption of normality for perspective 

taking 
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Figure 12. Hypothesized model residual vs. fitted plot to test homoscedasticity assumption for 

perspective taking 
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Figure 13. Hypothesized model residual plot to test assumption of normality for avoidance 
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Figure 14. Hypothesized model Q-Q plot to test the assumption of normality for avoidance 
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Figure 15. Hypothesized model residual vs. fitted plot to test homoscedasticity assumption for 

avoidance 
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Figure 16. Hypothesized model residual plot to test assumption of normality for reciprocation 
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Figure 17. Hypothesized model Q-Q plot to test the assumption of normality for reciprocation 
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Figure 18. Hypothesized model residual vs. fitted plot to test homoscedasticity assumption for 

reciprocation 
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 Functional  Dysfunctional 

External Reconciliation  

+ Friendliness ** 

+ Assertiveness  

+ Trust *** 

Reciprocation 

+ Anger *** 

+ Assertiveness  

+ NA  

Internal Perspective-taking 

+ Modesty  

+ Self-consciousness  

+ Trust ** 

Avoidance 

+ Anxiety * 

+ Self-consciousness ** 

+ NA  

Figure 19. 2 X 2 Matrix Findings 

* indicates p<.05 ** indicates p<.01 *** indicates p<.001 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A: Consent Form 

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 

Title of Project: Perceptions and Reactions of Workplace Scenarios 

Dear Participant,  

You are asked to participate in a research study conducted by Ashley Cole, and Dr. Peter 

Hausdorf, from the Department of Psychology at the University of Guelph. The results from this 

study will contribute to Ashley’s Master thesis project. 

PURPOSE AND PROCEDURES 

Should you choose to participate; you will complete an online study containing several 

situational vignettes about discourteous or possibly rude behaviors. We are interested in 

exploring individual perceptions and reactions of rude or discourteous behaviors, which is an 

important component of many types of jobs. You might find some of these vignettes to be 

upsetting. An understanding of differences in perceptions and reactions of discourteous or rude 

behaviors may lead to more effective co-worker communication and workplace training. Your 

participation in this study will take no longer than 60 minutes to complete. 

CONFIDENTIALITY  

Confidentiality cannot be guaranteed when data is collected over the internet, but every effort 

will be made to ensure the confidentiality of any identifying information that is collected as part 

of this study. The SONA system collects identifying information about you, but this is not shared 

with the researchers. 

The data that will be collected in this study will be available to other researchers through the 

Open Science Foundation (OSF). OSF is an open source software project that facilitates open 

collaboration in scientific research and promotes honest research practices. After submission of 

the survey, you will not be able to withdraw your data. However, this data will never be in 

connection with your name, phone number, email address, or any other personally identifiable 

information. Data will not be shared with anyone other than in an aggregated format so as to not 

reveal individual participant information. 

PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL 

Participation in this study is completely voluntary. We sincerely value your time and effort as a 

participant in this important study, but please know that you are free to withdraw at any time. 

Please keep in mind that you may skip any questions that you are not comfortable answering and 

still remain in the study.  

PAYMENT FOR PARTICIPANTS 

Participants will receive a total of 1.0 course credit following participation in the current study.  
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POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS 

You may find yourself upset with some of the scenarios presented. However, the risks to your 

health or well-being by completing this task are no greater than those in routine daily life.  

RIGHTS OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS 

This project has been reviewed by the University of Guelph Research Ethics Board for 

compliance with federal guidelines for research involving human participants. If you have any 

questions regarding your rights and welfare as a research participant in this study (REB #), 

please contact: Director, Research Ethics; University of Guelph; reb@uoguelph.ca; 519-824-

4120 ext. 56606. You do not waive any legal rights by agreeing to take part in this study 

Again, we thank you for your participation in this study. If you have any questions, comments, or 

concerns about this project, feel free to contact Dr. Peter Hausdorf at phausdor@uoguelph.ca or 

Ashley Cole at acole02@uoguelph.ca. 

 

If you wish to print this letter, please click the ‘print’ link below. 

 

By clicking "agree" below, you are indicating your informed consent. 

  

Sincerely, 

  

Peter Hausdorf, PhD 

Associate Professor 

Department of Psychology 

University of Guelph 

phausdor@uoguelph.ca 

 

Ashley Cole, MA 

Graduate Student. 

Department of Psychology 

University of Guelph 

acole02@uoguelph.ca     

  

mailto:phausdor@uoguelph.ca
mailto:phausdor@uoguelph.ca
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Appendix B: Instructions 

PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY: 

On the following pages, you will be presented with a series of vignettes involving the workplace. 

Please read each scenario carefully and respond to each question honestly. For each vignette, 

imagine this event is happening to YOU. Think about how YOU would feel in this situation, and 

how YOU would respond to this situation. 

For example consider this sample vignette: 

After helping a customer on a service call, your supervisor berates your performance in front of 

all of your coworkers to "set an example." 

In this situation you should imagine that YOU are being berated by your supervisor. Following 

the vignette, you will be presented with the following questions: 

1. How rude was the supervisor? 

If you felt the supervisor acted very rude, you would rate it as very rude, if you felt they were 

justified in berating you, you would rate it as not very rude. 

 

2. How would you respond to the supervisor?  

 

a. I would respond by reconciling  

Reconciling is making an effort to engage with the supervisor, in hopes of restoring the 

relationship. 

e.g. reach out to supervisor to restore relationship  

 

b. I would respond by perspective-taking 

Perspective-taking is trying to understand the situation from the supervisor’s perspective. 

e.g. wonder if the supervisor is under a lot of stress 

 

c. I would respond by avoiding 

Avoiding includes avoiding any associated thoughts and emotions of the situation. 

e.g. avoid thinking about the situation 

 

d. I would respond by reciprocating  

Reciprocation means being rude back towards the supervisor.  

e.g. be rude back towards the supervisor 
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3. Out of the following responses, what would be your IMMEDIATE response? You can 

only choose one response. 

 

a. I would respond by reconciling  

Reconciling is making an effort to engage with the supervisor, in hopes of restoring the 

relationship. 

e.g. reach out to supervisor to restore relationship  

 

b. I would respond by perspective-taking 

Perspective-taking is trying to understand the situation from the supervisor’s perspective. 

e.g. wonder if the supervisor is under a lot of stress 

 

c. I would respond by avoiding 

Avoiding includes avoiding any associated thoughts and emotions of the situation. 

e.g. avoid thinking about the situation 

 

d. I would respond by reciprocating  

Reciprocation means being rude back towards the supervisor.  

e.g. be rude back towards the supervisor 
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Appendix C: Incivility Vignettes (Sliter, Withrow & Jex, 2015) 

How rude was the customer/supervisor/coworker?  

1  2  3  4  5  6  

Not at all rude        Extremely Rude 

Coworker  

1. You have been sick and missed a week of work. Today is the first day you are back at 

work and you realize that you aren’t up to date on some tasks so you ask a coworker for 

help in catching up. Your coworker says they are too busy, yet their work calendar is 

relatively blank.  

2. You and a coworker are waiting at the printer for some documents. When your 

coworker's document is finished, you notice that the paper tray is empty. She takes her 

documents but does not refill the paper tray.  

3. You are sitting alone in the break room eating lunch. Another coworker walks in and sits 

with their back toward you.  

4. It is your birthday and a coworker brought cake and ice cream for everyone to share. 

When people start to gather to celebrate, one member of the staff stays in her office and 

closes the door.  

5. There is a coffeemaker on the counter in the break room. You and your coworker are 

standing at the counter, discussing a project they are working on. While there is enough 

coffee left for both of you to have some, your coworker takes the last of the coffee, 

pouring it into his oversized mug, and leaves the break room.  
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6. You are working in your office and two of your coworkers meet each other in the hallway 

and begin talking and laughing. They continue to talk and laugh for about twenty minutes 

right outside your door.  

7. You are in the middle of a meeting and your coworker decides to start text messaging.  

8. You tell coworker they did well on a project and their response is “I know.”  

9. As you head down the hallway to a meeting, your coworker is walking in front of you to 

the same meeting. They turn their head, see you behind them, and then continue walking 

at the same pace.  

10. You are sitting alone in the break room eating lunch.  Another coworker walks in and sits 

with their back toward you. This is a test scenario. For question 1 select "Not at all rude"; 

for question 2 select all as "strongly disagree"; for question 3 select "I would respond by 

reconciling". 

11. You are in the middle of a meeting and your coworker decides to start text messaging. 

This is a test scenario. For question 1 select "extremely rude"; for question 2 select all as 

"strongly agree"; for question 3 select "I would respond by avoiding". 

Customer  

12. You and a customer are talking about your personal lives. As the customer finishes 

talking about his life, he turns around to leave when you start to talk about yours.  

13. You are talking with a coworker when a customer walks up to you, interrupts your 

conversation, and asks you where the customer service desk is. You tell her and she 

quickly turns and walks away.  
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14. You are working to resolve an issue that a customer is having. The customer keeps 

sighing audibly as you talk with your manager.  

15. You spend extra time outside of work to order a rare item for a customer, when it comes 

in the customer takes it without saying thank you  

16. A customer approaches you and asks you if you have any more of a particular item in 

stock. When you tell him no, he asks to speak to your manager.  

17. A customer passes you as she enters the store. You say hello and ask if there is anything 

in particular you can help her find. She does not acknowledge you and keeps walking. 

18. You are working to resolve an issue that a customer is having.  The customer keeps 

sighing audibly as you talk with your manager. This is a test scenario. For question 1 

select "extremely rude"; for question 2 select all as "strongly disagree"; for question 3 

select "I would respond by perspective-taking".  

Supervisor  

19. You submitted several ideas of work to your supervisor. However, your supervisor did 

not mention any of your ideas at all during the team meeting when discussing the 

feasibility of every team member’s ideas.  

20. You do not want to discuss your private life with your supervisor, but she keeps asking 

about your date after the weekend.  

21. When you return from the bathroom, you find out that your supervisor took everyone’s 

coffee order and went on a coffee run. When the supervisor returns, she has coffee for 

everyone but you.  



 

 

158 

 

22. Your supervisor tosses an assignment on your desk and simply says "Do this by 

tomorrow" before walking away. He does not offer any more details.  

23. You hold the door for your supervisor; your supervisor walks right on through without 

acknowledging you.  

24. Your supervisor often brings in leftovers for lunch in Tupperware containers. At the end 

of every week, there are a few half-full Tupperware containers still in the refrigerator in 

the break room, and at a staff meeting the supervisor bring up how people need to 

contribute to cleaning the break room more. 

25. You do not want to discuss your private life with your supervisor, but she keeps asking 

about your date after the weekend. This is a test scenario. For question 1 select 

"extremely rude"; for question 2 select all as "agree"; for question 3 select "I would 

respond by reconciling".  

26. You hold the door for your supervisor; your supervisor walks right on through without 

acknowledging you. This is a test scenario. For question 1 select "Not at all rude"; for 

question 2 select all as "strongly agree"; for question 3 select "I would respond by 

reciprocating". 

  



 

 

159 

 

Appendix D: Coping Responses 

How would you respond to the customer/supervisor/coworker?  

1  2  3  4  5  6  

Strongly disagree        Strongly agree 

 

1. I would respond by reconciling   

e.g. reach out to supervisor to restore relationship 

2. I would respond by perspective-taking 

e.g. wonder if the supervisor is under a lot of stress 

3. I would respond by avoiding  

e.g. avoid thinking about the situation 

4. I would respond by reciprocating  

e.g. be rude back towards the supervisor 

Out of the following responses, what would be your IMMEDIATE response? You can only 

choose one response.  

1. I would respond by reconciling   

e.g. reach out to supervisor to restore relationship 

2. I would respond by perspective-taking 

e.g. wonder if the supervisor is under a lot of stress 

3. I would respond by avoiding  

e.g. avoid thinking about the situation 

4. I would respond by reciprocating  

e.g. be rude back towards the supervisor 
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Appendix E: 120-item International Personality Item Pool Representation of the Revised NEO 

Personality Inventory (IPIP-120; Maples et al., 1999). 

How Accurately Can You Describe Yourself?  

For the following questions, describe yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish to 

be in the future. Describe yourself as you honestly see yourself, in relation to other people 

you know of the same sex as you are, and roughly your same age.  So that you can describe 

yourself in an honest manner, your responses will be kept in absolute confidence.  Indicate 

for each statement whether it is Very Inaccurate, Moderately Inaccurate, Neither Accurate 

Nor Inaccurate, Moderately Accurate, or Very Accurate as a description of you. 

1  2  3  4  5  

Very inaccurate        Very Accurate 

Neuroticism (N) Facets 

N1: Anxiety 

Worry about things.  

Fear for the worst.  

Am afraid of many things.  

Get stressed out easily.  

N2: Anger 

Get angry easily.  

Get irritated easily.  

Lose my temper.  

Rarely get irritated. (R) 

N3: Depression 

Often feel blue.  

Dislike myself.  
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Am often down in the dumps.  

Have a low opinion of myself.  

N4: Self-Consciousness 

Find it difficult to approach others.  

Am easily intimidated.  

Am not embarrassed easily. (R) 

Am able to stand up for myself. (R)  

N5: Immoderation 

Often eat too much.  

Go on binges.  

Rarely overindulge. (R) 

Am able to control my cravings.  (R) 

N6: Vulnerability 

Feel that I’m unable to deal with things.  

Remain calm under pressure. (R) 

Know how to cope. (R) 

Am calm even in tense situations. (R) 

Extraversion (E) Facets 

E1: Friendliness 

Make friends easily.  

Warm up quickly to others.  

Feel comfortable around people.  

Act comfortably with others.  

E2: Gregariousness 

Love large parties.  

Talk to a lot of different people at parties.  

Don’t like crowded events. (R) 



 

 

162 

 

Avoid crowds. (R) 

E3: Assertiveness 

Take charge.  

Try to lead others.  

Take control of things.  

Wait for others to lead the way. (R) 

E4: Activity Level 

Am always busy.  

Am always on the go.  

Do a lot in my spare time.  

Can manage many things at the same time.  

E5: Excitement Seeking 

Love excitement.  

Seek adventure.  

Love action.  

Enjoy being reckless.  

E6: Cheerfulness 

Radiate joy.  

Have a lot of fun.  

Love life.  

Laugh aloud.  

Openness (O) Facets 

O1: Imagination 

Have a vivid imagination.  

Enjoy wild flights of fantasy.  

Love to daydream.  

Like to get lost in thought.  

O2: Artistic Interests 
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See beauty in things that others might not notice.  

Do not like art. (R) 

Do not like poetry. (R) 

Do not enjoy going to art museums. (R) 

O3: Emotionality 

Experience my emotions intensely.  

Seldom get emotional. (R) 

Am not easily affected by my emotions. (R) 

Experience very few emotional highs and lows. (R) 

O4: Adventurousness 

Prefer to stick with things that I know. (R) 

Dislike changes. (R) 

Don’t like the idea of change. (R) 

Am attached to conventional ways. (R) 

O5: Intellect 

Am not interested in abstract ideas. (R) 

Avoid philosophical discussions. (R) 

Have difficulty understanding abstract ideas. (R) 

Am not interested in theoretical discussions. (R) 

O6: Liberalism 

Tend to vote for liberal political candidates.  

Believe in one true religion. (R) 

Tend to vote for conservative political candidates. (R) 

Like to stand during the national anthem. (R) 

Agreeableness (A) Facets 

A1: Trust 

Trust others. 
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Believe that others have good intentions.  

Trust what people say.  

Distrust people. (R) 

A2: Morality 

Use flattery to get ahead. (R) 

Know how to get around the rules. (R) 

Cheat to get ahead. (R) 

Take advantage of others. (R) 

A3: Altruism 

Make people feel welcome. 

Love to help others.  

Am concerned about others.  

Turn my back on others. (R) 

A4: Cooperation 

Love a good fight.  

Yell at people. (R) 

Insult people. (R) 

Get back at others.  (R) 

A5: Modesty 

Believe that I am better than others. (R) 

Think highly of myself. (R) 

Have a high opinion of myself. (R) 

Make myself the center of attention. (R) 

A6: Sympathy 

Sympathize with the homeless.  

Feel sympathy for those who are worse off than myself.  

Suffer from others’ sorrows.  
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Am not interested in other people’s problems. (R) 

Conscientiousness (C) Facets 

C1: Self-Efficacy 

Complete tasks successfully. 

Excel in what I do.  

Handle tasks smoothly. 

Know how to get things done.  

C2: Orderliness 

Like order.  

Like to tidy up.  

Leave a mess in my room. (R) 

Leave my belongings around. (R) 

C3: Dutifulness 

Keep my promises.  

Tell the truth.  

Break my promises. (R) 

Get others to do my duties. (R)  

C4: Achievement Striving 

Work hard.  

Do more than what’s expected of me.  

Set high standards for myself and others.  

Am not highly motivated to succeed. (R) 

C5: Self-Discipline 

Start tasks right away.  

Find it difficult to get down to work. (R) 

Need a push to get started. (R) 

Have difficulty starting tasks. (R) 
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C6: Cautiousness 

Jump into things without thinking. (R) 

Make rash decisions. (R) 

Rush into things. (R) 

Act without thinking. (R) 

Careless Responding Questions 

This is an attention check question. Please choose moderately accurate 

This is an attention check question. Please choose very inaccurate 

This is an attention check question. Please choose moderately inaccurate 

This is an attention check question. Please choose moderately inaccurate 

This is an attention check question. Please choose neither accurate nor inaccurate 
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Appendix F: Trait Anger Scale (Spielberger, Jacobs, Russell, & Crane, 1983) 

Below are statements with which you may agree or disagree. Using the scale, please 

indicate the degree of your agreement by selecting the number that corresponds with the 

statement.  

1  2  3  4  5  

Strongly disagree        Strongly agree 

 

1. I have a fiery temper  

2. I am quick-tempered  

3. I am a hotheaded person  

4. I get annoyed when I am singled out for correction  

5. It makes me furious when I am criticized in front of others  

6. I get angry when I'm allowed down by others' mistakes  

7. I feel infuriated when I do a good job & get a poor evaluation  

8. I fly off the handle  

9. I feel annoyed when I am not given recognition for doing good work  

10. People who think they are always right irritate me  

11. When I get mad, I say nasty things  

12. I feel irritated  

13. I feel angry  

14. When I get frustrated, I feel like hitting someone  

15. It makes my blood boil when I am pressured  
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Appendix G: Positive Affectivity, Negative Affectivity Scale (PANAS; Watson et al., 1988) 

This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and emotion. Read 

each item and then circle the appropriate answer in the space next to that word. Indicate to 

what extent you generally feel this way. Use the following scale to record your answers:  

1  2  3  4  5  

Very slightly or not at all       Extremely 

 

1. Interested  

2. Distressed  

3. Excited  

4. Upset  

5. Strong  

6. Guilty  

7. Scared  

8. Hostile  

9. Enthusiastic  

10. Proud  

11. Irritable  

12. Alert  

13. Ashamed  

14. Inspired  

15. Nervous  
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16. Determined  

17. Attentive  

18. Jittery  

19. Active  

20. Afraid  
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Appendix H: Demographics 

1. Please enter your sex 

a. Male 

b. Female 

c. Other 

 

  



 

 

171 

 

Appendix I: IER Questions (Adapted from Maniaci & Rogge, 2014) 

1. In your honest opinion, should we use your data in our analyses in this study?  

a. YES  

b. NO  

c. UNSURE 

As you completed the survey questions above, to what extent did you do the following? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all To a little extent To some extent To a considerable extent To a great extent 
     

 

1. Multi-tasked with other activities 

2. Read each question carefully (R) 

3. Pay attention to every question (R) 

4. Take as much time as you needed to answer the questions honestly (R) 

5. Make patterns with the responses to a block of questions 

6. Use the same answer for a block of questions on the same topic (rather than reading each 

question) 

7. Answer quickly without thinking 

8. Answer impulsively without thinking 

9. Rush through the survey 

10. Skim the instructions quickly 

11. Skip parts of the instructions 
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Appendix J: Debrief Form 

DEBRIEF 

 

Title of Project: Perceptions and Reactions of Workplace Scenarios 

 

 

 

Thank you for your participation in this study. In this experiment, you were asked to evaluate 

various ambiguous work situations and make a judgement about how rude, or uncivil, you 

perceived them to be, and identify how you would respond. Then you were asked to fill out 

several personality measures. The goal of this study was to examine the effect of different 

personality characteristics on perceptions and reactions of incivility. Research has shown that 

certain personality characteristics may actually predispose some individuals to perceive 

ambiguous situations as more or less rude. Research also shows that there are many ways 

employees can respond to workplace incivility, and personality might impact that. 

 

By participating in this survey, we hope that you had an opportunity to learn more about 

yourselves through the completion the personality questionnaires. While individualized scores 

cannot be provided to you, exposure to these questions may allow some individuals to broaden 

their self-awareness. Further we hope that you had the chance to learn about the research 

methodologies in the field of psychology. Your participation is not only greatly appreciated by 

the researchers involved, but the data collected could contribute to the knowledge and 

understanding of how individual differences impact the perceptions and reactions of incivility in 

the workplace. Furthermore, this data could guide the development of appropriate policies and 

strategies that could mitigate the harmful effects of incivility in the workplace. 

 
When asking you to imagine yourself in the situational vignettes this may have brought forth 

negative emotions. If you are feeling upset and would like to talk to someone about what happened 

today, we have provided free resources below.  

 

University of Guelph Counselling Services 

Call 519-824-4120 x 53244 to book an appointment 

 

University of Guelph Health Services 

Call 519-824-4120 x52131 to book an appointment 

 

Good2Talk 

Confidential Support Line 

Call 1-866-925-5454 or Text GOOD2TALKON to 686868 

  

If you are interested in finding out about the aggregated results of this study, please contact Dr. 

Peter Hausdorf at phausdor@uoguelph.ca or Ashley Cole at acole02@uoguelph.ca, and you will 

receive a response once the study is complete. 
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Once again, we would like to thank you for your time and participation in the study.  
  

Sincerely, 

  

Peter Hausdorf, PhD 

Associate Professor 

Department of Psychology 

University of Guelph 

phausdor@uoguelph.ca 

  

Ashley Cole, MA 

Graduate Student. 

Department of Psychology 

University of Guelph 

acole02@uoguelph.ca     
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Appendix K: Sample 2 

Results 

A total of 464 participants participated in our study. However, 47 participants withdrew 

from the study, which left us with 417 participants. We included several checks to identify and 

eliminate careless responding (see figure 3). To first identify careless responding, we asked 

participants whether we should include their data in our analysis, as recommended by Desimone, 

Harms and Desimone (2015). 10 participants answered “no” and were therefore removed. Next, 

we removed participants who took longer then 5000 seconds to complete the survey or under 684 

seconds to complete the survey. This range was recommended by Huang, Curran, Keeny, 

Poposki, and DeShon (2012), who suggested a minimum of 2 seconds per question. Therefore, 

38 participants were removed from the data set. Next, we removed 58 participants who failed 1 

or more attention check. Lastly, we had participants complete an insufficient error responding 

measure by Maniaci & Rogge (2014). Participants scores were averaged, and participants who 

scored a mean of 3 or higher were removed from the data set. 1 Participant scored a mean of 3 or 

higher and was subsequently removed. Therefore, we were left with a total of 310 participants. 

23.54% of participants identified as male, while 75.81% of participants identified as female.   

 Hypothesis Testing 

The first aim of our study to was to understand how personality predicts incivility 

perceptions. Sliter et al. (2015) tested whether the five-factor personality model, trait anger, and 

positive and negative affect predicted incivility perceptions, and this study was replicated by 

Gonzalez-Morales et al. (2020) in a student and workplace sample. Although trait anger and 

positive affect were found to be the strongest predictors in both the original study and replication 
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studies, ultimately different personality traits were found to significantly predict perceptions of 

incivility (Sliter et al., 2015; Gonzalez-Morales et al., 2020). Therefore, we conducted another 

replication to gain further evidence of when these effects might replicate.   

Hypothesis 1 stated that neuroticism will positively predict incivility perceptions. 

Neuroticism did not significantly predict incivility perceptions (βu = - .05, 95% CI [-.01, .06], p 

= .37). Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was not supported. The Likelihood Ratio Test did show a 

significant difference between the hypothesized model and a null model (χ2(2) = 9.48, p = .009). 

The AIC decreased by 5.00 from the null model to the hypothesized model. While the BIC 

increased by 8.00 from the null model to the hypothesized model. In addition, the deviance of the 

hypothesized model to the null model decreased by 9.00. This suggests that hypothesized model 

may be a better fit than the null model, however, these results need to be interpreted with caution 

as the BIC increased in the hypothesized model from the null model. With that said, the BIC 

tends to select models that are underfit or overly simplistic, and therefore may not be the best 

indicator for goodness of fit (Harrison et al., 2018). 

Hypothesis 2 stated that extraversion will negatively predict incivility perceptions. 

Extraversion did not significantly predict incivility perceptions (βu = .09, 95% CI [-.02, .19], p = 

.11). Therefore, Hypothesis 2 was not supported. The Likelihood Ratio Test did show a 

significant difference between the hypothesized model and a null model (χ2(2) = 11.18, p = 

.004). The AIC decreased by 7.00 from the null model to the hypothesized model. While the BIC 

increased by 6.00 from the null model to the hypothesized model. In addition, the deviance of the 

hypothesized model to the null model decreased by 11.00. This suggests that hypothesized model 

may be a better fit than the null model, however, these results need to be interpreted with caution 
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as the BIC increased in the hypothesized model from the null model. With that said, the BIC 

tends to select models that are underfit or overly simplistic, and therefore may not be the best 

indicator for goodness of fit (Harrison et al., 2018). 

Hypothesis 3 stated that trait anger will positively predict incivility perceptions. Trait 

anger significantly positively predicted incivility perceptions (βu = .10, 95% CI [.01, .18], p = 

.03), such that participants who had higher trait anger scores had a greater likelihood of 

perceiving an uncivil scenario as rude. Therefore, Hypothesis 3 was supported. However, the 

confidence interval around the parameter estimate for trait anger is wide, indicating that this 

estimate is less precise (Tan & Tan, 2010). The Likelihood Ratio Test did show a significant 

difference between the hypothesized model and a null model (χ2(2) = 13.20, p = .001). The AIC 

decreased by 9.00 from the null model to the hypothesized model. While the BIC increased by 

4.00 from the null model to the hypothesized model. In addition, the deviance of the 

hypothesized model to the null model decreased by 13.00. This suggests that hypothesized model 

may be a better fit than the null model, however, these results need to be interpreted with caution 

as the BIC increased in the hypothesized model from the null model. With that said, the BIC 

tends to select models that are underfit or overly simplistic, and therefore may not be the best 

indicator for goodness of fit (Harrison et al., 2018). 

Hypothesis 4 stated that negative affect will positively predict incivility perceptions. 

Negative affect significantly negatively predicted incivility perceptions (βu = -0.09, 95% CI [-

.17, -.005], p = .03). Therefore, Hypothesis 4 was not supported. The Likelihood Ratio Test did 

show a significant difference between the hypothesized model and a null model (χ2(2) = 13.02, p 

= .001). The AIC decreased by 9.00 from the null model to the hypothesized model. While the 
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BIC increased by 5.00 from the null model to the hypothesized model. In addition, the deviance 

of the hypothesized model to the null model decreased by 13.00. This suggests that hypothesized 

model may be a better fit than the null model, however, these results need to be interpreted with 

caution as the BIC increased in the hypothesized model from the null model. With that said, the 

BIC tends to select models that are underfit or overly simplistic, and therefore may not be the 

best indicator for goodness of fit (Harrison et al., 2018). 

Hypothesis 5 stated that positive affect will positively predict incivility perceptions. 

Positive affect significantly positively predicted incivility perceptions (βu = .17, 95% CI [.07, 

.26], p = .0006), such that participants who had higher positive affect scores had a greater 

likelihood of perceiving an uncivil scenario as rude. Therefore, Hypothesis 5 was supported. 

However, the confidence interval around the parameter estimate for extraversion is wide, 

indicating that this estimate is less precise (Tan & Tan, 2010). The Likelihood Ratio Test did 

show a significant difference between the hypothesized model and a null model (χ2(2) = 19.97, p 

= .00005). The AIC decreased by 15.00 from the null model to the hypothesized model. While 

the BIC decreased by 2.0 from the null model to the hypothesized model. In addition, the 

deviance of the hypothesized model to the null model decreased by 19.00. This suggests that 

hypothesized model may be a better fit than the null model.  

 We also conducted additional analyses that were conducted in the original study and 

replication. These results are presented below.  

First, we found that openness significantly negatively predicted incivility perceptions (βu 

= -.20, 95% CI [-.34, -.06], p = .004), such that participants who had lower openness scores had a 

greater likelihood of perceiving an uncivil scenario as rude. However, the confidence interval 
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around the parameter estimate for openness is wide, indicating that this estimate is less precise 

(Tan & Tan, 2010). The Likelihood Ratio Test did show a significant difference between the 

alternative model and a null model (χ2(2) = 16.76, p = .0002). The AIC decreased by 12.00 from 

the null model to the alternative model. While the BIC increased by 1.00 from the null model to 

the alternative model. In addition, the deviance of the alternative model to the null model 

decreased by 16.00. This suggests that alternative model may be a better fit than the null model, 

however, these results need to be interpreted with caution as the BIC increased in the alternative 

model from the null model. With that said, the BIC tends to select models that are underfit or 

overly simplistic, and therefore may not be the best indicator for goodness of fit (Harrison et al., 

2018). 

Next, we found that agreeableness did not significantly predict incivility perceptions (βu 

= -.01, 95% CI [-.15, .12], p = .86). The Likelihood Ratio Test did show a significant difference 

between the alternative model and a null model (χ2(2) = 8.71, p = .01). The AIC decreased by 

4.00 from the null model to the alternative model. While the BIC increased by 9.00 from the null 

model to the alternative model. In addition, the deviance of the alternative model to the null 

model decreased by 8.00. This suggests that alternative model may be a better fit than the null 

model, however, these results need to be interpreted with caution as the BIC increased in the 

alternative model from the null model. With that said, the BIC tends to select models that are 

underfit or overly simplistic, and therefore may not be the best indicator for goodness of fit 

(Harrison et al., 2018). 

Lastly, we found that conscientiousness significantly positively predicted incivility 

perceptions (βu = .20, 95% CI [.08, .32], p = .001), such that participants who had higher 
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conscientiousness scores had a greater likelihood of perceiving an uncivil scenario as rude. 

However, the confidence interval around the parameter estimate for conscientiousness is wide, 

indicating that this estimate is less precise (Tan & Tan, 2010). The Likelihood Ratio Test did 

show a significant difference between the alternative model and a null model (χ2(2) = 19.28, p = 

.00006). The AIC decreased by 15.00 from the null model to the alternative model. While the 

BIC decreased by 2.00 the null model to the alternative model. In addition, the deviance of the 

alternative model to the null model decreased by 19.00. This suggests that alternative model may 

be a better fit than the null model.  

 Next, we combined all the personality traits into the same regression model to better 

understand the unique effects of each personality variable in predicting incivility perceptions. In 

this model, neuroticism did not significantly predict incivility perceptions (βu = .08, 95% CI [-

.09, .25], p = .38). Further, extraversion did not significantly predict incivility perceptions (βu = -

.06, 95% CI [-.20, .07], p = .33). Trait anger continued to significantly positively predict 

incivility perceptions (βu = .14, 95% CI [.03, .26], p = .001), such that participants who had 

higher trait anger scores had a greater likelihood of perceiving an uncivil scenario as rude. 

However, the confidence interval around the parameter estimate for trait anger is wide, 

indicating that this estimate is less precise (Tan & Tan, 2010). Negative affect did not 

significantly predict incivility perceptions (βu = -0.10, 95% CI [-.21, .0.1], p = .09). Positive 

affect continued to significantly positively predict incivility perceptions (βu = .16, 95% CI [.04, 

.28], p = .009), such that participants who had higher positive affect scores had a greater 

likelihood of perceiving an uncivil scenario as rude. However, the confidence interval around the 

parameter estimate for positive affect is wide, indicating that this estimate is less precise (Tan & 
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Tan, 2010). Openness significantly negatively predicted incivility perceptions (βu = -.16, 95% CI 

[-.30, -.03], p = .02), such that participants who had lower openness scores had a greater 

likelihood of perceiving an uncivil scenario as rude. However, the confidence interval around the 

parameter estimate for openness is wide, indicating that this estimate is less precise (Tan & Tan, 

2010). Next, we found that agreeableness did not significantly predict incivility perceptions (βu 

= .03, 95% CI [-.13, .18], p = .73). Lastly, we found that conscientiousness significantly 

positively predicted incivility perceptions (βu = .18, 95% CI [.04, .31], p = .01), such that 

participants who had higher conscientiousness scores had a greater likelihood of perceiving an 

uncivil scenario as rude. However, the confidence interval around the parameter estimate for 

conscientiousness is wide, indicating that this estimate is less precise (Tan & Tan, 2010). 

 The Likelihood Ratio Test did show a significant difference between the combined model 

and a null model (χ2(9) = 45.17, p = .0000008). The AIC decreased by 27.00 from the null 

model to the combined model. While the BIC increased by 34.00 from the null model to the 

combined model. In addition, the deviance of the combined model to the null model decreased 

by 45.00. This suggests that combined model may be a better fit than the null model, however, 

these results need to be interpreted with caution as the BIC increased in the combined model 

from the null model. With that said, the BIC tends to select models that are underfit or overly 

simplistic, and therefore may not be the best indicator for goodness of fit (Harrison et al., 2018). 

In summary, we found support that trait anger, positive affect, openness, and 

conscientiousness predicted incivility perceptions. This is consistent with what we found in 

sample 1. Further, we found that negative affect predicted incivility perceptions in the opposite 

direction that we predicted. However, this effect was not found once we combined all the 
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personality traits into the same regression model. Further, we did not find this effect in sample 1. 

Instead, in sample 1, we found that extraversion predicted incivility perceptions in the opposite 

direction. However, we did not find this effect in sample 2. We also did not find support for 

neuroticism or agreeableness when testing our independent and combined models.   

 Exploratory Analyses 

The second aim of our study was to understand how personality may explain why some 

individuals respond on way over another when experiencing WPI. In particular, past research has 

shown that neuroticism and negative affect positively relate to revenge and avoidance behaviours 

(McCullough et al., 2001; McCullough & Hoyt, 2002), while agreeableness and extraversion 

positively relate to forgiveness (Fehr, Gelfand, & Nag, 2010; Riek & Mania, 2012). However, 

we are interested in whether the facets of the five-factor model relate to WPI coping responses. 

Specifically, we are interested in whether the facets of neuroticism, agreeableness, and 

extraversion relate to the 2 X 2 coping matrix that we have developed. Because examining the 

facets of five-factor model is novel within the field of WPI, we have developed and tested 

exploratory models for each of the dimensions and cells of our 2 X 2 matrix.  

To begin, we first combined agreeableness, neuroticism, and extraversion into the same 

regression model to understand the unique effects of each variable on the dimensions and cells of 

our 2 X 2 matrix, while controlling for sex.  

We found that agreeableness positively significantly predicted reconciliation, (βu = .23, 

95% CI [.03, .42], p = .03). However, the confidence interval around the parameter estimate for 

agreeableness is wide, indicating that this estimate is less precise (Tan & Tan, 2010). We also 

found that extraversion positively predicted reconciliation, (βu = .20, 95% CI [.02, .38], p = .02). 
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However, the confidence interval around the parameter estimate for extraversion is wide, 

indicating that this estimate is less precise (Tan & Tan, 2010). Further, we found that neuroticism 

did not significantly predict reconciliation (βu = .10, 95% CI [-.12, .32], p = .38). The Likelihood 

Ratio Test did show a significant difference between the combined model and a null model 

(χ2(5) = 11.47, p = .04). The AIC decreased by 2.00 from the null model to the combined model. 

While the BIC increased by 33.00 from the null model to the combined model. In addition, the 

deviance of the combined model to the null model decreased by 12.00. This suggests that 

combined model is a better fit than the null model, although these results need to be interpreted 

with caution because the BIC in the exploratory model increased from the null model. With that 

said, the BIC tends to select models that are underfit or overly simplistic, and therefore may not 

be the best indicator for goodness of fit (Harrison et al., 2018). 

We found that agreeableness positively significantly predicted perspective taking (βu = 

.39, 95% CI [.19, .60], p = .0001). However, the confidence interval around the parameter 

estimate for agreeableness is wide, indicating that this estimate is less precise (Tan & Tan, 2010). 

We also found that extraversion did not significantly predict perspective taking, (βu = .17, 95% 

CI [-.01, .35], p = .07). Further, neuroticism did not significantly predict perspective taking (βu = 

.05, 95% CI [-.18, .28], p = .64). The Likelihood Ratio Test did show a significant difference 

between the combined model and a null model (χ2(5) = 17.86, p = .003). The AIC decreased by 

8.00 from the null model to the combined model. While the BIC increased by 26.00 from the null 

model to the combined model. In addition, the deviance of the combined model to the null model 

decreased by 18.00. This suggests that combined model is a better fit than the null model, 

although these results need to be interpreted with caution because the BIC in the exploratory 
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model increased from the null model. With that said, the BIC tends to select models that are 

underfit or overly simplistic, and therefore may not be the best indicator for goodness of fit 

(Harrison et al., 2018). 

We found that agreeableness did not significantly predict avoidance (βu = .11, 95% CI [-

.08, .29], p = .26). We also found that extraversion did not significantly predict avoidance, (βu = 

-.02, 95% CI [-.19, .14], p = .80). Further, we found that neuroticism did not significantly predict 

avoidance (βu = .12, 95% CI [-.09, .32], p = .27). The Likelihood Ratio Test did not show a 

significant difference between the combined model and a null model (χ2(5) = 6.95, p = .22). The 

AIC increased by 3.00 from the null model to the combined model. While the BIC increased by 

37.00 from the null model to the combined model. In addition, the deviance of the combined 

model to the null model decreased by 7.00. This suggests that combined model is not a better fit 

than the null model. 

Lastly, we found that agreeableness negatively significantly predicted reciprocation (βu = 

-.61, 95% CI [-.80, -.41], p = .000). However, extraversion did not significantly predict 

reciprocation, (βu = .16, 95% CI [-.02, .33], p = .07). Further, neuroticism did not significantly 

predict reciprocation (βu = .07, 95% CI [-.14, .29], p = .49). The Likelihood Ratio Test did show 

a significant difference between the combined model and a null model (χ2(5) = 40.97, p = .000). 

The AIC decreased by 31.00 from the null model to the combined model. While the BIC 

increased by 3.00 from the null model to the combined model. In addition, the deviance of the 

combined model to the null model decreased by 59.00. This suggests that combined model is a 

better fit than the null model, although these results need to be interpreted with caution because 

the BIC in the exploratory model increased from the null model. With that said, the BIC tends to 
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select models that are underfit or overly simplistic, and therefore may not be the best indicator 

for goodness of fit (Harrison et al., 2018). 

Exploratory research question 1 asked whether assertiveness positively predicts externals 

responses. Assertiveness did not significantly predict reconciliation (βu = .01, 95% CI [-.09, .12], 

p = .78). The Likelihood Ratio Test did not show a significant difference between the 

exploratory model and a null model (χ2(2) = .48, p = .79). The AIC increased by 3.00 from the 

null model to the exploratory model. While the BIC increased by 17.00 from the null model to 

the exploratory model. In addition, the deviance of the exploratory model to the null model only 

increased by 1.0. This suggests that exploratory model is not a better fit than the null model. 

Further, assertiveness did not significantly predict reciprocation (βu = .09, 95% CI [-.01, .20], p 

= .87). The Likelihood Ratio Test did not show a significant difference between the exploratory 

model and a null model (χ2(2) = 3.49, p = .17). The AIC did not increase from the null model to 

the exploratory model. While the BIC increased by 14.00 from the null model to the exploratory 

model. In addition, the deviance of the exploratory model to the null model decreased by 4.00. 

This suggests that exploratory model is not a better fit than the null model. Therefore, there was 

no support for exploratory research question 1. 

Exploratory research question 2 asked whether self-consciousness positively predicts 

internal responses. Self-consciousness did not significantly predict perspective taking (βu = .05, 

95% CI [-.02, .18], p = .13). The Likelihood Ratio Test did not show a significant difference 

between the exploratory model and a null model (χ2(2) = 3.65, p = .16). The AIC did not 

increase from the null model to the exploratory model. While the BIC increased by 14.00 from 

the null model to the exploratory model. In addition, the deviance of the exploratory model to the 
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null model decreased by 4.00. This suggests that exploratory model is not a better fit than the 

null model. However, self-consciousness significantly positively predicted avoidance (βu = .14, 

95% CI [.05, .23], p = .003), such that participants who had higher self-consciousness scores had 

a greater likelihood of coping with avoidance. The Likelihood Ratio Test did show a significant 

difference between the exploratory model and a null model (χ2(2) = 12.50, p = .002). The AIC 

decreased by 9.00 from the null model to the exploratory model. While the BIC increased by 

5.00 from the null model to the exploratory model. In addition, the deviance of the exploratory 

model to the null model decreased by 13.00. This suggests that exploratory model is a better fit 

than the null model, although these results need to be interpreted with caution because the BIC in 

the exploratory model increased from the null model. With that said, the BIC tends to select 

models that are underfit or overly simplistic, and therefore may not be the best indicator for 

goodness of fit (Harrison et al., 2018). Therefore, there was partial support for exploratory 

research question 2. However, the confidence interval around the parameter estimate for self-

consciousness is wide, indicating that this estimate is less precise (Tan & Tan, 2010). 

Exploratory research question 3 asked whether negative affect positively predicts 

dysfunctional responses. Negative affect did not significantly predict reciprocation (βu = .04, 

95% CI [-.09, .16], p = .58). The Likelihood Ratio Test did not show a significant difference 

between the exploratory model and a null model (χ2(2) = .87, p = .65). The AIC increased by 

3.00 from the null model to the exploratory model. While the BIC increased by 17.00 from the 

null model to the exploratory model. In addition, the deviance of the exploratory model to the 

null model decreased by 3.00. This suggests that exploratory model is not a better fit than the 

null model. Further, negative affect did not significantly predict avoidance (βu = .06, 95% CI [-
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.09, .15], p = .61). The Likelihood Ratio Test did not show a significant difference between the 

exploratory model and a null model (χ2(2) = 3.92, p = .14). The AIC did not change from the 

null model to the exploratory model. While the BIC increased by 14.00 from the null model to 

the exploratory model. In addition, the deviance of the exploratory model to the null model 

decreased by 4.00. This suggests that exploratory model is not a better fit than the null model. 

Therefore, there was no support for exploratory research question 3.  

Exploratory research question 4 asked whether trust positively predicts functional 

responses. Trust significantly positively predicted reconciliation (βu = .19, 95% CI [.07, .28], p = 

.0008), such that participants who had higher trust scores had a greater likelihood of coping with 

reciprocation. The Likelihood Ratio Test did show a significant difference between the 

exploratory model and a null model (χ2(2) = 11.48, p = .003). The AIC decreased by 8.00 from 

the null model to the exploratory model. While the BIC increased by 6.00 from the null model to 

the exploratory model. In addition, the deviance of the exploratory model to the null model 

decreased by 12.00. This suggests that exploratory model may be a better fit than the null model, 

however, these results need to be interpreted with caution as the BIC increased in the exploratory 

model from the null model. Further, trust significantly positively predicted perspective taking (βu 

= .16, 95% CI [.05, .27], p = .004), such that participants who had higher trust scores had a 

greater likelihood of coping with perspective taking. The Likelihood Ratio Test did show a 

significant difference between the exploratory model and a null model (χ2(2) = 9.58, p = .008). 

The AIC decreased by 6.00 from the null model to the exploratory model. While the BIC 

increased by 8.00 from the null model to the exploratory model. In addition, the deviance of the 

exploratory model to the null model decreased by 10.00. This suggests that exploratory model 
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may be a better fit than the null model, however, these results need to be interpreted with caution 

as the BIC increased in the exploratory model from the null model. With that said, the BIC tends 

to select models that are underfit or overly simplistic, and therefore may not be the best indicator 

for goodness of fit (Harrison et al., 2018). Therefore, there was support for exploratory research 

question 4. However, the confidence interval around the parameter estimate for trust is wide, 

indicating that this estimate is less precise (Tan & Tan, 2010). 

Exploratory research question 5 asked whether anger positively predicts reciprocation. 

Anger significantly positively predicted reciprocation (βu = .18, 95% CI [.08, .27], p = .0001), 

such that participants who had higher anger scores had a greater likelihood of coping with 

reciprocation. Therefore, there was support for exploratory research question 5. However, the 

confidence interval around the parameter estimate for anger is wide, indicating that this estimate 

is less precise (Tan & Tan, 2010). The Likelihood Ratio Test did show a significant difference 

between the exploratory model and a null model (χ2(2) = 14.59, p = .0007). The AIC decreased 

by 11.00 from the null model to the exploratory model. While the BIC increased by 3.00 from 

the null model to the exploratory model. In addition, the deviance of the exploratory model to the 

null model decreased by 15.00. This suggests that exploratory model may be a better fit than the 

null model, however, these results need to be interpreted with caution as the BIC increased in the 

exploratory model from the null model. With that said, the BIC tends to select models that are 

underfit or overly simplistic, and therefore may not be the best indicator for goodness of fit 

(Harrison et al., 2018). 

Exploratory research question 6 asked whether anxiety positively predicts avoidance. 

Anxiety significantly positively predicted avoidance (βu = .12, 95% CI [.01, .23], p = .03), such 
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that participants who had higher anxiety scores had a greater likelihood of coping with 

avoidance. Therefore, there was support for exploratory research question 6. However, the 

confidence interval around the parameter estimate for anxiety is wide, indicating that this 

estimate is less precise (Tan & Tan, 2010). The Likelihood Ratio Test did show a significant 

difference between the exploratory model and a null model (χ2(2) = 8.39, p = .01). The AIC 

decreased by 5.00 from the null model to the exploratory model. While the BIC increased by 

9.00 from the null model to the exploratory model. In addition, the deviance of the exploratory 

model to the null model decreased by 9.00. This suggests that exploratory model may be a better 

fit than the null model, however, these results need to be interpreted with caution as the BIC 

increased in the exploratory model from the null model. With that said, the BIC tends to select 

models that are underfit or overly simplistic, and therefore may not be the best indicator for 

goodness of fit (Harrison et al., 2018). 

Exploratory research question 7 asked whether friendliness positively predicts 

reconciliation. Friendliness significantly positively predicted reconciliation (βu = .15, 95% CI 

[.04, .26], p = .006), such that participants who had higher friendliness scores had a greater 

likelihood of coping with reconciliation. Therefore, there was support for exploratory research 

question 7. However, the confidence interval around the parameter estimate for friendliness is 

wide, indicating that this estimate is less precise (Tan & Tan, 2010). The Likelihood Ratio Test 

did show a significant difference between the exploratory model and a null model (χ2(2) = 7.73, 

p = .02). The AIC decreased by 4.00 from the null model to the exploratory model. While the 

BIC increased by 10.00 from the null model to the exploratory model. In addition, the deviance 

of the exploratory model to the null model decreased by 8.00.  
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Exploratory research 8 asked whether modesty positively predicts perspective taking. 

Modesty did not significantly predict perspective taking (βu = .03, 95% CI [-.08, .14], p = .58). 

Therefore, there was no support for exploratory research question 8. The Likelihood Ratio Test 

did not show a significant difference between the exploratory model and a null model (χ2(2) = 

1.71, p = .43). The AIC increased by 2.00 from the null model to the exploratory model. While 

the BIC increased by 16.00 from the null model to the exploratory model. In addition, the 

deviance of the exploratory model to the null model decreased by 2.00. This suggests that 

exploratory model is not a better fit than the null model. 

In summary, we found evidence that agreeableness, and specifically the facet trust, 

predicted functional coping (reconciliation and perspective taking). However, we did not find 

support for the other dimensions in our 2 X 2 matrix. This differentiates from sample 1, in which 

we found that extraversion predicted external responses (reconciliation and reciprocation). 

Sample 1 also found that extraversion predicted perspective taking, however we did not find this 

effect with sample 2. Further, we found support that the facets of the five-factor personality 

model predicted most of the individual cells in our model (other than perspective taking). These 

findings were consistent with what we found in sample 1.  

 


