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The Cognitive-Affective Processing System (CAPS) was used to theoretically integrate and 

empirically examine the effect a number of person and situation factors (i.e., impulsivity, 

interpersonal traits, affect, and peer-based interpersonal situations) have on several forms of 

adolescent risk-taking. Participants (N = 251) completed a novel, video based assessment of risk-

taking (i.e., the Risk-Taking Environment Simulation) under several peer-based interpersonal 

situations, each emphasizing a different interpersonal context: neutral, dominant-hostile, 

dominant-friendly, submissive-friendly, or submissive-hostile. Results indicated that although 

impulsivity significantly predicted risk-taking, interpersonal traits and affect accounted for 

additional variance in the models over and above impulsivity when predicting some, but not all 

forms of risk-taking. Additionally, except for physical and non-physical aggression, type of peer-

based interpersonal situation did not significantly moderate risk-taking, nor did it significantly 

change or activate interpersonal traits and affect. Nevertheless, the changes in interpersonal traits 

and affect that did emerge were related to some forms of risk-taking under certain peer-based 

interpersonal situations. This approach and findings highlight how using the CAPS framework 

can be used to gain a fuller understanding of risk-taking. Implications for theory and 

interventions, as well as limitations and directions for future research, are discussed. 
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Using the Cognitive-Affective Processing System to Better Understand Person and 

Situation Factors that Contribute to Risk-Taking Among Older Adolescents 

 

 Although considerable progress has been made in the prevention and treatment of disease 

and chronic illness among adolescents, some have suggested that similar gains have not been 

made with respect to reducing the morbidity and mortality that result from adolescent risk-taking 

(Steinberg, 2007). Part of the challenge is that risk-taking is often quite broadly defined as 

behaviour associated with some probability of undesirable results (Boyer, 2006), thereby 

encompassing diverse forms of behaviours that may have negative impact on physical and 

mental health (e.g., alcohol use, tobacco use, illicit drug use, unsafe sex, gambling, reckless 

driving, sun tanning, aggression and criminal behavior). In fact, billions of dollars are spent each 

year in an effort to reduce risk-taking among adolescents, often with unimpressive results. For 

example, public health, sex and driver education programs that teach youth about the dangers of 

risk-taking have been criticized for having no impact on the target behaviours, or, at best, not 

having sufficient evidence to support their effectiveness (Steinberg, 2007). More intensive, 

clinically oriented approaches that target personality based risk-factors, emotions, interpersonal 

skills, and social contexts have demonstrated effectiveness in decreasing some forms of 

adolescent risk-taking, such as alcohol use (Conrod, Castellanos, & Mackie, 2008) and 

aggression (Brestan & Eyberg, 2010), but not others, such as hard drug use (Liddle & Rowe, 

2006). Lastly, approaches that teach youth to resist the influence of peers have also shown 

limited effectiveness in reducing risk-taking (Evans, 1980; Johnson, Amatetti, Funkhouser, & 

Johnson, 1988), and in general, programs that aggregate youth who engage in high levels of risk-

taking have been shown to facilitate adverse effects, while those that attempt to provide positive 

peer role-models and reduce exposure to peers who engage in risk-taking are generally 

considered more effective (Dodge, Dishion, & Lansford, 2006).  
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One issue that may be important to the success of existing intervention efforts is whether 

they address both person and situation factors. However, given that few studies have examined 

the simultaneous effects of person and situation factors on adolescent risk-taking (Gullone & 

Moore, 2000), perhaps it is not surprising that intervention efforts have mirrored this trend.  

Consequently, it is important to address these gaps in the literature for theoretical and practical 

reasons, in that better understanding the mechanisms associated with risk-taking can promote the 

development of theoretically driven, and ultimately, evidence-based prevention and intervention 

programs. Building on these ideas, this research aims to integrate and examine the effect of a 

number of important person and situation factors, including interpersonal traits, affect, and peer-

based interpersonal situations, on adolescent risk-taking.  

The Cognitive-Affective Processing System (CAPS) 

 To help integrate interpersonal traits and affect into a model that considers peer-based 

interpersonal situations, this study will draw on Mischel and Shoda’s (1995) cognitive-affective 

processing system (CAPS), a meta-theoretical framework used to investigate person x situation 

interactions (Fleeson, 2007; Fournier, Moskowitz, Saucier, & Zuroff, 2007; Saucier, Bel-Bahar, 

& Fernandez, 2007). CAPS provides a model for studying the person within situation, by 

proposing an “if …then” process whereby situations (i.e., the if) activate stable within-person 

psychological processes (i.e., encodings, expectancies and beliefs, emotions, goals, values, 

competencies, and self-regulatory abilities), which lead to behavior (i.e., the then). Thus, CAPS 

allows for the idea that people are different from each other, but they also differ within 

themselves depending on the situations they find themselves in (Funder, 2009). Indeed, Fournier, 

Moskowitz, and Zuroff (2008) have recently contributed an analysis of how the interpersonal 

behaviors of individuals across the contexts of their lives can be characterized in terms of 
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dispositions (between-person differences) and idiosyncratic but stable signatures (within-person 

differences). However, despite being widely recognized in the personality literature for its value 

in studying between and within-person differences across situations, it is surprising how little 

influence CAPS has had on the adolescent risk-taking literature (see Cooper, 2010, for an 

exception). Thus, this research will use the CAPS framework to examine person and situation 

factors that influence adolescent risk taking. 

Personality Traits and Risk-Taking 

 To date, research linking personality traits and adolescent risk-taking has largely focused 

on impulsivity (i.e., the tendency toward rash action) and sensation-seeking (i.e., the tendency to 

seek out novel, varied, and highly stimulating experiences, and the willingness to take risks in 

order to attain them). In fact, numerous cross-sectional and longitudinal studies have linked 

impulsivity and sensation seeking to various forms of risk-taking, including substance use, 

aggression, dangerous driving, and risky sex (Arnett, 1990; Arnett et al., 1997; Crawford et al., 

2003; Donohew et al., 1999; Hampson, Andrews, Barckley, 2008; Newcomb & McGee, 1991; 

Pedersen, 1991; Stacy, Newcomb, Bentler, 1993; Teichman, Barnea, & Ravav, 1989).  

 Most recently, research addressing the influence of impulsivity and sensation seeking on 

adolescent risk-taking has suggested models grounded in developmental neuroscience (Romer et 

al., 2009; Romer & Hennessy, 2007; Steinberg, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010; Willoughby, Tavarnier, 

Hamza, Adachi, & Good, 2013). Accordingly, adolescent risk-taking is the product of a 

temporary imbalance between a rapidly developing social-emotional system which increases 

sensation-seeking and a slowly developing cognitive control system that is linked to difficulties 

with impulse control. The temporal gap between the arousal of the social-emotional system, 

which is an early adolescent development, and the full maturation of the cognitive control 
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system, which occurs later in life, is purported to create a period of heightened vulnerability to 

risk-taking during adolescence, not only because young people still have not developed full 

inhibitory abilities, but also because their heightened level of sensation-seeking contributes to 

their sensitivity to process peers as more rewarding than at other developmental periods (Romer 

et al., 2009; Romer & Hennessy, 2007; Steinberg, 2008, 2010).  

 Although neuroscientific perspectives provide important explanatory mechanisms for the 

developmental trajectories of risk-taking, they are not without limitations. First, a major tenet of 

neuroscientific perspectives is that risk taking peaks during mid-adolescence due to the 

developmental gap between the social-emotional and cognitive-control systems, and 

subsequently declines as the gap closes with age. But, as pointed out by Males (2009), the data 

do not entirely align with such a pattern, in that developmental trajectories of risk-taking vary 

depending on the behaviour considered. In fact, in a recent longitudinal study of 4412 

adolescents, risk-taking (i.e., binge drinking, cigarette use, marijuana use, hard drug use, and 

delinquency) increased with age and was highest among 17 and 18 year olds. Second, the model 

appears to be prematurely bio-deterministic, given how little we know about brain development, 

to promote the implementation of sweeping curfews, restricted access to abortion services 

without parental consent, raising legal driving ages, and questioning the competence of young 

people to hold occupational responsibilities (Males, 2009; 2010). In fact, there currently exists 

little evidence linking neurobiological changes to risk-taking behavior, and proponents of these 

models have acknowledged that they represent “reasonable speculation”. Nevertheless, it has 

been argued that neuroscientific perspectives on risk-taking incorporate “major violations of 

scholarly ethics, research fundamentals, critical scientific debate, and the right of young people 

to objective and accurate treatment” (p. 4, Males, 2009).  
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 Perhaps more relevant to the purpose of the current research, is that although 

neuroscientific perspectives conceptualize sensation seeking and impulsivity as separate 

constructs, some research actually suggests that impulsivity can be conceptualized as a 

hierarchical construct, consisting of several facets, including (negative and positive) urgency, 

premeditation, perseverance, as well as sensation-seeking. Moreover, in the context of greater 

attention being given to neuroscientific perspectives, current conceptualizations of risk-taking 

continue to fall short in understanding the links between risk-taking and comprehensive models 

of personality, such as the Big Five (B5; 1993), Five Factor (FFM; McCrae & Costa, 1999), 

HEXACO (Ashton, 2004), and the Interpersonal Circumplex (IPC; Wiggins, 1979). 

 Because adolescence is characterized by a sensitivity to peers, the IPC in particular may 

be well suited for a systematic study of adolescent risk-taking because it is intended to include 

only traits related to interpersonal interactions (Wiggins, 1979), whereas the B5, FFM, and 

HEXACO aim at comprehensiveness, and include affective, cognitive, and behavioural 

components. Specifically, the IPC is characterized by two orthogonal and intersecting 

dimensions, agency and communion (Wiggins, 1979; See Figure 1). Agency, the vertical 

dimension, involves concerns related to autonomy and control, and spans from submissiveness to 

dominance. Communion, the horizontal dimension, involves concerns related to affiliation and 

connection, and spans from hostility to friendliness.  

 Despite the IPC being theoretically and empirically established, research linking it to 

some forms of risk-taking remains relatively scarce. For example, only one study has considered 

links between the IPC and cigarette and alcohol use, but this was among a sample of children 

(Markey, Markey, & Tinsley, 2005). Specifically, these researchers asked parents and their 

fourth grade children (M = 9.88 years of age) to take part in developing a health graph for the 
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child. Behaviours during these interactions were coded along the dimensions outlined by the IPC 

and correlated to reports of children’s alcohol and cigarette use one year later (M = 10.87 years 

of age). As predicted, the more gregarious-extraverted, assured-dominant, and arrogant-

calculating children were, the more alcohol they reported one year later. Somewhat differently, 

the more assured-dominant, arrogant-calculating, and cold-hearted children were, the more 

cigarette use they reported. Nevertheless, although this study demonstrates the importance of IPC 

dimensions to risk-taking among children, little remains known about the link between self-

reported interpersonal traits more specifically and different forms of adolescent risk-taking.  

 In fact, only a handful of studies have examined the relation between interpersonal traits 

and risk-taking among older adolescents and adults. For example, in a cross-sectional study of 

274 undergraduate students, physical and verbal aggression was found to be negatively 

correlated with communion, such that higher levels of hostility were related to greater levels of 

both forms of aggression (Gallo & Smith, 1997). However, only verbal aggression was 

significantly related to agency, in that higher levels of dominance were related to greater levels 

of verbal aggression. Still, others suggest that although both, agency and communion are related 

to verbal aggression, neither are related to physical aggression (Ghaed & Gallo, 2006). Thus, the 

body of literature would likely benefit from further investigation of the relation between IPC 

dimensions and aggression. 

 Other research has begun to investigate the relation between the IPC and sexual risk-

taking. For example, using a sample of 210 undergraduate students (M = 24.88 years of age), 

Markey and Markey (2007) investigated the relation between the IPC with sexual promiscuity 

(i.e., as measured by total number of partners with which participants reported continuous lip 

kissing, manual manipulation of nude partner’s genitals, oral manipulation of nude partner’s 
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genitals, and sexual intercourse).  Results indicated that agency was positively related to all 

indices of sexual promiscuity, such that higher levels of dominance were related to greater sexual 

promiscuity. Interestingly, however, communion had a quadratic relation with sexual 

promiscuity, in that participants who were on the extreme ends of the communion dimension 

(i.e., those who were either very hostile or very friendly) tended to be more sexually 

promiscuous compared to those whose scores were more moderate along this dimension.   

 A more recent study used the CAPS framework to account for the relation between 

interpersonal traits and risky sex (Cooper, 2010). Applying CAPS to a ten year longitudinal 

investigation of adolescent risky sex, Cooper (2010) focused on interactions between traits, 

including variants of IPC dimensions, and situations, including whether the situation was a first 

time sexual encounter or if it was a subsequent sexual encounter. Overall, between and within-

person variability in communal and agentic orientations predicted risky sexual practices over the 

course of the study, in that on average, 25% of the variance in risky sex was due to between-

persons differences, whereas 75% was due to variability within the person across situations, 

partners, and time. More specifically, individuals who reported higher communal orientations 

generally engaged in less risky sex (i.e., had fewer casual partners, fewer uncommitted partners, 

used condoms more often, discussed sex risks more often, and drank less alcohol during sexual 

encounters), compared to individuals who reported lower communal orientations. Additionally, 

individuals who reported higher agentic orientations tended to report more condom use, 

compared to those who reported lower agentic orientations. Moreover, the authors report that 

communal orientations predicted risk discussion, whereas agentic orientations predicted having 

sex with more casual partners and risk discussion more strongly on first than on subsequent sex 

occasions. The results of this study support that there is value in examining person x situation 
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effects when exploring risky sex among adolescents, but such approaches have been an 

exception rather than the rule.  

Affect and Risk-Taking 

 Explanatory models of reasoned action, planned behavior, and decision analysis have 

historically dominated the literature on adolescent risk-taking (see Reyna & Farley, 2006, for a 

review). As a result, the emphasis has generally been on cold processes associated with risk-

taking, rather than hot processes such as those related to affect. Nevertheless, although several 

studies have examined the link between affect and adolescent risk-taking, the majority of these 

studies do not draw on comprehensive models of affect.  

 One distinction regarding the structure of affect is that some theorists emphasize a set of 

basic states, whereas others emphasize continuous dimensions of states (see Feldman, Barrett, & 

Russell, 1999, for a review). Traditionally, there have been competing views about the structural 

properties of dimensional models of affect. Specifically, among the most prominent dimensional 

models of affect is that of Russell (1980), who proposed that all affect arises from two bipolar 

dimensions, one related to valence (a pleasure-displeasure continuum) and the other to arousal 

(an activation-deactivation continuum). Shortly thereafter, however, others argued for a simple 

structure model, whereby the unipolar dimensions of positive activation (PA) and negative 

activation (NA) are emphasized (Watson & Tellegen, 1985). Since then however, much work has 

been done to examine the structure of affect and its most fundamental dimensions (for reviews 

on this matter, see Barrett & Russell, 1999; Carroll, Yik, Russell, & Barrett, 1999; Watson, 

Wiese, Vaidya & Tellegen, 1999), which has ultimately resulted in an integration of existing 

models into what is now called the 12-Point Affect Circumplex (12-PAC; See Figure 2; Yik, 

Russell & Steiger, 2009).  
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 Although the links between affect and risk-taking are not well understood, more 

generally, the links between affect and decisions making are more clear (Rivers et al., 2008), 

Specifically, positive (pleasant) affect is believed to motivate behaviours that enhance or 

maintain the experience or that reproduce those feelings (i.e., approach behaviours), and negative 

(unpleasant) affect drives behavior to reduce or avoid the associated states (i.e., avoidant 

behavior). Additionally, decision making under the influence of positive affect occurs more 

quickly, efficiently, holistically, and flexibly compared to decision making under neutral or 

negative affective states, with particularly the latter being associated with decision making that is 

effortful, analytical, and vigilant (Rivers et al., 2008).   

 Research interested in risk-taking has generally focused on what affect people anticipate 

in various risky situations. Generally, anticipated increases in positive affect and decreases in 

negative affect are expected to increase the likelihood of risk-taking, and anticipated increases in 

negative affect and decreases in positive affect are expected to decrease the likelihood of risk-

taking (Boyer, 2006). But the extent that one’s immediate or present affect influences risk-taking 

is somewhat less clear, from a theoretical and empirical perspective. According to some 

perspectives, present affect can influence the decision process directly by providing information 

about the relative desirability of the impending decision alternatives, or indirectly, by changing 

an individual’s expectations of the probability or desirability of future consequences, or by 

changing the way that these consequences are processed (Loewenstein, Weber, Hsee, & Welch, 

2001). For example, positive affect experienced at a party may lead an adolescent to accept a 

drink offered by peers to the extent that they attribute their experience of positive affect to 

drinking, to underestimate the likelihood that a negative outcome could result from drinking, or 

to provide them with false confidence that they could handle whatever consequences followed 
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from having the drink (Cooper et al., 2006). Alternatively, negative affect might create feelings 

of anxiety and apprehension for some adolescents, causing them to withdraw from the event 

altogether and not engage in risk-taking. For other adolescents, however, negative affect might 

increase the attractiveness of a drink offered by their peers, at least to the extent that positive 

emotion-altering properties are attributed to alcohol or the desire to avoid negative affect by 

using alcohol is present. Negative affect may also undermine adolescents’ confidence in their 

ability to resist peer pressure, or make even more aversive the possibility of rejection or ridicule 

by peers if the drink were refused (Cooper et al., 2006). Thus, although the role of immediate or 

present affect is primarily theoretical and not based on empirical evidence, there is reason to 

suggest that the experience of positive and negative affect contribute to adolescent risk-taking. 

 Arousal is also an important factor for risk-taking because it is associated with the 

motivational effects of rewards (Metcalfe & Mischel, 1999). According to some theorists 

interested in aggression, arousal is believed to have a curvilinear effect on behavior. Specifically, 

two recent meta-analyses based on studies of children and adults, linked low levels of arousal 

(i.e., low resting heart rates) with increased levels of aggression and antisocial behavior (Loeber, 

2004; Ortize & Raine, 2004). In fact, consistent with the literature addressing the role of 

sensation-seeing in risk-taking, it is believed that individuals with abnormally low levels of basal 

arousal may engage in risk-taking to raise their arousal to preferred levels. On the other hand, as 

arousal reaches high levels, impairments in regulatory capacities occur, leading to difficulties 

with response inhibition and ultimately increased risk-taking (Zillman, 1988). Despite the 

importance of affect (valence and arousal) to risk-taking, there is currently no research that has 

examined the links between various dimensions of affect, as suggested by the 12-PAC, and 

various forms of risk-taking.  
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Peer-Based Situations and Risk-Taking 

 It is widely recognized that peers have an important impact on child and adolescent 

functioning. According to neuroscientific accounts of adolescent risk-taking, the developmental 

gaps in brain systems increase sensation-seeking and sensitivity to peers to serve important 

evolutionary functions (Romer & Hennessy, 2007; Steinberg, 2007). According to Steinberg 

(2008), for example, risk-taking may be necessary to survive and facilitate reproduction in that it 

can promote survival in inherently risky situations, be used as a display of dominance in a social 

hierarchy, or be used to send messages about ones desirability as a sexual partner to prospective 

mates. Thus, from an evolutionary perspective, risk-taking has interpersonal qualities to it due to 

its function in the context of relationships.  

 Specific to adolescents’ sensitivity to peers, both epidemiological and experimental 

studies indicate that, compared to adults, adolescents engage in more risk-taking when simply in 

the presence of peers than when alone (Gardner & Steinberg, 2005) or in the presence of older 

people (Simons-Morton et al., 2011). This phenomenon, known as the “peer effect”, is not as 

robust among adults (Albert & Steinbert, 2011; Albert, Chein, & Steinberg, 2013). For example, 

Gardner and Steinberg (2005) had adolescent (13–16-years), young adult (18–22-years), and 

adult (24+ years) participants play a computerized risk-taking game with or without same-age 

peers present. Their data revealed that participants, and particularly adolescents, who played the 

game with peers present engaged in more risk-taking than those who played the game alone. 

 Other lines of research have considered specific interpersonal experiences and their role 

in risk-taking. For example, self-report studies have consistently reported that children and 

adolescents who affiliate with peers who engage in risk-taking are themselves more likely to 

engage in risk-taking (Benthin et al., 1993; Blanton, Gibbons, Gerrard, Conger, & Smith, 1997; 
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Dishion, Patterson, Stoolmiller, & Skinner, 1991; Gerrard et al., 1996; La Greca, Prinstein, & 

Fetter, 2001; Morrongiello & Dawber, 2004; Prinstein, Boergers, & Spirito, 2001; Rubin, 

Bukowski, & Parker, 1998; Santor, Messervey, & Kusumaker, 2000). As such, it is believed that 

affiliation with peers is related to social-norms that facilitate risk-taking (Morrongiello, 

McArthur, Kane, & Flurry, 2013), as well as “deviancy training” whereby youth learn from and 

are reinforced by other youth’s risk-taking (Dishion, Andrews, & Crosby, 1995; Patterson, 

Dishion & Yoerger, 2000).  

 Another area of research linking peers to risk-taking is that of peer rejection.  

Various cross-sectional and longitudinal studies have shown that peer rejection is related to a 

range of negative outcomes among children, adolescents, and adults, including some forms of 

risk-taking. For example, Nesdale and Lambert (2008) had 8 and 10 year olds pretend to 

experience either peer rejection or acceptance prior to engaging in a series of risky-decision 

tasks. Consistent with the idea that peers become increasingly important as children move toward 

adolescence, their data revealed that rejection was not associated with increased risky-decisions 

among 8 year olds, but was associated with increased risky-decisions among 10 year olds. Other 

research that considers real-world risk taking, rather than risky-decision making on an 

experimental task, has found links between peer rejection and aggression as well as risky sex 

during adolescence (Feldman, Rosenthal, Brown, & Canning, 1995; Lopez & Dubois, 2005; 

Miller-Johnson, Coie, Maumary-Gremaud, Lochman, & Terry, 1999).  

 It is clear that the existing body of evidence suggests that peers, through various 

interpersonal processes, are an important factor to consider in understanding adolescent risk-

taking. Yet, it is striking that the existing literature has not used interpersonal theory to create a 

framework from which to study the impact of peers on risk-taking (Freedman, 1985; Horowitz, 
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Turan, Wilson, & Zolotsev, 2008; Pincus & Gurtman, 2006; Wiggins, 1996). Relevent to the 

present research, interpersonal theory provides a framework for studying two inter-related 

aspects of individual differences (Fournier, Moskowitz, & Zuroff, 2008). First, the theory 

describes interpersonal traits, or the style of interaction that each individual tends to consistently 

show via IPC dimensions (as described above). Second, it describes the ongoing situational 

dynamics of interactions, in which each person’s behavior invites a complementary or anti-

complementary class of behaviours from others (Kiesler, 1983).   

 Although there are various definitions of complementarity (see Markey, Funder, & Ozer, 

2003; Tracey, Ryan, & Jaschik-Herman, 2001, for reviews), one definition suggests that it is 

characterized by reciprocity along the agency dimension and correspondence along the 

communion dimension (Strong, Hills, & Kilmartin, 1988). That is, reciprocity occurs when 

dominant behaviors invite submissive behaviors or when submissive behaviors invite dominant 

behaviors, whereas correspondence occurs when friendly behaviors invite friendly behaviors or 

when hostile behaviors invite hostile behaviors. Anti-complementarity on the other hand is a 

response that appears to violate the principles of complementarity, in that neither reciprocity nor 

correspondence occurs (Kiesler, 1983).  Indeed, although some have raised concerns about how 

robust complementarity is (Orford, 1986; 1994), a large body of adult literature has supported it 

at behavioural (Gifford, 1991, 1994; Kiesler, 1983, 1996; Markey, Funder, Ozer, 2003; Strong et 

al., 1988; Tracey, 1994; Tracey & Schneider, 1995) and trait levels (Tracey et al., 2001; Yaughn 

& Nowicki, 1999). 

 Complementarity and anti-complementarity may be particularly important when studying 

the impact peers have on adolescents’ risk-taking because if peers can systematically activate 

traits that are linked to varying levels of risk-taking in complementary or anti-complementary 
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ways, it stands to reason that one could systematically vary the degree to which adolescents 

engage in risk-taking. Thus, it is proposed that the situation created by peers (herein referred to 

as peer-based interpersonal situations) can be conceptualized within the four quadrants of the 

IPC as being friendly-dominant, friendly-submissive, hostile-submissive, or hostile-dominant. 

Consequently, this study will examine the moderating role of various peer-based interpersonal 

situations on risk-taking, and whether the underlying psychological mechanisms (i.e., activation 

patterns of interpersonal traits and affect during these situations) are in fact related to risk-taking.   

Current Research Goals and Hypotheses 

 Based on the reviewed literature, the overarching goal of this study is to integrate and 

examine the effect that a number of person and situation factors (including interpersonal traits, 

affect, and peer-based interpersonal situations) have on adolescent risk-taking. Doing so is 

important for theoretical reasons, in that only a small body of literature has integrated more 

comprehensive models of impulsivity, interpersonal traits, and affect, with models of adolescent 

risk-taking. In turn, practically, such an approach allows for the identification of specific 

mechanisms associated with risk-taking (or unique predictors), and therefore, potential targets 

for intervention. To this end, this study draws on: (1) the CAPS for its capacity to 

parsimoniously integrate a large number of person and situation factors, and (2) interpersonal 

theory, which puts forth a model of interpersonal traits (i.e., the IPC) as well as interpersonal 

dynamics (i.e., complementarity and anti-complementarity), to systematically examine the main 

effects of person and situation factors, as well as their interactions, on risk-taking. 

 To this end, the first specific research goal is to use a cross-sectional design to examine 

the main effects of person factors (i.e., impulsivity, interpersonal traits, and affect) on adolescent 

risk-taking. Based on the reviewed literature, it was expected that: (1) although facets of 
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impulsivity will be positively correlated to some forms of risk-taking, there may be specificity in 

correlations, (2) due to the geometric properties of a circumplex, correlations between IPC/12-

PAC dimensions and risk-taking will follow a sinusoidal form. However, to qualify the latter, on 

the one hand, the reviewed literature suggests that traits characterized by high agency and low 

communion (i.e., the dominant-hostile quadrant of the IPC) will be positively related to risk-

taking, whereas traits characterized by low agency and high communion (i.e., the submissive-

friendly quadrant of the IPC) will be negatively related to risk-taking. As such, this idea is 

consistent with what one would expect given the geometric properties of a circumplex. On the 

other hand, however, the reviewed literature regarding the links between affect and risk-taking is 

not necessarily consistent with a pattern of correlations that would form a sinusoidal form. That 

is, all quadrants of the 12-PAC may in fact be positively correlated with risk-taking. Finally, it 

was important to bring all the person factors together and examine whether specific facets of 

impulsivity were unique predictors of specific forms of risk-taking, and given the well 

established link between impulsivity and risk-taking,  if interpersonal traits, as well as affect, 

predicted risk-taking over and above impulsivity. Thus, considering the person factors as a 

whole, in the context of hierarchical multiple regressions, it was expected that: (1) some facets of 

impulsivity will emerge as unique predictors of some forms of risk-taking, and (2) interpersonal 

traits and affect will account for a significant amount of additional variance in the model, over 

and above impulsivity, with patterns of association consistent with those described above.  

 The second research goal is to use an experimental design to investigate the effect of 

peer-based interpersonal situations on adolescent risk-taking. Specifically, considering 

interpersonal theory, it is expected that peer-based interpersonal situations that theoretically 

activate dominant-hostile traits will elicit the most risk-taking, whereas those that theoretically 
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activate submissive-hostile traits will be related to the least risk-taking. Thus, following a pattern 

of complementarity, it is expected that a submissive-hostile peer-based interpersonal situation 

would elicit the most risk-taking, whereas a dominant-friendly peer-based interpersonal situation 

would elicit the least risk-taking.  

 Finally, to more fully examine the model, the third research goal is to test whether 

various types of peer-based interpersonal situations actually activate complementary or anti-

complementary interpersonal traits and affective states, and whether this activation is in fact 

related to adolescent risk-taking. To demonstrate evidence for complementarity, one would 

expect that under a hostile-submissive peer influence condition, hostile-dominant traits are 

activated, whereas under a hostile-dominant peer influence condition, hostile-submissive traits 

are activated. To demonstrate evidence for anti-complementarity, one would expect that risk-

taking under hostile-dominant peer influence would activate hostile-dominant, friendly-

dominant, or friendly-submissive traits. For example, an aloof-introverted youth may be more 

likely to engage in risk-taking when peer influence is characterized by hostility and dominance 

because of feeling threatened by these youth if they do not engage in the risk-taking.  Thus, 

based on the reviewed literature , it was expected that: (1) peer-based interpersonal situations 

will activate interpersonal traits in a pattern consistent with principles of complementarity or 

anti-complementarity, (2) peer-based interpersonal situations will impact affect, in that those 

situations that are negatively valenced  (i.e., dominant-hostile and submissive-hostile) will 

increase levels of negative activation but not other dimensions of affect, and (3) that changes in 

interpersonal traits and affect will be related to risk-taking.  

Method 

Participants 
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 Participants were 251 undergraduate students at a mid-size university in Southern Ontario 

with a student population of approximately 20,000. The sample was on average 18.55 years old 

and 76% of participants were female. Participants were primarily Caucasian (78%), although 

some reported being Asian (8%), East Indian (4%), Black (3%), Hispanic (1%), Aboriginal (1%), 

and Other (6%). Additionally, 89% of participants denied having a health condition or disability, 

7% reported having a mental health difficulty, 3% reported having a long-term illness or physical 

disability, and 1% reported having difficulty with being overweight/underweight. Lastly, 77% 

reported that their mother had post-secondary education, while 82% reported that their father had 

post-secondary education. A copy of all measures is included in Appendix A. Written permission 

of the author is required before use of any measure developed for this study or by Morrongiello 

and colleagues that was used herein. 

Measures 

Impulsivity. The 59-item UPPS Scale (Whiteside & Lynam, 2001; Whiteside, Lynam, Miller, & 

Reynolds, 2005) was used to assess facets of impulsivity. Like the IPC, the UPPS is based on the 

lexical perspective, and its items are divided into 5 subscales, reflecting positive and negative 

urgency (e.g., “I tend to lose control when I am in a great mood”) , premeditation (e.g., “I usually 

think carefully before doing anything”), perseverance (e.g., “I tend to give up easily”), and 

sensation seeking (e.g., “I’ll try anything once”). Several studies have provided evidence for the 

structural and predictive validity of the UPPS, as well as the reliability of the subscales (e.g., 

Cyders, 2013). In the current sample, reliability coefficients for the UPPS scores ranged from .82 

to .92.  

Interpersonal traits. The 64-item Interpersonal Adjectives Scale (IAS; Wiggins, 1979) was used 

to assess interpersonal traits. IAS items are evenly divided into eight 8-item scales, each 
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reflecting the IPC dimensions (e.g., “dominant”, “friendly”, “distant”). Participants provided 

responses on an 8-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (extremely inaccurate) to 8 (extremely 

accurate). Extensive evidence for the validity and reliability of the IAS among university 

samples exists (Adams & Tracey, 2004; Gurtman, 1992; 1993; Gurtman & Pincus, 2000; 

Wiggins, 1979). In the current sample, reliability coefficients of the IPC octant scores ranged 

from .67 to .86.  

Affect. The 60-item 12-PAC Adjective Scale was used to assess affect. Items are divided into 12 

scales, each reflecting the 12-PAC dimensions (e.g., “happy”, “anxious”, “calm”). Participants 

provided responses on an 8-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (extremely inaccurate) to 8 

(extremely accurate). Although Yik et al. (2011) presented strong evidence for the reliability and 

structural validity of the 12-PAC Adjective Scales (i.e., items best fit a circumplex model of 

affect), in the current sample, exploratory factor analyses using varimax, oblimin, and forced 2-

factor rotations did not support a circumplex model of affect. Additionally, examination of the 

correlation patterns between the 12 segments of the 12-PAC were not entirely consistent with a 

circumplex model of affect as suggested by the 12-PAC. Indeed, based on the eigenvalue above 

1 rule, although the varimax and oblimin models suggested 12 components, these were not 

consistent with the 12-PAC dimensions in that the components had different item loadings. In 

fact, results seemed to more strongly support a 2 factor simple structure model that was 

consistent with that proposed by Watson et al. (1999). Nevertheless, although the structural 

validity of the 12-PAC was not supported in the current study, there was still utility in using the 

12-PAC scores due to their specificity. Consequently, when examining the correlations between 

affect and risk-taking, 12-PAC scores, as well as positive activation (PA) and negative activation 

(NA) scores (based on items that overlapped with the extensively used 10-item PANAS; Watson, 
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Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) were used. Additionally, for purposes of parsimony, only PA and NA 

scores were used in the context of the hierarchical multiple regressions described below. 

However, when considering the impact of peer-based interpersonal situations on affect, as well 

as whether changes in affect are related to risk-taking, quadrant scores were used. This was done 

based on theoretical, empirical, and practical grounds, in that: (1) deactivated and activated 

positive or negative affect may have unique relations with various forms of risk-taking, (2) 

although the data did not fit a circumplex in the current sample, extensive evidence exists to 

support a circumplex model of affect, and (3) because hypotheses were made on an apriori basis 

(with the expectation that the 12-PAC would hold a circumplex structure), only 4 items were 

selected to assess each quadrant during the RTES; however because these did not fully parallel 

items included in the PANAS, it was not possible to derive PA and NA scores that were 

equivalent across the cross-sectional and experimental analyses.    

Risk-taking.  The Risk-Taking Environment Simulation (RTES) is a novel, theoretically driven, 

video based assessment of risk-taking developed for the purpose of this research. The RTES was 

developed to depict a progression of scenes where young people are getting ready to head out for 

a day of exciting activities, including going to the beach, a house party, and a club, during which 

they are given opportunities to report on their willingness, intent, and likelihood to engage in 

substance use (alcohol, cigarette, and marijuana use), aggression (physical and non-physical), 

dangerous driving (driving under the influence and speeding), and risky sex (casual and unsafe 

sex). The decision to have participants report on their willingness, intent, and likelihood to 

engage in these various behaviours was influenced by the Prototype Willingness Model, which 

asserts that these are the most proximal factors to actual risk-taking behavior (Gerrard, Gibbons, 

Houlihan, Stock, & Pomery, 2008).  
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 The RTES was developed in two steps. First, videos depicting young people in situations 

where risk-taking is possible were identified on YouTube. This was done in order to ensure that 

the RTES depicted realistic scenes that participants could become engrossed in. For every search 

conducted, the top 50 videos were reviewed. Videos were retained if they reflected situations in 

which various risk-taking behaviors were possible and a demographic that was suitable for 

research with the current sample (age, ethnicity, neighbourhood characteristics). For every video 

that was retained, the top 50 videos associated with that video were also reviewed using the 

above criteria. This process yielded an initial set of 314 videos, which were subsequently 

reviewed and retained if the video was of adequate quality, recorded from a first person point-of-

view, included both males and females, and had no edited visual effects or manipulated 

color/contrast levels. Based on this, a total of 74 videos were kept and considered for inclusion in 

the RTES. 

 Second, using the video editing software, Adobe Premiere Pro, the final set of YouTube 

videos were edited and sequenced together to create one video with a meaningful storyline. 

During the video, prompts appeared on the screen, describing the situation to create greater 

continuity throughout the video, as well as to encourage participants to imagine themselves in 

the situation, and to rate their intent, willingness, and likelihood of engaging in various forms of 

risk-taking (i.e., alcohol use, cigarette use, marijuana use, physical and non-physical aggression, 

driving/riding under the influence, speeding, and casual and unsafe sex) on a 9-point Likert 

scale. RTES scores were computed by averaging ratings of intent, willingness, and likelihood for 

each form of risk-taking separately. 

 In the current sample, the RTES scores demonstrated strong internal reliability, in that 

coefficients ranged from .87 to .98. Support for the predictive validity of the RTES was also 
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strong, in that all forms of risk-taking, with the exception of unsafe sex, correlated positively and 

significantly with participants’ self-reports of real world risk-taking during the past month (see 

Table 1). Importantly, however, the magnitude of correlations was strongest for alcohol, 

cigarette, and marijuana use, compared to the other forms of risk-taking. This pattern of 

correlations, however, is what one would expect considering that behaviors such as alcohol, 

cigarette, and marijuana use are perhaps less context specific than aggression, dangerous driving, 

and risky sex. Alternatively, it may also be the case that these forms of risk-taking are less 

susceptible to social desirability, or perhaps, more difficult to accurately report on in the context 

of a laboratory. 

Procedure and Design 

 After receiving approval from the University of Guelph research ethics board, 

participants were recruited from first year psychology classes at a university in Southern Ontario, 

Canada. Participants provided consent prior to taking part in the study and were awarded a 

course credit for the completion of the study. All data collection took place during a one-hour 

long session at the Child Development Research Unit. 

 Upon arrival to the laboratory, participants completed all self-report measures on a laptop 

computer in randomized order, including the Demographics Form, UPPS, RTBI, IAS, and 12-

PAC. Subsequently, participants were invited into a separate room where they sat down in front 

of a 22” monitor and completed a baseline and then follow-up RTES. After the baseline RTES, 

as well as before and after the follow-up RTES, participants were asked to complete 16 items 

from the Interpersonal Adjectives Scales (4 items per IPC quadrant) and 16 items from the 12-

PAC (4 items per affect quadrant). During the baseline RTES, the audio of the video was not 

manipulated. For the purposes of the current experiment, this unmanimulated version of the 
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RTES was intended to reflect a “neutral” peer-based interpersonal situation. All that this means, 

however, is that the audio of the RTES was not manipulated to emphasize an interpersonal 

context that is either dominant-hostile, dominant-friendly, submissive-friendly, or submissive-

hostile. Following the completion of the baseline RTES, participants took a 5 minute break, and 

then completed the follow-up RTES, which reflected 1 of 5 peer-based interpersonal situations 

(i.e., “neutral”, dominant-hostile, dominant-friendly, submissive-hostile, submissive-friendly). 

That is, although the audio of the RTES was not manipulated in the neutral condition, the audio 

was manipulated in the remaining conditions such that peer statements that reflect the IPC 

quadrants were embedded throughout the video.  

 In developing the peer statements, an initial set of 13 to 24 peer statements were 

generated to reflect each of the IPC octants, resulting in an initial set of 329 statements (see 

Appendix C). Subsequently, all statements were audio recorded by 2 male and 2 female 

participants, with the aim of making the statements sound consistent with the emotional valence 

and interpersonal tone of each IPC dimension. Once all statements were recorded, selected 

statements reflecting each of the IPC quadrants were layered over the audio of the RTES to 

create 4 of the experimental peer-based interpersonal situations. 

Results 

Which facets of impulsivity are related to which forms of risk-taking? 

 Bivariate correlations with a Bonferonni correction were conducted to examine which 

facets of impulsivity significantly related to reports of risk-taking during the baseline RTES. In 

line with hypotheses, significant and positive correlations emerged between several facets of 

impulsivity and forms of risk-taking; however, there was specificity in relations (see Table 1). 

Which dimensions of interpersonal traits are related to which forms of risk-taking?  
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 Bivariate correlations were conducted to examine whether the pattern of correlations 

between interpersonal traits and risk-taking followed a sinusoidal form, as well as to determine 

which interpersonal traits are significantly related to risk-taking. Figure 3 depicts the pattern of 

correlations separately for each form of risk-taking. Consistent with hypotheses, the correlation 

patterns followed a sinusoidal form, which suggested that risk-taking is related to interpersonal 

traits, and that most generally, traits reflecting the dominant-hostile quadrant of the IPC are 

positively related to risk-taking, while traits reflecting the submissive-friendly quadrant are 

negatively related to risk-taking.    

 Specifically, when considering substance use, results indicated that aloof-introverted (r = 

-.14, p < .05) and unassured-submissive (r = -.19, p < .01) traits were significantly related to 

alcohol use; arrogant-calculating (r =.19, p <.01), unassured-submissive (r = -.21, p < .01), and 

unassuming-ingenuous (r = -.16, p = .01) traits were significantly related to marijuana use; and 

arrogant-calculating (r = .18, p < .01), cold-querrelsome (r = .19, p < .01), unassured-submissive 

(r = -.15, p < .05), warm-agreeable (r = - .16, p < .01) traits were significantly related to cigarette 

use. 

 When considering aggression, assured-dominant (r = .14, p = .03), arrogant-calculating (r 

= .31, p < .01), cold-querrelsome (r = .25, p < .01), aloof-introverted (r = - .17, p < .01), warm-

agreeable (r = -.16, p = .01) traits were significantly related to physical aggression; assured-

dominant (r =.14, p = .03), arrogant-calculating (r = .28, p < .01), cold-querrelsome (r = .29, p < 

.01), unassured-submissive (r = -.16, p < .05), unassuming-ingenuous (r = -.15, p < .05), and 

warm-agreeable (r = -.19, p < .01) traits were significantly related to non-physical aggression. 

 When considering dangerous driving, cold-quarrelsome traits were related to speeding (r 

= .17, p < .01); arrogant-calculating (r = .21, p < .01), cold-querrelsome (r = .21, p < .01), 
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unassured-submissive (r = -.14, p < .05), unassuming-ingenuous (r = -.13, p < .05), warm-

agreeable (r = -.18, p < .01) traits were significantly related to impaired vehicle use. 

 When considering risky sex, arrogant-calculating (r = .24, p < .01), cold-querrelsome (r = 

.20, p < .01), and warm-agreeable (r = -.14, p < .05) traits were significant related to casual sex, 

whereas only arrogant-calculating (r = .26, p < .01) and cold-querrelsome (r = .21, p < .01) traits 

were significantly related to unsafe sex. 

 Finally, in addition to examining the pattern of correlations between IPC octant scores 

and RTES scores, bivariate correlations with a Bonferonni correction were conducted to examine 

the relation between agency and communion and risk-taking (see Table 3). Results indicated that 

agency was not related to any form of risk-taking, whereas communion was significantly related 

to cigarette use, marijuana use, casual sex, physical and non-physical aggression, and impaired 

vehicle use.  

Which dimensions of affect are related to which forms of risk-taking? 

 Bivariate correlations were conducted to examine whether the pattern of correlations 

between affect dimensions and risk-taking follow a sinusoidal form, as well as to determine 

which dimensions of affect are significantly related to risk-taking. Figure 4 depicts the pattern of 

correlations separately for each form of risk-taking. As a whole, the correlation patterns did not 

follow a sinusoidal form. Indeed, given the results that the 12-PAC adjective scales did not have 

a circumplex structure, it was not necessarily expected that the correlation pattern between the 

12-PAC scores and risk-taking would resemble a sinusoidal form. Nevertheless, overall, results 

indicated that affect with a negative valence was positively related to risk-taking, whereas affect 

with a positive valence was negatively related to risk-taking. Additionally, affect characterized 
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by high levels of arousal was positively related to risk-taking, especially when it had a negative 

valence. 

 Specifically, when considering substance use, results indicated that deactivation (r = -.26, 

p < .01), pleasant deactivation (r = -.13, p < .05), and deactivated pleasure (r = -.14, p < .05) 

were significantly related to alcohol use. Pleasure (r = -.17, p < .05), activated pleasure (r = -.13, 

p < .05), pleasant activation (r = -.16, p < .05), activation (r = .16, p < .05), displeasure (r = .16, 

p < .05), deactivation (r = -.16, p < .05), and deactivated pleasure (r = -.14, p < .05) were 

significantly related to marijuana use. Lastly, pleasure (r = -.18, p < .05), activated pleasure (r = -

.18, p < .05), pleasant activation (r = -.24, p < .01), displeasure (r = .13, p < .05), pleasant 

deactivation (r = -.20, p < .05), and deactivated pleasure (r = .26, p < .05) were significantly 

related to cigarette use.  

 When considering aggression, pleasure (r = -.22, p < .01), pleasant activation (r = -.24, p 

< .01), activation (r = .14, p < .05), activated displeasure (r = .22,  p< .01), displeasure (r = .21, p 

< .05), deactivated displeasure (r = 17, p < .01), unpleasant deactivation (r = .13, p < .05), and 

deactivated pleasure (r = -.20, p < .05) were significantly related to physical aggression. Pleasure 

(r = -.16, p < .05), activation (r = -.20, p < .01), activated displeasure (r = .21, p < .01), 

displeasure (r = .21, p < .01), deactivated displeasure (r = .20, p < .01), and deactivated pleasure 

(r = -.15, p < .05) were significantly related to non-physical aggression.   

 When considering dangerous driving, affect was not related to speeding, but pleasure (r = 

-.14, p < .05), pleasant activation (r = -.16, p < .05), and deactivated pleasure (r = -.13, p < .05) 

were related to impaired vehicle use. 

 Lastly, when considering risky sex, pleasure (r = -.17, p < .05), activation (r = .20, p < 

.01), and deactivation (r = -.16, p < .05) were significantly related to casual sex, whereas 
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pleasure (r = -.15, p < .05), pleasant deactivation (r = -.15, p < .05), and deactivated pleasure (r = 

-.14, p < .05) were significantly related to unsafe sex.  

 Given that the existing data did not empirically support a circumplex model of affect, but 

rather a 2-dimensional model that was more consistent with the positive activation (PA) and 

negative activation (NA) constructs suggested by Watson et al. (1999), for the sake of 

parsimony, subsequent analyses focus solely on PA and NA, rather than all 12-PAC dimensions. 

Consequently, bivariate correlations were conducted to examine if PA and NA, as reported on 

selected items of the 12-PAC, were significantly related to risk-taking. As demonstrated by 

Table 4, results revealed that PA was negatively related to marijuana use, cigarette use, physical 

aggression, and impaired vehicle use; whereas NA was positively related to physical and non-

physical aggression. Therefore, these results also indicate that the more PA someone 

experiences, the less likely they are to engage in various forms of risk-taking, whereas, the more 

NA someone experiences, the more likely they are to engage in risk-taking (i.e., aggression).   

Are any facets of impulsivity unique predictors of risk taking and do interpersonal traits 

and affect predict risk-taking over and above facets of impulsivity? 

 Below are results from separate hierarchical multiple regression analysis on each of the 

risk-taking scores separately. Prior to analysis, agency and communion, as well as PA and NA 

scores were centered on their means, and their interaction terms (i.e., communion x agency and 

PA x NA) were calculated by creating cross-product vectors (Aiken & West, 1991). On step one, 

sex was entered as a covariate. On step two, all UPPS scores were entered, including negative 

urgency, positive urgency, premeditation, perseverance, and sensation seeking. On step three, 

agency, communion, and agency x communion were entered. On step four, positive activation, 

negative activation, and the positive activation x negative activation interaction terms were 
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entered. The step on which each of the independent variables was entered was informed by the 

existing literature, in that those construct that have received more attention (i.e., sex, impulsivity) 

were entered prior to those constructs that have received less attention (i.e., interpersonal traits 

and affect). In doing so, the goal was to determine whether the constructs that have received less 

attention add to the predictive validity of the models that emphasize well established constructs. 

For all hierarchical multiple regression analyses, multivariate outliers were identified based on 

being three standard deviations above the mean of standardized residuals, mahalanobis distance, 

cook’s distance, and centered leverage statistics.  

Substance Use. When predicting alcohol use (see Table 5), facets of impulsivity accounted for 

9% of variance in the model, R
2
 = .09, F(5, 229) = 4.74, p < .01, with negative urgency being a 

unique predictor. Interpersonal traits did not account for a significant amount of variance in the 

model, over and above that accounted for by impulsivity, ∆R
2
 = .02, ∆F(3, 226) = 1.70, p  < .01. 

However, affect accounted for an additional 4% of variance in the model, ∆R
2
 = .04, ∆F(3, 223) 

= 3.84, p < .01, such that the positive activation x negative activation interaction was a unique 

predictor. To explore this interaction, simple slopes at values one standard deviation above and 

below the mean of NA were tested (Cohen & Cohen, 1983). There was no significant relation 

between PA and alcohol use at high levels of NA, t(223) = .97, p > .05,   = .10, whereas there 

was a significant negative relation between PA and alcohol use at low levels of NA, t(223) = -

2.13, p < .05,   = -.19 (see Figure 5).  

 When predicting cigarette use (see Table 6), impulsivity scores as a whole accounted for 

9% of variance in the model, R
2
 = .09, F(5, 226) = 4.66, p < .01, and none of the facet scores 

emerged as unique predictors.  Interpersonal traits did not account for a significant amount of 

variance in the model, over and above that accounted for by impulsivity, ∆R
2
 = .02, ∆F(3, 223) = 
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1.90, p > .05, however, communion was a significant unique predictor. On the other hand, affect 

accounted for an additional 5% of variance in cigarette use, over and above that accounted for by 

impulsivity and interpersonal traits, ∆R
2
 = .05, ∆F(3, 220) = 4.79, p < .01, in that PA as well as 

the PA x NA interaction were significant predictors. To explore the interaction, simple slopes at 

values one standard deviation above and below the mean of NA were tested (Cohen & Cohen, 

1983). There was no significant relation between PA and cigarettes use at low levels of NA, 

t(220) = .31, p > .05,   = .03, whereas there was a significant negative relation between PA and 

cigarette use at high levels of NA, t(220) = -3.57, p < .01,   = -.37 (see Figure 6).  

 When predicting marijuana use (see Table 7), impulsivity scores as a whole accounted for 

15% of variance in the model, R
2
 = .15, F(5, 229) = 8.23, p < .01, with negative urgency and 

sensation seeking being unique predictors. Interpersonal traits as a whole did not account for a 

significant amount of variance in the model, R
2
 = .02, F(3, 226) = 1.93, p > .05, although 

communion was a significant unique predictor. Lastly, affect accounted for an additional 4% of 

variance in the model, ∆R
2
 = .04, F(3, 223) = 3.65, p < .05, and specifically, PA was a significant 

predictor, while NA was approaching significance. 

Aggression. When predicting physical aggression (see Table 8), results indicated that facets of 

impulsivity as a whole accounted for 9% of variance in the model, R
2
 = .09, F(5, 223) = 4.75, p < 

.01, with negative urgency and premeditation being unique predictors. Interpersonal traits 

accounted for an additional 4% of variance in the model, over and above sex and impulsivity, 

∆R
2
 = .04, F(3, 220) = 3.11, p < .05, with communion being a unique predictor. Lastly, affect 

accounted for an additional 4% of variance in the model, over and above impulsivity and 

interpersonal traits, ∆R
2
 = .04, F(3, 217) = 3.65, p < .05, with NA and PA being unique 

predictors.  
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 When predicting non-physical aggression (see Table 9), results indicated that impulsivity 

scores as a whole accounted for 13% of variance in the model, R
2
 = .13, F(5, 229) = 6.99, p < 

.01, with negative urgency and premeditation being unique predictors. Interpersonal traits 

accounted for an additional 5% of variance in the model, over and above sex and impulsivity, 

∆R
2
 = .05, ∆F(3, 226) = 4.48, p < .01, with communion being a unique predictor. Affect did not 

account for an additional amount of variance to the model, ∆R
2
 = .02, ∆F(3, 223) = 1.78, p > .05 

Dangerous Driving.  When predicting speeding (see Table 10), results indicated that impulsivity, 

R
2
 = .01, F(5, 224) = .54, p > .05, interpersonal traits, ∆R

2
 = .01, ∆F(3, 221) = .67, p > .05, or 

affect, ∆R
2
 = .01, ∆F(3, 218) = .33, p > .05, did not account for a significant amount of variance 

in the model.  

  When predicting impaired vehicle use (see Table 11), results indicated that impulsivity 

as a whole accounted for 9% of variance in the model, R
2
 = .09, F(5, 229) = 4.61, p < .01, with 

premeditation and positive urgency being unique predictors. Interpersonal traits accounted for an 

additional 4% of variance in the model, over and above sex and impulsivity, ∆R
2
 = .04, ∆F(3, 

226) = 3.76, p = .01, with communion being a unique predictor. Finally, affect accounted for an 

additional 5% of variance in the model, over and above impulsivity and interpersonal traits, ∆R
2
 

= .05, ∆F(3, 223) = 4.72, p < .01, with the PA x NA interaction being a unique predictor. To 

explore this interaction, simple slopes at values one standard deviation above and below the 

mean of NA were tested (Cohen & Cohen, 1983). There was a significant negative relation 

between PA and impaired vehicle use at high levels of NA, t(223) = -2.47, p < .05,   = -.22, 

whereas there was no significant relation between PA and speeding at low levels of NA, t(223) = 

.39, p > .05,   = -.06 (see Figure 7).  
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Risky Sex. When predicting casual sex (see Table 12), results indicated that impulsivity as a 

whole accounted for 7% of variance in the model, R
2
 = .07, F(5, 229) = 4.47, p < .01, with 

positive urgency being a unique predictor. Interpersonal traits, ∆R
2
 = .00, F(3, 226) = .45, p > 

.05, and affect, ∆R
2 

= .02, ∆F(3, 223) = 2.47, p > .05, did not account for a significant amount of 

additional variance in the model.  

 When predicting unsafe sex (see Table 13), results indicated that impulsivity as a whole 

accounted for 6% of variance in the model, R
2
 = .06, F(5, 218) = 2.81, p < .05, with positive 

urgency being a unique predictor. Interpersonal traits, ∆R
2
 = .01, ∆F(3, 215) = .96, p > .05, nor 

affect, ∆R
2
 = .01, F(3, 212) = .94, p >.05, accounted for additional variance in the model. 

Does type of peer-based interpersonal situation moderate risk-taking? 

 To examine whether levels of risk-taking are dependent on the type of peer-based 

interpersonal situation, a split-plot ANOVA was applied, with time (baseline and follow-up 

RTES) and risk-taking (alcohol use, marijuana use, cigarette use, physical and non-physical 

aggression, speeding and impaired vehicle use, casual and unsafe sex) as within-subject factors, 

and condition as a between-subject factor. Levene’s test of equality of error variances was not 

significant for any of the risk-taking behaviors, except for unsafe sex during the follow-up 

RTES, F(4, 204) = 3.17, p < .05. 

 Consistent with hypotheses, a significant time x condition x risk-taking interaction 

emerged, F(32, 208) = 1.53, p < .05, ƞ
2
 = .03. See Table 9 for means of RTES scores as a 

function of time and condition. To examine the between-subject effect of condition on risk-

taking, univariate ANOVAs were conducted on baseline and follow-up RTES scores with sex as 

a covariate. As expected, no significant effects of condition emerged on any of the baseline 

RTES scores. In contrast, considering the follow-up RTES scores, there was a significant effect 
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of condition on physical aggression, F(4, 208) = 2.40, p < .05, and non-physical aggression, F(4, 

208) = 2.36, p < .05, ƞ
2
 = .05. Follow-up pair-wise comparisons with a Bonferroni adjustment 

indicated that levels of physical aggression were significantly higher in the submissive-hostile 

condition than the submissive-friendly conditions (p < .05). Similarly, follow-up pair-wise 

comparisons indicated that levels of non-physical aggression were higher in the submissive-

hostile condition than the dominant-friendly, submissive-friendly, and dominant-hostile 

conditions, however, these differences were not significant once a Bonferroni adjustment was 

applied. 

 To examine how each form of risk-taking varied as a function of time within each 

condition, follow-up repeated measures ANOVAs were conducted with time as the within-

subject factor on each form of risk-taking. Consistent with previous analyses, sex was included 

as a covariate. Results indicated that in the neutral, dominant-hostile, submissive-friendly, and 

submissive-hostile conditions, there was no effect of time on any form of risk-taking, although 

the pattern generally suggested that reports of risk-taking decreased from the baseline to the 

follow-up RTES. However, there was a significant effect of time on physical aggression in the 

dominant-friendly condition, F(1, 41) = 5.36, p < .05, ƞ
2
 = .12, such that reports of physical 

aggression decreased significantly from the baseline to the follow-up RTES.  

Do peer-based interpersonal situations activate or statistically moderate interpersonal 

traits? 

 To examine if the type of peer-based interpersonal situation activates or statistically 

moderates interpersonal traits, a split-plot ANOVA was applied, with time (before and after the 

baseline and follow-up RTES) and trait (dominant-hostile, dominant-friendly, submissive-

hostile, submissive-friendly quadrant scores) as within-subject factors, condition as a between-
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subject factor, and sex as a covariate. Results indicated a significant main effect of traits, F(3, 

186) = 11.85, p < 0.01, ƞ
2 

= .06, and a significant trait x condition effect, F(12, 186) = 2.17, p < 

.05, ƞ
2 

= .05, but no condition x time x trait interaction emerged, F (36, 186) = 1.10, p > .31, ƞ
2 

= 

.02. 

Do peer-based interpersonal situations activate or statistically moderate affect? 

 To examine if the type of peer-based interpersonal situation activate or statistically 

moderate affect, a split-plot ANOVA was applied, with time (before and after the baseline and 

follow-up RTES) and affect (negative activation, positive activation, negative deactivation, 

positive deactivation quadrant scores) as within-subject factors, condition as a between-subject 

factor, and sex as a covariate. Although there was a significant main effect of affect, F(3, 186) = 

16.85, p<.01, and an affect x condition interaction, F(12, 186) = 1.78, p < .05, ƞ
2 

= .05, both were 

qualified by the affect x condition x time interaction, F(36, 186) = 1.57, p < .05.  

 To examine the between-subject effect of condition on affect scores before and after the 

baseline and follow-up RTES, univariate ANOVAs were conducted with sex as a covariate. As 

such, before the baseline RTES, the between-subject effect of condition was significant on 

positive activation, F(4, 180) = 3.04, p < .05, ƞ
2 

= .06, such that participants reported 

significantly higher levels of positive activation in the submissive-friendly condition compared 

to the submissive-hostile, dominant-hostile, and dominant-friendly conditions.  

 After the baseline RTES, the between-subject effect of condition was significant on 

negative activation, F(4, 180) = 2.72, p <.05, ƞ
2 

= .06, such that participants reported 

significantly lower levels of negative activation in the submissive-friendly compared to the 

dominant-friendly and dominant-hostile conditions. 



 

33 

 

 Before the follow-up RTES, the between subject effect of condition was significant on 

negative activation, F(4, 180) = 2.59, p < .05, ƞ
2 

= .05, such that participants reported 

significantly lower levels of negative activation in the submissive-friendly compared to the 

neutral, dominant-friendly, and dominant-hostile conditions. After the follow-up RTES, the 

between subject effect of condition was significant on negative activation, F(4, 180) = 3.95, p < 

.01, ƞ
2 

= .08, such that participants reported lower levels of negative activation in the submissive-

friendly condition, compared to the neutral, submissive-hostile, dominant-friendly, and 

dominant-hostile conditions.  

 Additionally there was a significant effect of condition on positive activation, F(4, 180) = 

2.67, p < .05, ƞ
2 

= .06, such that participants reported lower levels of positive activation in the 

submissive-hostile compared to the submissive-friendly, dominant-hostile, and neutral 

conditions.  

 To examine the within-subject effect of time on affect scores before and after the baseline 

RTES, follow-up repeated measures ANOVAs were conducted on each affect score with sex as a 

covariate. No significant effects of time emerged on any of the affect scores. The same analyses 

were repeated on affect scores before and after the follow-up RTES for each condition 

separately. Results indicated that affect did not vary as a function of time in any of the 

conditions.  

Is trait and affect activation related to levels of risk-taking, and do these relations depend 

on the type of peer-based interpersonal situation? 

 To examine whether trait or affect activation was related to levels of risk-taking, two 

separate analyses were conducted; one considered changes in traits and affect during the baseline 

RTES, whereas the other considered changes in traits and affect during the follow-up RTES. 
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Thus, specific to the links between trait activation and risk-taking, previous results indicated that 

interpersonal traits were not activated during the baseline RTES. Despite that, correlations 

revealed that during the baseline RTES, as submissive-friendly traits increased, marijuana use 

increased, whereas non-physical aggression decreased. However, these effects did not hold once 

a Bonferroni correction was applied.   

 Specific to the links between affect activation and risk-taking previous results indicated 

that positive activation and positive deactivation increase from before to after the baseline RTES. 

Correlation analyses (see Table 10 for summary of results)  further revealed that as positive 

activation increased, so did casual sex, unsafe sex, physical aggression, non-physical aggression, 

and impaired vehicle use. Changes in positive deactivation were also related to risk-taking, such 

that as positive deactivation increased, so did alcohol use, cigarette use, casual sex, unsafe sex, 

physical and non-physical aggression, speeding and impaired vehicle use. However, as with the 

above, these effects did not hold once a Bonferroni correction was applied.  

 Next, analyses were conducted to examine the links between trait activation and reports 

of risk-taking during the follow-up RTES, by each condition separately (see Table 11 for a 

summary of results). In the neutral condition, as submissive-hostile traits increased, speeding 

decreased. In the dominant-hostile condition, as submissive-hostile traits increased, impaired 

vehicle use increased. In the dominant-friendly condition, as submissive-friendly traits increased, 

unsafe sex increased. In the submissive-friendly condition, as dominant-friendly traits increased, 

alcohol use decreased, while as submissive-hostile traits increased, alcohol use increased; and as 

submissive-friendly traits increased, casual sex decreased. Finally, in the submissive-hostile 

condition, as dominant-hostile traits increased, so did non-physical aggression and unsafe sex; as 

submissive-friendly traits increased, marijuana use decreased; and as submissive hostile traits 
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increased, non-physical aggression increased. However, these effects did not hold once a 

Bonferroni correction was applied. 

 Finally, analyses were conducted to examine the links between affect activation and risk-

taking during the follow-up RTES by each condition separately (see Table 12 for a summary of 

results). In the neutral condition, as negative activation increased, speeding decreased, while as 

positive deactivation increased, non-physical aggression decreased. In the dominant-hostile 

condition, as positive activation increased, unsafe sex decreased. Additionally, as negative 

deactivation increased, both forms of aggression and speeding decreased. In the dominant-

friendly condition, as negative activation increased, casual sex decreased, while when negative 

deactivation increased, both forms of aggression decreased. In the submissive-friendly condition, 

as negative activation increased, alcohol use increased. Lastly, in the submissive-hostile 

condition, changes in affect were not found to be related to risk-taking. However, these effects 

did not hold once a Bonferroni correction was applied. 

Discussion 

 This study used the Cognitive Affective Processing System (CAPS) framework to 

simultaneously examine person and situation factors involved in adolescent risk taking. 

Consistent with previous research and hypotheses, the person factors (i.e., impulsivity, 

interpersonal traits, and affect) predicted risk-taking, although exactly which person factor was 

predictive depended on the form of risk-taking. Additionally, although interpersonal traits and 

affect accounted for additional variance in substance use, aggression, and impaired vehicle use 

over and above impulsivity, this was not the case when predicting speeding and risky sexual 

behavior. Nevertheless, anywhere between 3% to 21% of variance was accounted for in the 
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models by the person factors, with more robust results emerging when predicting substance use, 

aggression, and impaired vehicle use, compared to when predicting speeding and risky sex.   

 Specific to impulsivity, higher levels of negative urgency were uniquely related to more 

physical and non-physical aggression, whereas higher levels of positive urgency were uniquely 

related to more physical aggression, casual sex, unsafe sex, and impaired driving. Thus, these 

findings suggest that a dispositional difficulty in controlling ones behavior while under the 

influence of positive and negative emotions contributes to risk-taking. Lastly, higher levels of 

(non)premeditation were uniquely related to both forms of aggression, a finding consistent with a 

large body of literature and suggesting that conduct problems are generally related to difficulties 

planning ahead and foreseeing possible negative consequences of actions.  

 As hypothesized, interpersonal traits accounted for additional variance in reports of some 

forms of risk-taking, over and above impulsivity. That is, higher levels of agency were uniquely 

related to more alcohol use, whereas lower levels of communion were uniquely related to more 

cigarette use, marijuana use, physical and non-physical aggression, as well as impaired vehicle 

use. Specific to the link between agency and alcohol use, it may be the case that higher levels of 

dominance (which consist of being arrogant and assured) may lead to a person minimizing the 

risks associated with alcohol use. Specific to the links between communion and cigarette use, 

marijuana use, and aggression, it may be the case that lower levels of communion (which 

consists of being hostile or withdrawn) may lead a person to engage in risk-taking to seek 

interpersonal connections and closeness, or alternatively, lead one to misperceive the intentions 

of others.  

 Affect also accounted for additional variance in some forms of risk-taking, over and 

above impulsivity and interpersonal traits. Specifically, higher levels of positive activation (PA) 
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were uniquely related to more cigarette use, marijuana use, and physical aggression. In contrast, 

higher levels of negative activation (NA) were uniquely related to more physical aggression. 

Lastly, the significant PA x NA interactions when predicting alcohol use, cigarette use, and 

impaired vehicle use suggested that PA had a protective effect, such that at low levels of NA, 

higher levels of PA were related to less alcohol use and impaired vehicle use. Similarly, at high 

levels of NA, higher levels of PA were related to less cigarette use. As a whole, this pattern of 

results supports the hypothesis that higher levels of PA are related to less cigarette use, marijuana 

use, and physical aggression, whereas higher levels of NA are related to more physical 

aggression. Generally, the pattern of the findings suggests that people are less likely to engage in 

some forms of risk-taking when experiencing PA. Perhaps when a person experiences high levels 

of PA they do not need to engage in risk-taking to improve their emotional well-being. Likewise, 

perhaps when a person experiences low levels of PA, they may engage in risk-taking to increase 

their levels of PA. Still, the reverse also may be true, in that the more risk-taking one engages in, 

the less PA one experiences, perhaps because of the negative consequences associated with many 

forms of risk-taking. Finally, it may also be the case that people are more likely to engage in 

risk-taking (i.e., physical aggression) when they experience NA, perhaps because this narrows 

their problem solving skills and contributes to various cognitive distortions (e.g., hostile 

attribution bias). It may also be the case that the more risk-taking one engages in, the more NA a 

person experiences due to the negative consequences of risk-taking for themselves (e.g., guilt) 

and others (e.g., hurting someone). 

 When considering the effect of peer-based situations on different forms of risk-taking, 

results only partially supported the hypotheses, in that most forms of risk-taking, with the 

exception of physical aggression, were not moderated by type of peer-based interpersonal 
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situation. Additionally, results did not fully support the hypothesis that type of peer-based 

interpersonal situation moderated interpersonal traits and affect in a pattern consistent with 

complementary or anti-complementary processes. Nevertheless, consistent with hypotheses, 

changes in traits and affect during the baseline and follow-up RTES were related to some forms 

of risk-taking. Specifically, during the baseline RTES, increases in submissive-friendly traits 

were related to more marijuana use and less non-physical aggression. Additionally, increases in 

positive activation were related to more physical and non-physical aggression, casual and unsafe 

sex, as well as impaired vehicle use, whereas increases in positive deactivation were related to 

higher levels of all forms of risk-taking except marijuana use. Thus, seemingly in contrast to 

findings from the hierarchical multiple regressions that suggested that higher levels of PA are 

related to lower levels of risk-taking, these findings suggest that increases in PA in general are 

related to higher levels of risk-taking. Why might this be and how can these seemingly 

discrepant findings be reconciled? Perhaps, when a person enters a situation experiencing high 

levels of PA, they are less likely to engage in risk-taking to improve their affect, compared to 

when they are experiencing low levels of PA. However, when one enters a situation that 

subsequently increases PA, suggesting their levels of PA were low to begin with, they are more 

likely to engage in risk-taking. 

 During the follow-up RTES, changes in traits and affect under certain peer-based 

interpersonal situations were related to some forms of risk-taking, but not others. Overall, the 

findings are generally consistent with the main effects of traits on risk-taking, such that in some 

peer-based interpersonal situations, changes in submissive-friendly traits are related to less risk-

taking (with the exception of speeding), whereas changes in dominant-hostile traits are related to 

more risk-taking. However, in addition to these main effects, findings also suggested that 
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situations that activate dominant-friendly traits are related to less risk-taking, whereas those that 

activate submissive-hostile traits are related to more risk-taking. Thus, consistent with the 

hierarchical regression analyses, traits characterized by lower levels of communion (or higher 

levels of hostility), when activated, are generally related to more risk-taking, whereas traits 

characterized by higher levels of communion (or higher levels of friendliness), when activated, 

are generally related to less risk-taking. 

 When considering changes in affect in different situations, findings suggested that 

increases in affect characterized by negative valence were generally related to less risk-taking. 

One exception that did emerge was that greater increases in negative activation were related to 

higher levels of alcohol use. In contrast, greater increases in affect characterized by positive 

valence were generally related to less risk-taking.  In short, consistent with hypotheses, certain 

situations may facilitate risk-taking by changing levels of interpersonal traits and affective states.   

Implications for Theory and Interventions 

 This research highlights the use of the CAPS framework by integrating person and 

situation factors to better understand the mechanisms associated with various forms of risk-

taking. One reason for using the CAPS framework is to better integrate existing theories of risk-

taking. Indeed, it has now been well established that both person and situation factors are 

important to understanding human nature, yet, although some theories of risk-taking explicitly do 

so, others do not. For example, the General Aggression Model (GAM) is one example of how 

“mini-theories” of aggression can be integrated into one meta-theoretical framework (Anderson 

& Bushman, 2002). However, similar approaches have not been used when examining other 

forms of risk-taking. For instance, the Prototype Willingness Model (Gerrard et al., 2008), 

despite being amongst the most influential models of adolescent risk-taking, solely focuses on 
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factors such as previous behavior, attitudes, subjective norms, risk-images, and behavioral 

intention and willingness. Although the model does take into consideration situational factors via 

subjective social norms, the norms are specific to the form of risk-taking, rather than the 

interpersonal situation that might moderate risk-taking. Moreover, the model does not take into 

consideration important person factors, such as traits and affect. With this in mind, the CAPS 

framework could be used to integrate factors from the Prototype Willingness Model with those 

emphasized by the broader risk-taking literature, to develop a broader, yet parsimonious theory 

of risk-taking. 

 Another reason for using the CAPS framework to simultaneously investigate person and 

situation factors in relation to risk-taking is to identify potential targets for interventions. Given 

the current findings that facets of impulsivity, interpersonal traits, affect, and to some extent, 

peer-based interpersonal situations, are related to risk-taking, interventions would likely benefit 

from simultaneously targeting these factors to reduce risk-taking. Indeed, growing theoretical 

and empirical literature indicates that targeting personality specific risk factors with interventions 

is more effective in reducing risk-taking than not doing so.  Research based on the SURPS 

model, for example, presents four personality specific risk factors (i.e., anxiety sensitivity, 

introversion/hopelessness, sensation seeking, and impulsivity) for substance use/misuse, with 

each factor being related to a preference for particular drugs (e.g., anxiety sensitivity with 

anxiolytics). Based on this model, personality specific interventions have been developed, 

whereby people who are identified as being high in any of the above risk factors engaged in an 

intervention specific to their risk profile (Conrod, O’Leary-Barrett, Newton, Topper, 

Castellanos-Ryan, Mackie, & Girard, 2013; O’Leary-Barrett et al., 2013). For example, people 

who are high in impulsivity  engage in an intervention where cognitive-behavioral techniques are 
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used to help them solve problems and think things through. In contrast, people who are high in 

anxiety sensitivity are engaged in an intervention where cognitive-behavioral techniques are used 

to tackle cognitive distortions related to “thinking about the worst possible outcomes”.   

 It is important to note, however, that although research suggests that these personality 

specific interventions have a more robust impact on specific outcomes compared to non-targeted 

interventions (O’Leary-Barrett et al., 2013), there exists no evidence to indicate that intervention 

effects actually change the personality risk factors that are targeted. That is, there is no evidence 

that, for example, levels of impulsivity actually change as a result of the intervention. Instead, 

what is assumed is that impulsivity changes because outcomes related to impulsivity change 

(e.g., conduct problems) or that people become better at managing their impulsivity. Arguably, 

however, the facet of premeditation could undergo change when a person is taught skills to plan 

ahead and examine possible consequences of their behavior. Indeed, some intervention 

approaches (e.g., Collaborative Problem Solving) that focus on helping young people consider 

and plan out various solutions to their problems appear to reduce various difficulties, including a 

range of externalizing difficulties (Greene, Ablon, Monuteaux, Goring, Henin, Raezer, Edwards, 

Markey, & Rabbit, 2004; Epstein & Saltzman-Benaiah, 2010; Johnson, Ostlund, Fransson, 

Landgren, Nasic, Kadesjo, Gillberg, Fernell, 2012).   

 Using the same logic, it remains unknown whether interpersonal traits that increase the 

likelihood of risk-taking can be changed by interventions. However, there is evidence that 

interventions can decrease interpersonal problems in various psychiatric populations (Quilty, 

Mainland, McBride, & Bagby, 2013). Thus, it stands to reason that, if interpersonal problems 

decrease as a result of intervention, interpersonal traits can also be targeted. As such, it is 

possible to develop interventions that use cognitive-behavioral techniques to target, for example, 
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dominant-hostile traits, by supporting a person to think, feel, and behave in a manner that is more 

consistent with being dominant-friendly or dominant-submissive. For example, a person whose 

interpersonal trait profile suggests that they are dominant-hostile, can be engaged in therapeutic 

techniques to tackle cognitive distortions related to hostile attribution biases or perhaps 

underestimates of negative consequences associated with certain forms of risk-taking.  

 Specific to affect, a great deal of research shows that interventions that help people 

manage their emotions have a positive impact on a variety of outcomes (Aldao, Nolen-

Hoeksema, & Schweizer, 2010). Thus, in addition to targeting impulsivity and interpersonal 

traits, it is likely that interventions aimed at reducing risk-taking would benefit by helping young 

people better cope with their affective experiences.  

 Lastly, intervention approaches would likely benefit from explicitly targeting factors such 

as interpersonal dynamics, to activate interpersonal traits and affective experiences that decrease 

the likelihood of a person engaging in risk-taking. For example, given the existing finding that in 

the submissive-friendly peer-based situation, as dominant-friendly trait increased, alcohol use 

decreased, interventions that target alcohol use may benefit from creating submissive-friendly 

interpersonal situations in an effort to activate dominant-friendly traits. This can be achieved by 

using different therapeutic styles that reflect submissive-friendly behavior or perhaps by 

matching therapists’ interpersonal styles to those of clients.    

Limitations and Future Directions 

 A number of limitations characterize this study and are important to consider and address 

in future research. First, the experimental study was not fully randomized in that all participants 

first completed the “neutral” or unmanipulated version of the RTES and then a manipulated 

version of the RTES.  As such, it remains unclear as to whether decreasing levels of traits or 
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affect were due to the experimental manipulations or simply a dampening effect due to the fact 

that participants watched the same video twice. Future research would benefit from using a fully 

randomized design, whereby participants complete the unmanimpulated and manipulated 

versions of the RTES at random.  In fact, ideally, it would be beneficial for participants to 

complete the RTES under all peer-based interpersonal situations, as this would allow for a full 

examination of within-person variability of traits and affect in relation to risk-taking across 

situations. 

 Second, lack of changes in traits and affect as a function of type of peer-based 

interpersonal situation may have been because participants were interacting with a computer 

interface rather than a real person. Nevertheless, specific to affect, a large literature suggests that 

video modalities can induce specific types of affect (Hewig, Hagemann, Seifert, Gollwitzer, 

Naumann, & Bartussek, 2005). However, to date, no literature exists to suggest that the same can 

be said about traits. In fact, ambiguous and inconsistent behavior depicted in the RTES may be 

important to consider. That is, the neutral condition was unmanipulated, which meant that the 

behavior and audio being depicted matched one another. In contrast, all other conditions were 

manipulated, which meant that the behavior and audio of the original RTES were retained, but 

that additional audio reflecting one of the four quadrants was also added, which meant that the 

video and audio was somewhat inconsistent. This raises the issue of what is a stronger message 

of interpersonal tone, the behavior or the verbal communication a person engages in? Research 

from an evolutionary perspective suggests that communication is approximately 70% non-verbal 

and 30% verbal, suggesting that the behavior participants viewed would have been a stronger 

influence on their trait or affect activation than perhaps the verbalizations that were used as the 

experimental manipulation. Indeed, the results of experiments by Argyle and colleagues suggest 
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that perceptions of agency and communion were more strongly influenced by non-verbal than 

verbal components of communication (Argyle, Salter, Nicholson, Williams & Burgess, 1970; 

Argyle, Alkema & Gilmour 1971). Thus, future research may benefit from specifically 

developing videos depicting peer-based interpersonal situations that are “purely” dominant-

hostile, for example, in that the visual and audio messages being depicted.  

 Third, complementarity was examined in a crude way by considering IPC quadrants. On 

the one hand, Orford (1994) argued that complementarity is in fact more likely to appear at the 

quadrant level because people are not reliable in their ability to distinguish between behaviors 

that reflect the IPC octants. But, in the context of this research, given that one main goal was to 

examine trait activation, perhaps examining trait and affect activation at the octant or 12-PAC 

level may have yielded greater specificity. However, due to the experimental nature of this study 

and pragmatics associated with participants filling out a long questionnaire twice, it was only 

possible to examine trait and affect activation at the quadrant level (using 4 items per quadrant). 

Thus, future research may benefit from designs that tap into the more specific dimensions of 

interpersonal traits and affect, rather than at the more general quadrant level. 

 Fourth, some research also supports the notion that certain factors moderate the extent 

that complementarity occurs. For instance, the setting, sex of those involved, how well two 

partners in a dyadic situation know each other, whether it is a group or dyadic situation, or 

whether the interpersonal context is verbal or non-verbal in nature (Orford, 1986; Tracey, 1994). 

So, the fact that the RTES presented various settings, unknown peers to the participants, and 

consisted of males and females, all may have contributed to how impactful the video was on 

traits and affect. As such, future research would benefit from parsing out these different 

moderators in a systematic fashion. For example, video simulations may be designed to include 
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only males or females, and in turn, the sex of participants can be varied to specifically examine 

sex x sex differences in complementarity.  

 Fifth, although this study had sufficient power to examine the main effects of person and 

situation factors on risk-taking, the sample was too small to conduct more sophisticated analyses 

(e.g., mediated-moderation). Likewise, the sample contained considerably fewer males than 

females. On the one hand, because males generally tend to engage in more risk-taking than 

females, the results of the current study may in fact be conservative due to restrictions in the 

variance of the dependent variables. On the other hand, due to the small number of males in the 

study, models were not examined for males and females separately, which has important 

implications in terms of understanding the mechanisms associated with male versus female risk-

taking. Thus, future research would benefit from replication of the noted effects in a larger 

sample that allows for separate examinations of models by sex. 

Conclusion 

 This study used the Cognitive-Affective Processing System (CAPS), a meta-theoretical 

framework, to theoretically integrate and empirically examine the effect of a number of person 

and situation factors (i.e., impulsivity, interpersonal traits, affect, and peer-based interpersonal 

situations) on several forms of adolescent risk-taking, to help identify underlying mechanisms 

and potential targets for intervention. Results were generally consistent with theory and suggest 

that impulsivity, interpersonal traits, affect, as well as the interpersonal nature of a situation can 

be targeted by various intervention approaches to help reduce certain forms or risk-taking.  
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Table 1 

          
           Correlations Between RTES Scores and Reports of Risk Taking During the Past Month 

RTES Score 
 

Self-Report of Risk-Taking During the Past 30 Days 

  

Alcohol 

Use 

Cigarette 

Use 

Marijuana 

Use 

Physical 

Aggression 

Non-

physical 

Aggression 

Speeding 

Impaired 

Vehicle 

Use 

Casual 

Sex 

Unsafe 

Sex 

Alcohol Use 
 

  .76
**

 .33
**

   .46
**

 .04 .21
**

   .37
**

 .32
**

   .32
**

   .31
**

 

Cigarette Use 
 

  .32
**

 .79
**

   .41
**

   .20
**

 .22
**

 .  25
**

 .36
**

   .18
**

   .28
**

 

Marijuana Use 
 

  .46
**

 .48
**

   .75
**

   .21
**

 .29
**

   .22
**

 .46
**

   .27
**

   .35
**

 

Physical 

Aggression  
.10 .28

**
   .17

**
   .42

**
 .32

**
   .25

**
 .14

*
 .03  .14

*
 

Non-physical 

Aggression  
  .24

**
 .24

**
   .24

**
   .35

**
 .42

**
   .34

**
 .21

**
 .10   .17

**
 

Speeding 
 

  .19
**

 .18
**

 .07 .06 .11
*
   .41

**
 .17

**
 .04  .13

*
 

Impaired Vehicle 

Use  
  .32

**
 .44

**
   .40

**
   .18

**
 .20

**
   .28

**
 .49

**
   .30

**
   .23

**
 

Casual Sex 
 

  .35
**

 .24
**

   .38
**

   .19
**

 .20
**

  .13
*
 .25

**
   .41

**
 .10 

Unsafe Sex 
 

  .20
**

 .39
**

 .15
*
   .17

**
 .16

**
  .11

*
 .17

**
   .21

**
 .09 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed).  
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Table 2 

 
Correlations Between UPPS Scores and Baseline RTES Scores 

 

Alcohol 

Use 

Marijuana 

Use 

Cigarette 

Use 

Physical 

Aggression 

Non- 

Physical 

Aggression 

Speeding 

Impaired 

Vehicle 

Use 

Casual 

Sex 

Unsafe 

Sex 

Negative Urgency   .22
*
 .30

**
   .26

**
   .26

**
   .30

**
 .06  .16 .12 .09 

Positive Urgency .14  .27
**

   .21
*
   .24

**
   .26

**
 .12   .25

**
    .25

**
   .21

*
 

(Non)Premeditation    .23
**

  .29
**

   .21
*
   .21

*
 .19 .08   .23

*
  .12 .05 

(Non)Perseverance .15 .21
*
   .21

*
 .08   .08 .05  .15 .04 .04 

Sensation-Seeking   .19
*
  .25

**
 .13 .14 .19 .06  .16   .22

*
 .11 

Bonferonni correction applied; One-tailed. ** significant at .01; * significant at .05) 
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Table 3 

 
Correlations Between Agency and Communion and Baseline RTES Scores 

  

Alcohol 

Use  

Marijuana 

Use  

Cigarette 

Use  

Physical 

Aggression  

Non- 

Physical 

Aggression  Speeding  

Impaired 

Vehicle 

Use 

Casual 

Sex  

Unsafe 

Sex  

Agency .08 -.03 -.11 -.13 -.13 -.01 -.12 -.11 -.07 

Communion -.15    -.24**     -.25**    -.26
**

    -.32
**

 -.10     -.27**     -.23** -.19 

Bonferonni correction applied; Two-tailed*p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Table 4 

 
Correlations Between Positive and Negative Activation and Baseline RTES Scores 

  

Alcohol 

Use 

Marijuana 

Use 

Cigarette 

Use 

Physical 

Aggression 

Non 

Physical 

Aggression 

Speeding 
Impaired 

Vehicle Use 

Casual 

Sex 

Unsafe 

Sex 

PA -.07 -.19
*
 -.23

**
 -.21

*
 -.17 -.12 -.18 -.10 -.10 

NA -.04 .05 .07 .18 .16 -.05 .00 -.02 -.04 
Bonferroni correction applied; *p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Table 5 

       Summary of Results from Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis to 

Determine Effect of Impulsivity, Interpersonal Traits, and Affect on Alcohol Use 

Step Variable ∆R
2
 B ß SE sr 

Step 1 

      

 

Sex .00 -.35 -.06 .37 -.06 

Step 2 

 
.09** 

    

 

Negative Urgency 

 

 .38* .17 .19 .13 

 

Positive Urgency 

 

-.08 -.06 .21 -.04 

 

(Non)Premeditation 

 

.37 .15 .20 .12 

 

(Non)Perseverance 

 

.13 .05 .21 .04 

 

Sensation Seeking 

 

.21 .12 .16 .11 

Step 3 

 

.02 

    

 

Agency 

 

 .54* .13 .27 .13 

 

Communion 

 

-.33 -.09 .25 -.08 

 

Agency x Communion 

 

-.15 -.03 .33 -.03 

Step 4 

 
.04** 

    

 

PA 

 

-.11 -.05 .19 -.04 

 

NA 

 

-.24 -.12 .16 -.09 

  PA x NA 

 

.30* .16 .12 .15 

*p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Table 6 

       Summary of Results from Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis to Determine 

Effect of Impulsivity, Interpersonal Traits, and Affect on Cigarette Use 

Step Variable ∆R
2
 B ß SE sr 

Step 1 

      

 

Sex .00 -.01 -.00 .33 .00 

Step 2 

 
.09** 

    

 

Negative Urgency 

 

.28 .14 .18 .10 

 

Positive Urgency 

 

.16 .07 .19 .05 

 

(Non)Premeditation 

 

.12 .05 .18 .04 

 

(Non)Perseverance 

 

.25 .10 .18 .09 

 

Sensation Seeking 

 

.21 .10 .15 .09 

Step 3 

 

.02 

    

 

Agency 

 

-.09 -.02 .25 -.02 

 

Communion 

 
-.58* -.17 .23 -.16 

 

Agency x Communion 

 

-.06 -.01 .30 -.01 

Step 4 

 
.05** 

    

 

PA 

 
-.38* -.17 .18 -.13 

 

NA 

 

-.11 -.06 .14 -.05 

  PA x NA 

 

-.36** -.19 .12 -.19 

*p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Table 7 

       Summary of Results from Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis to Determine 

Effect of Impulsivity, Interpersonal Traits, and Affect on Marijuana Use 

Step Variable ∆R
2
 B ß SE sr 

Step 1 

      

 

Sex .01 -.68 -.12 .38 -.12 

Step 2 

 
.15** 

    

 

Negative Urgency 

 

.34* .15 .19 .11 

 

Positive Urgency 

 

.23 .09 .20 .07 

 

(Non)Premeditation 

 

.15 .06 .20 .05 

 

(Non)Perseverance 

 

.35 .12 .21 .10 

 

Sensation Seeking 

 

.29* .12 .16 .11 

Step 3 

 

.02 

    

 

Agency 

 

.24 .06 .26 .06 

 

Communion 

 
-.58* -.16 .25 -.14 

 

Agency x Communion 

 

-.14 -.03 .32 -.03 

Step 4 

 
.04* 

    

 

PA 

 
-.49* -.19 .19 -.15 

 

NA 

 

-.27 -.13 .15 -.10 

  PA x NA 

 

-.14 -.07 .12 -.07 

*p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Table 8 

       Summary of Results from Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis to Determine 

Effect of Impulsivity, Interpersonal Traits, and Affect on Physical Aggression 

Step Variable ∆R
2
 B ß SE sr 

Step 1 

      

 

Sex .03*  -.52** -.16 .21 -.16 

Step 2 

 
.09** 

    

 

Negative Urgency 

 

  24** .19 .11  .13 

 

Positive Urgency 

 
  .07* .05 .12  .04 

 

(Non)Premeditation 

 
  31** .21 .11  .17 

 

(Non)Perseverance 

 

-.20 -.13 .12 -.11 

 

Sensation Seeking 

 

-.04 -.05 .09 -.04 

Step 3 

 
.04* 

    

 

Agency 

 

-.18 -.07 .16 -.07 

 

Communion 

 
-.39** -.18 .15 -.17 

 

Agency x Communion 

 

-.14 -.05 .19 -.05 

Step 4 

 
.04* 

    

 

PA 

 
-.26* -.17 .11 -.26 

 

NA 

 
 .21* .19 .09  .14 

  PA x NA 

 

 .09 .08 .08  .08 

*p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Table 9 

       Summary of Results from Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis to Determine 

Effect of Impulsivity, Interpersonal Traits, and Affect on Non-Physical Aggression 

Step Variable ∆R
2
 B ß SE sr 

Step 1 

      

 

Sex .05** -1.12** -.22 .32 -.22 

Step 2 

 
.13** 

    

 

Negative Urgency 

 

 .57**  .29 .16  .21 

 

Positive Urgency 

 

 .04  .02 .17  .01 

 

(Non)Premeditation 

 
 .34*  .15 .17  .12 

 

(Non)Perseverance 

 

-.18 -.07 .17 -.06 

 

Sensation Seeking 

 

 .04  .02 .14  .02 

Step 3 

 
.05** 

    

 

Agency 

 

-.16 -.04 .22 -.04 

 

Communion 

 
-.67** -.21 .21 -.04 

 

Agency x Communion 

 

 .22  .05 .27  .05 

Step 4 

 

.02 

    

 

PA 

 

-.26 -.12 .16 -.09 

 

NA 

 

 .03  .02 .13  .01 

  PA x NA 

 

 .14  .09 .10  .08 

*p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Table 10 

       Summary of Results from Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis to Determine 

Effect of Impulsivity, Interpersonal Traits, and Affect on Speeding 

Step Variable ∆R
2
 B ß SE sr 

Step 1 

      

 

Sex .00   .12   .04 .18   .04 

Step 2 

 

.01 

    

 

Negative Urgency 

 

-.04 -.03 .10 -.02 

 

Positive Urgency 

 

  .07   .06 .11   .04 

 

(Non)Premeditation 

 

  .07   .06 .11   .05 

 

(Non)Perseverance 

 

  .03   .02 .11   .02 

 

Sensation Seeking 

 

  .06   .05 .09   .05 

Step 3 

 

.01 

    

 

Agency 

 

  .13   .07 .14   .06 

 

Communion 

 

-.16 -.09 .14 -.08 

 

Agency x Communion 

 

-.04 -.02 .18 -.01 

Step 4 

 

.01 

    

 

PA 

 

-.01 -.01 .11 -.01 

 

NA 

 

-.05 -.05 .09 -.04 

  PA x NA 

 

  .05   .05 .07   .05 

*p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Table 11 

       Summary of Results from Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis to Determine 

Effect of Impulsivity, Interpersonal Traits, and Affect on Impaired Vehicle Use 

Step Variable ∆R
2
 B ß SE sr 

Step 1 

      

 

Sex .01 -.29 -.09 .20 -.09 

Step 2 

 
.09** 

    

 

Negative Urgency 

 

-.04 -.04 .11 -.03 

 

Positive Urgency 

 
  .25*   .19 .11   .14 

 

(Non)Premeditation 

 

  .22   .12 .11   .09 

 

(Non)Perseverance 

 

  .07   .05 .11   .04 

 

Sensation Seeking 

 

  .09   .07 .09   .06 

Step 3 

 
.04** 

    

 

Agency 

 

-.12 -.05 .15 -.05 

 

Communion 

 
-.40** -.20 .14 -.18 

 

Agency x Communion 

 

  .10   .04 .18   .04 

Step 4 

 
.05** 

    

 

PA 

 

-.12 -.09 .11 -.07 

 

NA 

 

-.17 -.15 .08 -.12 

  PA x NA 

 

  .14*   .14 .07   .13 

*p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Table 12 

       Summary of Results from Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis to Determine 

Effect of Impulsivity, Interpersonal Traits, and Affect on Casual Sex 

Step Variable ∆R
2
 B ß SE sr 

Step 1 

      

 

Sex .27** -2.89** -.51 .32 -.51 

Step 2 

 
.07** 

    

 

Negative Urgency 

 

 .11  .05 .17  .04 

 

Positive Urgency 

 
 .35*  .14 .18  .11 

 

(Non)Premeditation 

 

 .32  .13 .17  .10 

 

(Non)Perseverance 

 

-.09 -.03 .18 -.03 

 

Sensation Seeking 

 

 .10  .04 .14  .04 

Step 3 

 

.00 

    

 

Agency 

 

-.05 -.01 .23 -.01 

 

Communion 

 

-.22 -.06 .22 -.06 

 

Agency x Communion 

 

-.15 -.03 .28 -.03 

Step 4 

 
.02* 

    

 

PA 

 

-.26 -.11 .17 -.08 

 

NA 

 

-.26
 
 -.13

 
 .14 -.10 

  PA x NA 

 

 .01  .01 .11  .01 

*p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Table 13 

       Summary of Results from Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis to Determine 

Effect of Impulsivity, Interpersonal Traits, and Affect on Unsafe Sex 

Step Variable ∆R
2
 B ß SE sr 

Step 1 

      

 

Sex .07** -.50** -.27 .12 -.27 

Step 2 

 
.06* 

    

 

Negative Urgency 

 

-.06 -.08 .07 -.06 

 

Positive Urgency 

 
 .20**  .24 .07  .18 

 

(Non)Premeditation 

 

-.03 -.03 .07 -.03 

 

(Non)Perseverance 

 

 .09  .10 .07  .08 

 

Sensation Seeking 

 

 .06  .07 .05  .07 

Step 3 

 

.01 

    

 

Agency 

 

 .10  .08 .09  .07 

 

Communion 

 

-.10 -.08 .09 -.07 

 

Agency x Communion 

 

-.10 -.06 .11 -.06 

Step 4 

 

.01 

    

 

PA 

 

 .02  .02 .07  .02 

 

NA 

 

-.09 -.14
 
 .05 -.11 

  PA x NA 

 

-.01 -.01 .05 -.01 

*p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Table 14 

       

        Means of risk-taking scores as a function of group on the baseline and follow-up RTES 

 

Baseline 

RTES Scores 

 

Follow-Up RTES Scores as a Function of Group   

  NE 

 

NE DF SF SH DH 

Alcohol Use 5.76 

 

6.13 5.34 5.91 5.73 4.75 

Cigarette Use 2.24 

 

2.32 1.91 2.08 2.67 2.15 

Marijuana Use 3.01 

 

2.82 2.94 3.31 3.09 2.33 

Physical Aggression 2.35 

 

2.31 2.25 1.83 2.96 2.13 

Non-physical Aggression 3.45 

 

3.43 2.78 2.67 3.84 2.78 

Speeding 1.61 

 

1.59 1.58 1.67 1.74 1.58 

Impaired Vehicle Use 2.29 

 

2.06 2.41 2.08 2.47 2.53 

Casual Sex 2.95 

 

3.13 3.19 2.36 3.31 2.44 

Unsafe Sex 1.51 

 

1.63 1.38 1.32 1.78 1.48 

*p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Table 15 

 

Correlations Between Trait and Affect Change Scores and Reports of Risk-Taking During the Baseline RTES 

  

Alcohol 

Use 

Cigarette 

Use 

Marijuana 

Use Speeding  

Impaired 

Vehicle 

Use  

Physical 

Aggression  

Non-

Physical 

Aggression  

Casual 

Sex  

Unsafe 

Sex  

DH∆ -.03  .01 -.02 -.03 -.05 -.05 -.06 -.04 -.00 

DF∆  .09  .06 -.01 -.07  .11 -.10  .02 -.04 -.02 

SF∆ -.01  .09    .13* -.09  .02 -.08   -.16* -.01 -.02 

SH∆ -.03 -.12  .00 -.03 -.06  .01  .01  .00 -.08 

NA∆ -.07  .07 -.04  .10  .04  .05 .05  .07  .12 

PA∆  .05  .06  .04  .11     .23
**

    .23*     .16**    .17*     .21** 

ND∆ -.03  .04 -.05  .15  .02 -.01  .02 -.03 .06 

PD∆    .23
**

   .15*  .10      .18**      .20**      .19**    .18**    .14*     .17** 
*p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Table 16 

 

Correlations Between Trait Change Scores and Reports of Risk-Taking During the Follow-up RTES 

Condition 
 

Alcohol 

Use 

Cigarette 

Use 

Marijuana 

Use 

Physical 

Aggression 

Non-

Physical 

Aggression 

Speeding 

Impaired 

Vehicle 

Use 

Casual 

Sex 

Unsafe 

Sex 

NE DH∆ -.10 -.23 -.13 .28 .33 .00 -.27 -.02 -.02 

 
DF∆ -.08 -.08 .03 .01 .27 -.14 -.08 .07 -.02 

 
SF∆ -.03 -.08 .27 -.27 -.25 -.17 .17 .02 .00 

 
SH∆ -.05 -.23 -.17 -.11 .06 -.36

*
 -.16 -.05 -.13 

DH DH∆ .28 .21 .11 -.05 .04 .05 .03 -.05 .11 

 
DF∆ -.06 -.21 -.10 .06 .08 -.03 -.02 .26 -.19 

 
SF∆ .20 .11 .20 .22 .29 -.08 -.06 -.23 .05 

 
SH∆ .30 .28 .22 .14 .19 .16 .32

*
 .07 .29 

DF DH∆ -.02 .11 .05 .16 .04 -.28 .22 .16 -.15 

 
DF∆ -.05 .05 .07 -.19 -.15 .06 .20 -.11 .04 

 
SF∆ -.12 .04 -.08 .10 .19 -.01 .13 .16 .31 

 
SH∆ .22 .01 .05 -.01 -.01 -.05 .00 .24 -.09 

SF DH∆ .25 .05 .06 .03 -.07 -.15 .00 .05 .08 

 
DF∆ -.34

*
 .01 -.15 -.09 -.25 .02 -.06 -.13 -.05 

 
SF∆ -.20 .27 .09 -.22 -.27 .13 -.15 -.36

*
 -.21 

 
SH∆ .37

*
 .07 .19 .05 .13 .07 .03 -.01 .05 

SH DH∆ .12 .19 .27 .29 .31
*
 .20 .14 .26 .37

*
 

 
DF∆ .26 .05 .22 -.02 -.22 .13 .18 .22 -.08 

 
SF∆ -.25 -.29 -.39

*
 -.21 -.09 -.28 -.28 -.19 .05 

 
SH∆ -.28 .22 -.05 .30 .35

*
 -.15 .09 -.04 .15 
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Table 17 

 

Correlations Between Affect Change Scores and Reports of Risk-Taking During the Follow-up RTES 

Condition   
Alcohol 

Use 

Cigarette 

Use 

Marijuana 

Use 

Physical 

Aggression 

Non-physical 

Aggression 
Speeding 

Impaired 

Vehicle 

Use 

Casual 

Sex 

Unsafe 

Sex 

NE NA∆ -.23 -.20  .05 -.12 -.08 -.37
*
 -.26 -.31 -.04 

 
PA∆ -.10  .19  .08 -.12 -.31  .15  .05  .35  .11 

 
ND∆ -.26 -.19 -.12 -.08 -.15 -.15 -.25 -.39

*
 -.23 

 
PD∆ -.31 -.10 -.33 -.14 -.37

*
  .18 -.07 -.28  .08 

DH NA∆  .13  .22  .29 -.09 -.07 -.19 -.08 -.05 -.08 

 
PA∆ -.04 -.06 -.28  .07  .11 -.07 -.20 -.10 -.36

*
 

 
ND∆ -.18  .04 -.18 -.44

**
 -.32

*
 -.44

**
 -.25 -.13 -.07 

 
PD∆ -.17 -.19 -.33

*
 -.09 -.11 -.13 -.23  .06 -.32 

DF NA∆ -.08 -.12 -.04 -.09 -.06  .11 -.03 -.31
*
  .17 

 
PA∆  .21  .08 -.05  .07  .13 -.10  .30  .20  .04 

 
ND∆ -.16  .03 -.20 -.35

*
 -.40

*
  .09 -.05 -.02 -.26 

 
PD∆ -.03 -.11 -.16 -.07 -.14 -.06  .05 -.08 -.40

**
 

SF NA∆  .38
*
  .01  .08  .09  .15  .12  .08  .19  .13 

 
PA∆  .07 -.15 -.12  .03  .04  .04  .05  .15 -.06 

 
ND∆ -.05 -.07  .06 -.04 -.05  .03 -.10 -.01 -.06 

 
PD∆  .02 -.01 -.04  .06  .07  .07  .12  .17  .17 

SH NA∆ -.06 -.05  .03 -.14  .02 -.04 -.21  .09  .18 

 
PA∆  .26  .22  .13 -.05 -.29  .06  .24  .11 -.06 

 
ND∆ -.23  .01 -.08 -.16  .05 -.07 -.22 -.13  .01 

 
PD∆  .24  .21  .12 -.10 -.28  .02  .09  .24  .01 
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Figure 1. Interpersonal Circumplex Model (Wiggins, 1979). 
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Figure 2. 12-PAC Affect Circumplex Model (Yik, Russell & Steiger, 2009) 
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Figure 3. Correlations between interpersonal circumplex dimensions and reports of substance use, aggression, dangerous driving, and 

risky sex; PA=Assured-Dominant, BC = Arrogant-Calculating, DE = Cold-Hearted, FG = Aloof-Introverted, HI = Unassured-

Submissive, JK = Unassuming-Ingenuous, LM = Warm-Agreeable, NO = Gregarious-Extraverted. 
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Figure 4. Correlations between 12-PAC dimensions and reports of substance use, aggression, dangerous driving, and risky sex; I = 

Pleasant Activation, II= Activated Pleasure, III = Pleasure, IV = Deactivated Pleasure, V = Pleasant Deactivation, VI = Deactivation, 

VII = Unpleasant Deactivation, VIII = Deactivated Displeasure, IX = Displeasure, X = Activated Displeasure, XI = Unpleasant 

Activation, XII = Activation. 
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Figure 5. Predicting reports of alcohol use from PA and NA. 
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Figure 6. Predicting reports of cigarette use from PA and NA. 
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Figure 7. Predicting reports of impaired vehicle use from PA and NA. 
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Appendix A 

 

UPPS-P 

 

Instructions: Below are a number of statements that describe ways in which people act and 

think. For each statement, please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the statement. 

 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

  Strongly 

Agree 

1. I have a reserved and cautious attitude toward life. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

2. I have trouble controlling my impulses. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

3. I generally seek new and exciting experiences and 

sensations. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

4. I generally like to see things through to the end. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

5. When I am very happy, I can’t seem to stop myself 

from doing things that can have bad 

consequences. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

6. My thinking is usually careful and purposeful. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

7. I have trouble resisting my cravings (for food, 

cigarettes, etc.). 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

8. I'll try anything once. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

9. I tend to give up easily. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

10. When I am in great mood, I tend to get into 

situations that could cause me problems. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

11. I am not one of those people who blurt out things 

without thinking. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

12. I often get involved in things I later wish I could 

get out of. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

13. I like sports and games in which you have to 

choose your next move very quickly. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

14. Unfinished tasks really bother me. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

15. When I am very happy, I tend to do things that 

may cause problems in my life. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

16. I like to stop and think things over before I do 

them. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

17. When I feel bad, I will often do things I later 

regret in order to make myself feel better now.   

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

18. I would enjoy water skiing. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

19. Once I get going on something I hate to stop. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

20. I tend to lose control when I am in a great mood. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

21. I don't like to start a project until I know exactly 

how to proceed. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

22. Sometimes when I feel bad, I can’t seem to stop 

what I am doing even though it is making me feel 

worse. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

23. I quite enjoy taking risks. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
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24. I concentrate easily. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

25. When I am really ecstatic, I tend to get out of 

control. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

26.  I would enjoy parachute jumping. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

27. I finish what I start. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

28. I tend to value and follow a rational, "sensible" 

approach to things. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

29. When I am upset I often act without thinking. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

30. Others would say I make bad choices when I am 

extremely happy about something. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

31. I welcome new and exciting experiences and 

sensations, even if they are a little frightening and 

unconventional. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

32. I am able to pace myself so as to get things done 

on time. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

33. I usually make up my mind through careful 

reasoning. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

34. When I feel rejected, I will often say things that I 

later regret. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

35. Others are shocked or worried about the things I 

do when I am feeling very excited. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

36. I would like to learn to fly an airplane. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

37. I am a person who always gets the job done. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

38. I am a cautious person. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

39. It is hard for me to resist acting on my feelings. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

40. When I get really happy about something, I tend 

to do things that can have bad consequences. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

41. I sometimes like doing things that are a bit 

frightening. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

42. I almost always finish projects that I start. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

43. Before I get into a new situation I like to find out 

what to expect from it. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

44. I often make matters worse because I act without 

thinking when I am upset. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

45. When overjoyed, I feel like I can’t stop myself 

from going overboard. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

46. I would enjoy the sensation of skiing very fast 

down a high mountain slope. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

47. Sometimes there are so many little things to be 

done that I just ignore them all. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

48. I usually think carefully before doing anything. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

49. Before making up my mind, I consider all the 

advantages and disadvantages. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

50. When I am really excited, I tend not to think of 

the consequences of my actions. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

51. In the heat of an argument, I will often say things □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
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that I later regret. 

52. I would like to go scuba diving. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

53. I tend to act without thinking when I am really 

excited. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

54. I always keep my feelings under control. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

55. When I am really happy, I often find myself in 

situations that I normally wouldn’t be comfortable 

with. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

56. I would enjoy fast driving. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

57. When I am very happy, I feel like it is ok to give 

in to cravings or overindulge. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

58. Sometimes I do impulsive things that I later 

regret. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

59. I am surprised at the things I do while in a great 

mood. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

  Strongly  

Agree 
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IAS 

 

Instructions: This scale consists of a number of words and phrases that describe different 

personal characteristics. Using the 8-point rating scale next to each word or phrase, please 

indicate how accurately each of the following adjectives describes you.    

 

 Extremely 

Inaccurate 

    Extremely 

Accurate 

1. Unaggressive □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

2. Ruthless □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

3. Introverted □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

4. Self-confident □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

5. Uncheery □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

6. Forceful □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

7. Self-assured □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

8. Bashful □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

9. Forceless □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

10. Enthusiastic □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

11. Dominant □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

12. Cocky □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

13. Assertive □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

14. Crafty □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

15. Accommodating □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

16. Cunning □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

17. Unbold □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

18. Meek □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

19. Uncrafty □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

20. Unargumentative □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

21. Boastless □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

22. Neighbourly □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

23. Unwily □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

24. Unsly □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

25. Friendly □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

26. Iron-hearted □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

27. Hardhearted □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

28. Uncharitable □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

29. Coldhearted □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

30. Cruel □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

31. Unsympathetic □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

32. Unsociable □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

33. Warmthless □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

34. Softhearted □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

35. Charitable □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

36. Gentlehearted □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

37. Tenderhearted □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

38. Domineering □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
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39. Persistent □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

40. Boastful □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

41. Tender □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

42. Sympathetic □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

43. Perky □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

44. Unneighbourly □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

45. Distant □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

46. Dissocial □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

47. Wily □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

48. Outgoing □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

49. Firm □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

50. Unsparkling □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

51. Uncunning □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

52. Cheerful □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

53. Unauthoritative □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

54. Kind □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

55. Jovial □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

56. Undemanding □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

57. Antisocial □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

58. Shy □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

59. Calculating □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

60. Tricky □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

61. Sly □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

62. Extraverted □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

63. Timid □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

64. Uncalculating □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

 Extremely 

Inaccurate 

    Extremely 

Accurate 
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12-PAC 

 

Instructions: This scale consists of a number of words and phrases that describe different 

feelings and emotions.   Using the 8-point rating scale next to each word or phrase, please 

indicate how accurately each of the following adjectives describes your feelings and emotions 

right now.    

 

 Extremely  

Inaccurate 

Extremely  

Accurate 

1. Happy □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

2. Content □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

3. Satisfied □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

4. Pleased □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

5. Proud □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

6. Enthusiastic □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

7. Euphoric □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

8. Elated □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

9. Energetic □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

10. Full of pep □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

11. Excited □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

12. Wakeful □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

13. Attentive □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

14. Wide awake □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

15. Active □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

16. Alert □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

17. Vigorous □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

18. Aroused □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

19. Hyperactivated □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

20. Intense □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

21. Anxious □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

22. Frenzied □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

23. Jittery □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

24. Nervous □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

25. Scared □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

26. Upset □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

27. Shaky □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

28. Fearful □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

29. Clutched up □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

30. Tense □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

31. Ashamed □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

32. Guilty □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

33. Agitated □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

34. Hostile □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

35. Troubled □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

36. Miserable □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

37. Unhappy □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 



 

91 

 

38. Dissatisfied □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

39. Sad □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

40. Down □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

41. Gloomy □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

42. Blue □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

43. Melancholy □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

44. Dull □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

45. Bored □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

46. Sluggish □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

47. Quiet □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

48. Still □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

49. Tired □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

50. Droopy □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

51. Placid □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

52. Relaxed □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

53. Tranquil □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

54. At rest □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

55. Calm □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

56. Serene □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

57. Soothed □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

58. Peaceful □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

59. At ease □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

60. Secure □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

 Extremely 

Inaccurate 

 Extremely  

Accurate 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

92 

 

Risk Taking Behaviour Inventory (RTBI) 

 

(PART 1 – Alcohol, cigarettes, and drugs) 

Instructions: The next few questions ask about your experiences with alcohol, cigarettes, and a variety of drugs. Thinking 

about the last MONTH (4 WEEKS), use the rating scale below to indicate how often you have done the following things. 

After providing each rating, indicate how many times (if any) you think you have you done each of the things. Remember as 

best as you can and estimate if you are not sure. If you have done something once or more, please indicate how old you were 

when you first did it. 

 

 

Never        

Very 

often 

How old were you 

when you first did 

this? (Year/Month) 

Smoked a cigarette  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

Drank alcohol of any kind □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

Had more than 5 drinks (if male) or more than 4 

drinks (if female) 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □  

______ 

Got drunk □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

Blacked-out from drinking (i.e., experienced 

memory loss or did not remember parts or most of 

the night) 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □  

______ 

Smoked marijuana (cannabis, weed, pot, hash) □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

Used ecstasy or MDMA (E, Xtc, Adam, X) □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

Used amphetamines (speed) □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

Used opiates (heroin, junk, smack) □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

Took pain relievers to get high (e.g., Percodan, 

Demerol, Oxycontin, Codeine) 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

Used stimulants to get high (e.g., Ritalin, Concerta, 

Adderall) 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □  

______ 

Used sedatives/tranquilizers to get high (e.g., 

Valium, Ativan, Xanax) 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

Used cocaine (coke, crack) □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

Used glue or solvents (e.g., gasoline, happy gas) □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

Baltok □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 
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Took LSD  or other hallucinogens (e.g., PCP, 

mushrooms, peyote, mescaline) 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □  

______ 

Used Methamphetamines (crystal 

methamphetamine, ice) 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

Used Salvia (Sally D, Divine Sage, Magic Mint) □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

Other drugs. Which ones?  _________ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

                                            _________ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

                                            _________ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

                                            _________ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

                                            _________ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

           

 

Never        
Very 

often 

How old were you 

when you first did 

this? (Year/Month) 

 

 

       

(PART 2 – Driving) 

 

Instructions: The next few questions ask about your experiences with motorized vehicles. Thinking about the last MONTH 

(4 WEEKS), use the rating scale below to indicate how often you have done the following things. After providing each 

rating, indicate how many times (if any) you think you have you done each of the things.  Try to remember as best as you 

can and estimate if you are not sure. 
           

 Never        

Very 

often 

Rode in a car or other vehicle driven by someone who had been using 

drugs (other than alcohol) 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Rode in a car or other vehicle without a seatbelt □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Drove a car or vehicle after drinking alcohol □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Drove a car or vehicle after using drugs (other than alcohol) □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Ran a red light □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Parked in a no-parking zone □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Drove more than 10 km above the posted speed limit □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Drove more than 30 km above the posted speed limit □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Drove more than 50 km above the posted speed limit □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
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Drove when so overtired that you struggled to stay awake □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Passed another vehicle in a ‘no pass’ zone (continuous white or yellow 

line) 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Followed another car very closely (i.e., tail-gaited) □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Did not look at the side mirrors while overtaking another vehicle or 

changing lanes 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Did not check blind spot while overtaking another vehicle or changing 

lanes 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Took a corner at a speed higher than posted – same as above (use 

above item) 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Were in a car accident  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Expressed anger toward another driver (e.g., gave the middle finger, 

screamed, repeatedly honked, etc.) 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Raced another car □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Accelerated the car abruptly □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Adjusted display instruments (e.g., changing the clock) while driving □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Fixed hair, put make-up on, or checked teeth while driving □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Searched for something while driving (e.g., in your backpack, purse, 

glove compartment, center console, etc.) 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Reviewed your location on a map while driving □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Ate  while driving □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Texted while driving □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Had a phone conversation while driving □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Made a U-turn where there are signs posted not to do so □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Rolled through a red light without coming to a full stop (e.g., to turn 

right on a red light) 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Rolled through a stop sign without coming to a full stop □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Ran a stop sign □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          
 Never        Very 

often 
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(PART 3 – Aggression) 

 

Instructions: The next few questions ask about your experiences being aggressive. Thinking about the last MONTH (4 

WEEKS), use the rating scale below to indicate how often you have done the following things. After providing each rating, 

indicate how many times (if any) you think you have you done each of the things.  Try to remember as best as you can and 

estimate if you are not sure. 

   

 Never        Very 

often 

Carried a weapon (e.g., gun, knife, club, bat, etc.) □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Got into a physical fight with someone □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Shoved or pushed someone □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Punched or kicked someone □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Threatened someone  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Spread a rumour about someone □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Spoke negatively about someone behind their back □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Insulted or put someone down □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Excluded someone from your group of friends □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Said something mean to someone □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Told a friend to stop liking someone □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Told someone that you won’t be their friend anymore □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Ignored or stopped talking to someone □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Never        Very 

often 

          

(PART 4 – Sexual behaviour) 

 

Instructions: The next few questions ask about your experiences with sex behavior.  

 

Have you ever had oral sex? □ Yes       □ No 

Have you ever had sexual intercourse?  □ Yes       □ No 

Have you ever had anal intercourse? □ Yes       □ No 

How old were you when you had oral sex for the first time? (Month)   (Year) 
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How old were you when you had sexual intercourse for the first time?  (Month)   (Year) 

How old were you when you had anal intercourse for the first time? (Month)   (Year) 

Are you currently in a committed or exclusive relationship? □ Yes       □ No 

  

Instructions: Thinking about the last MONTH (4 WEEKS), use the rating scale below to indicate how often you have done 

the following things. After providing each rating, indicate how many times (if any) you think you have you done each of the 

things.  Try to remember as best as you can and estimate if you are not sure. 

 

 Never        Very 

often 
With how many 

people? 

Kissed someone on the mouth □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

Had a one night stands □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

Had sexual intercourse with someone who you were not 

exclusive with 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

Engaged in sexual behaviors (e.g., oral sex, sexual 

intercourse, anal intercourse, etc.) while drunk 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

Engaged in sexual behaviors (e.g., oral sex, sexual 

intercourse, anal intercourse, etc.) while high from 

smoking marijuana 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

Engaged in sexual behaviors (e.g., oral sex, sexual 

intercourse, anal intercourse, etc.) when high from using 

drugs other than marijuana (e.g., cocaine, mdma) 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

Had sexual intercourse on a first date □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

Engaged in sexual behaviors (e.g., oral sex, sexual 

intercourse) on a first date 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

Asked a potential sexual partner about their sexual 

history 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

Avoided direct contact with my sexual partner’s semen 

or vaginal secretions. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

Abstained from sexual intercourse due to not knowing 

partner’s sexual history 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

Avoided sexual intercourse due to sores or irritation in 

my genital area 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

Avoided sexual intercourse due to sores or irritation in □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 
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my partner’s genital area 

Carried a condom with me □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

Examined my sexual partner for sores, cuts, or abrasions 

in genital area 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

Engaged in oral sex without using a protective barrier 

such as a condom or rubber dam 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

Had anal intercourse without using a protective barrier 

such as a condom or rubber dam 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

Had sexual intercourse without using a protective barrier 

such as a condom or rubber dam 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ ______ 

 Never        Very 

often 
With how many 

people? 

           

Instructions: Thinking about your ENTIRE LIFETIME, please indicate the following: 

 

Number of people with whom you had oral sex ______ 

Number of people with whom you had sexual intercourse ______ 

Number of people with whom you had anal intercourse ______ 

Number of one night stands ______ 

Number of partners with whom you did not use contraception ______ 

 

Instructions: The last time you had sexual intercourse, what method(s) did you or your partner use for birth control or safe 

sex? (Mark all that apply) 

 

Birth control pills □ Yes        □ No          

Condoms □ Yes        □ No          

Withdrawal □ Yes        □ No          

Some other method □ Yes        □ No          

Not sure □ Yes        □ No          
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HOW DO TRAITS, EMOTIONS, and SITUATIONS 

INFLUENCE BEHAVIOR? 

 

QUESTIONNAIRE BOOKLET 

1 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Participant ID: __________ 

Date of Session: __________ 
Time of Session: __________ 
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RTES PART#1 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: As you watch the video, you will be asked to answer the following 

questions. Provide your response using the scales to the right of each question by checking off 

the box that best describes you. 

 

1. Given this situation… 

 
 Definitely Not   Definitely 

Would you intend to smoke marijuana? □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Unlikely      Likely 

How likely is it that you would smoke 

marijuana? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Not at all willing    Very willing 

How willing would you be to smoke 

marijuana? □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

 

2. Given this situation… 

 
 Definitely Not   Definitely 

Would you intend to ride in the vehicle as 

a passenger? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Unlikely      Likely 

How likely is it that you would ride in the 

vehicle as a passenger? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Not at all willing    Very willing 

How willing would you be to ride in the 

vehicle as a passenger? □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

 

3. Given this situation… 

 
 Definitely Not   Definitely 

Would you intend to wear a seatbelt? □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Unlikely      Likely 

How likely is it that you would wear a 

seatbelt? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Not at all willing    Very willing 

How willing would you be to wear a 

seatbelt? □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

4. Given this situation… 

 
 Definitely Not   Definitely 

Would you intend to drink alcohol? □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
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 Unlikely      Likely 

How likely is it that you would drink 

alcohol? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Not at all willing    Very willing 

How willing would you be to drink 

alcohol? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Definitely Not    Definitely 

Would you intend to get drunk?  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Unlikely    Likely 

How likely is it that you would get 

drunk? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Not at all willing      Very willing 

How willing would you be to get drunk? □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

 

5. Given this situation… 
 

 Definitely Not   Definitely 

Would you intend to smoke enough to get 

high? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Unlikely      Likely 

How likely is it that you would smoke 

enough to get high? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Not at all willing    Very willing 

How willing would you be to smoke 

enough to get high? □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
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6. Given this situation… 
 

 Definitely Not   Definitely 

Would you intend to shove or push 

someone? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Unlikely      Likely 

How likely is it that you would shove or 

push someone? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Not at all willing    Very willing 

How willing would you be to shove or 

push someone? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Definitely Not    Definitely 

Would you intend to say something mean 

to someone? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Unlikely   Likely 

How likely is it that you would say 

something mean to someone? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Not at all willing    Very willing 

How willing would you be to say 

something mean to someone? □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

 

7. Given this situation… 
 

 Definitely Not   Definitely 

Would you intend to ride in the car as a 

passenger? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Unlikely      Likely 

How likely is it that you would ride in the 

car as a passenger? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Not at all willing    Very willing 

How willing would you be to ride in the 

car as a passenger? □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

 

8. Given this situation… 
 

 Definitely Not   Definitely 

Would you intend to drive the car? □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Unlikely      Likely 

How likely is it that you would drive the 

car? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Not at all willing    Very willing 

How willing would you be to drive the 

car? □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
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9. Given this situation… 
 

 Definitely Not   Definitely 

Would you intend to roll through the stop 

sign without coming to a full stop? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Unlikely      Likely 

How likely is it that you would roll 

through the stop sign without coming to a 

full stop? 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Not at all willing    Very willing 

How willing would you be to roll through 

the stop sign without coming to a full 

stop? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

 

10. Given this situation… 
 

 Definitely Not   Definitely 

Would you intend to drive more than 10 

km above speed limit? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Unlikely      Likely 

How likely is it that you would drive 

more than 10 km above speed limit? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Not at all willing    Very willing 

How willing would you be to drive more 

than 10 km above speed limit? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Definitely Not    Definitely 

Would you intend to drive more than 30 

km above speed limit? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Unlikely   Likely 

How likely is it that you would drive 

more than 30 km above speed limit? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Not at all willing    Very willing 

How willing would you be to drive more 

than 30 km above speed limit? □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

 

11. Given this situation… 
 

 Definitely Not   Definitely 

Would you intend to have more than 5 

drinks (if male) or more than 4 drinks (if 

female)? 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Unlikely      Likely 

How likely is it that you would have more 

than 5 drinks (if male) or more than 4 

drinks (if female)? 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
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 Not at all willing    Very willing 

How willing would you be to have more 

than 5 drinks (if male) or more than 4 

drinks (if female)? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

 

 

12. Given this situation… 
 

 Definitely Not   Definitely 

Would you intend to threaten someone? □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Unlikely      Likely 

How likely is it that you would threaten 

someone? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Not at all willing    Very willing 

How willing would you be to threaten 

someone? □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

 

13. Given this situation… 
 

 Definitely Not   Definitely 

Would you intend to take MDMA or 

ecstasy? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Unlikely      Likely 

How likely is it that you would take 

MDMA or ecstasy? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Not at all willing    Very willing 

How willing would you be to take 

MDMA or ecstasy? □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

 

14. Given this situation… 
 

 Definitely Not   Definitely 

Would you intend to use cocaine? □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Unlikely      Likely 

How likely is it that you would use 

cocaine? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Not at all willing    Very willing 

How willing would you be to use 

cocaine? □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

15. Given this situation… 
 

 Definitely Not   Definitely 

Would you intend to smoke a whole 

cigarette? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
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 Unlikely      Likely 

How likely is it that you would smoke a 

whole cigarette? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Not at all willing    Very willing 

How willing would you be to smoke a 

whole cigarette? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Definitely Not    Definitely 

Would you intend to smoke more than 

one cigarette? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Unlikely   Likely 

How likely is it that you would smoke 

more than one cigarette? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Not at all willing    Very willing 

How willing would you be to smoke more 

than one cigarette? □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

 

16. Given this situation… 
 

 Definitely Not   Definitely 

Would you intend to have a one-night 

stand? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Unlikely      Likely 

How likely is it that you would have a 

one-night stand? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Not at all willing    Very willing 

How willing would you be to have a one-

night stand? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Definitely Not    Definitely 

Would you intend to have sexual 

intercourse without contraception? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Unlikely   Likely 

How likely is it that you would have 

sexual intercourse without contraception? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

          

 Not at all willing    Very willing 

How willing would you be to have sexual 

intercourse without contraception? □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
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IAS2 

 
Instructions: This scale consists of a number of words that describe different ways in which 

people describe themselves. Using the 8-point rating scale below please indicate how accurately 

each of the following words describes you as a person. 

 
 Extremely 

Inaccurate 

 Extremely 

Accurate 

1. Dominant □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

2. Dissocial □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

3. Friendly □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

4. Unargumentative □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

5. Cocky □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

6. Outgoing □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

7. Distant □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

8. Unaggressive □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

9. Calculating □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

10. Extraverted □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

11. Neighbourly □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

12. Uncalculating □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

13. Coldhearted □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

14. Undemanding □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

15. Unneighbourly □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

16. Antisocial □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

 Extremely 

Inaccurate 

 Extremely 

Accurate 
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12-PAC2 

 
Instructions: This scale consists of a number of words and phrases that describe different 

feelings and emotions.   Using the 8-point rating scale next to each word or phrase, please 

indicate how accurately each of the following adjectives describes your feelings and emotions 

right now.    

 
 Extremely 

Inaccurate 

 Extremely 

Accurate 

1. Scared □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

2. Calm □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

3. Excited □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

4. Drowsy □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

5. Relaxed □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

6. Upset □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

7. Secure □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

8. Energetic □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

9. Tired □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

10. Nervous □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

11. At-ease □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

12. Active □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

13. Sad □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

14. Anxious □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

15. Down □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

16. Enthusiastic □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

 Extremely 

Inaccurate 

 Extremely 

Accurate 
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Appendix B 

 

List of YouTube Search Terms Used in the Development of the Risk-Taking 

Environment Simulation (RTES) 

Chugging 40s Brutal fight 

Doing funnel Hood fights 

Kep party Drunk kid gets punched 

University party Egging houses 

Wild party Tagging graffiti 

Drunk kid Vandalizing 

Shotgunning beer Playing with fireworks 

Binge drinking Kid lighting fire 

Funnel beer Club dance 

Adolescent drug parties Club dirty dancing 

Adolescent drug use Beach party 

Smoking cigarette Texting while driving 

Weed festival Crazy driving 

Smoking weed Stupid driving 

Teen smoking cigar Reckless driving 

Teenagers smoking Dangerous driving 

Teenagers and cigarettes POV driving 

Cocaine party Guys speeding 

Street fight Girls speeding 

Best school fight Bad teen driver 

Highschool fight Dance grinding 

Schoolyard brawl Hanging with friends 

Bloody fist fight Chilling on the couch 

Real fight at party  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

108 

 

Appendix C 

Steps in Developing the Risk-Taking Environment Simulation 

Step 1a Conduct search of YouTube for potential videos (see Appendix B for search terms 

used). 

Step 1b For every search conducted, review the top 50 videos that appear. 

Step 1c Retain video if it reflected a situation in which various risk-taking behaviors were 

possible and a demographic that was suitable for research with the current sample 

(i.e., age, ethnicity, neighbourhood characteristics). 

Step 1d For every video that was retained, review the top 50 videos that were associated 

with that video and repeat Step 1c.   

Step 1e Review all videos (N = 314) and retain those that were of adequate quality, 

recorded from a first person point-of-view, included both males and females, and 

had no edited visual effects or manipulated color/contrast levels. 

Step 2a Using Adobe Premiere Pro, sequence/edit selected videos (N = 74) into a 

meaningful storyline that begins with youth hanging out at home, then getting into 

a car to go to a beach, attending a house party, and going to a bar/club.  

Step 2b Insert narrative description of storyline by providing some context to the videos 

(e.g., “Imagine that you and your friends are hanging out at home, getting ready 

for a day full of fun activities...”, “Imagine that you and your friends are wrapping 

up at the beach and are getting ready to go to a house party...”) 

Step 2c Insert prompts for participants to rate their intent, willingness, and likelihood of 

engaging in various forms of risk-taking throughout the video 
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Appendix D 

 

Dominant-Hostile Peer Statements 

 

A – Dominant (Power) 

 

If anybody even tries to beat me there’s going to be trouble 

I’m going to make you do it my way 

Trust me, you don’t want to mess with me 

I’ll dominate anyone who dares to come at me 

Don’t mess with me, or there’s going to be trouble 

I need someone to do something for me, got it? 

You're going to listen to what I say 

Listen, I know more than you when it comes to this 

You're going to follow me every step along the way Got it? 

Don't question me about this 

I’m the boss around here 

I’m the one in charge 

I make the rules around here 

You’re going to do whatever I tell you to 

People always do what I tell them to 

I make all the important decisions 

Listen to me or you’ll be in trouble. 

Dude, what I say goes around here 

I decide what does and doesn’t get done around here 

I demand your attention, I demand everyone’s attention! 

I’ll do what I want, I’ll say what I want, I’ll take what I want 

 

B – Arrogant (Narcissism) 

 

I’m the best at anything I try 

I can do whatever I want 

Damn I look good 

Hey bud, you’ll never be as good as me 

Man I got a lot of money on me 

I got some good style 

My family does really well, my parents have loads of dough, they’re rich 

Whatever man, you’re beneath me, don’t even speak to me 

Don't even bother, you're not as good as I am anyways 

I'm never wrong, about anything 

I'm the best looking person in this room 

The world would be a better place if I was running it 

If only I was in charge around here 

I have the best ideas so Things end up best when people do what I tell you to 

People who criticize me are idiots 

People who insult me are just jealous at how great I am 
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I’m good at everything and I won’t apologize for it either 

I make other people look bad with how awesome I am 

People always seem to recognize my talents are special  

I am without a doubt an extraordinary person 

  

C – Calculating (Exploitation) 

 

If you give me $5 then I’ll tell you what you asked 

If you do this, then maybe people will think you’re cool 

If you don’t do it we’ll be disappointed 

Do it or people will think you’re a sissy 

If you buy me this then I might let you hang-out with us 

If you rat me out I will show everyone this embarrassing picture of you 

If I let you do this you have to do me a huge favor 

You owe me, big time, so what are you going to do for me 

What’s in it for me? 

I don’t do things for free- what do you have to offer me 

I get other people to do everything for me 

I can get other people to do whatever I want them to 

I’ll just get someone else to do that for me 

Oh, I’ll get him/her to do that for me and he/she will do because they like me 

I’ll ask him/her to do it and he/she is too nice to say no 

They do what I tell them to because they’re young and naïve 

I can read people like a book 

I can make anyone believe anything I want them to 

I find it easy to manipulate people 

I can usually talk my way out of anything 

 

D – Cold (Hate) 

 

I hate that kid 

I’m going to punch someone out  

I don’t give a crap about what people think 

I’m goin’ to bloody somebody up and leave them there  

Don’t bother me, or else. 

You’re worthless, I don’t give one crap about you. 

What should I care about what he thinks?  

I don’t care about his/her feelings?  

Good, if he gets bloodied up that’s good 

You think I give a crap about you? 

You're a waste of my time 

No one cares about you - you're a waste of space 

Who cares, no one will listen to you anyways 

Shut up, no one wants to listen to you. 

I hate everyone 

You suck at everything 
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Whatever, it’s your fault, you did it to yourself 

You suck and no one wants to be around you 

You’re a loser and you always will be 

Only other losers hang out with you 

Nobody likes you 

 

Submissive-Hostile Peer Statements 

 

E – Quarrelsome (Hostility) 

 

Look at that fool, who invited him to the party 

What’s a punk kid like you doing here? 

You want to fight? 

What are you looking at? 

Don’t mess with me or you’ll be sorry. 

This damn situation sucks and you being here makes it worse 

You know what, don’t make me do something I’ll regret 

I’ll take anyone out who looks at me the wrong way 

What did you say to me? 

Come on, let’s take this outside you wuss 

If you look at me again I will knock you out 

Screw off 

We’ll hurt you real bad if you mess this up 

Don’t talk back to me, or else you’ll get it 

Don’t piss me off 

You’re so annoying, go away! 

What do I have to do to get rid of you? 

That kid is a loser, he’s got no friends 

I don’t have to shake his hand, he’s not worthy of it 

You want to get into it? I’m ready. 

 

F – Aloof (Disaffiliation) 

 

I don’t..ummmm...hmmm okay..I don’t think this is what I want to do 

Ummm…I don’t know…I don’t really want to get involved 

Oh hey, yeah…umm, wh-what’s your name? 

I don’t want to have to deal with anyone right now! 

I’d rather not have to talk to people 

I don’t really care for people to get to know me, and for me to get to know people 

I don’t really notice all the people around me 

I’m just feeling distant or disconnected from people in my life right now 

Leave me out of this situation 

I really don’t feel like laughing, smiling, or being happy about anything 

I don’t really care to be surrounded by people all the time 

I’d rather be alone than with people 

I could care less about family and friends 
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G – Introverted (Withdrawal)  

 

Let’s go over there, let’s get away from the crowd 

I’m thinking I just want to chill out. 

I don’t really feel like talking and being social tonight 

You know what, I’m just going to chill out tonight and not do much 

I don’t know, I’m better off being alone today 

I don’t really feel like hanging out 

I want to go home, I don’t want to be around these people 

Let’s bounce out of here 

I don’t really want to talk about how I feel with all of this right now 

I don’t know anyone there. I don’t think we should go 

It’s too much work to get ready. Let’s just stay in tonight. 

I’m confused about this, but I’m too scared to ask any questions 

I’m scared of meeting new people 

Talking to people makes me nervous 

I’m scared I’ll say something stupid in front of someone and they’ll laugh at me 

I don’t really like talking about myself 

Aww man, I don’t know...crowds aren’t really my thing 

Sometimes it’s hard for me to meet new people 

I guess I keep to myself most of the time, that’s just the type of person I am’ 

I’m generally a quieter type of person in social settings 

I’m not all that talkative right now, I just feel like being left alone 

 

H – Lazy/Unassured (Failure) 

 

Maybe I should change this. Maybe the other way is better. Although, I don't know... maybe not 

I don’t want to do anything all day because I’m feeling so lazy 

I’m planting myself on the couch and watching TV all day 

It’s too much effort to go up to him/her and say that 

I don’t want to work that hard 

I’m just going to chill, veg out, and be lazy today 

I feel like I’m all over the place, I’m really disorganized  

My room is a big mess, and I don’t want to clean it either 

This is not worth the effort 

Might as well not even try - I won't go anywhere in my life 

Nah, I don't feel like starting that right now, maybe later 

Don’t ask me to do too much because I don’t really want to do anything 

I don’t want to do that, it’s too much work 

This is too much effort – forget it  

I’m not the best one so I’m just going to quit 

I don’t want to work that hard  

I’m not spending a lot of time on this 

I can’t seem to motivate myself to get things done 

I’m feeling really, really, really lazy today 
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It seems like I was working all day and I didn’t get anything done 

I’ve been so unproductive with my time latelyUmmm well I guess what I wanted to say...Oh I 

don’t know if I should 

Well, I started this, but, ummmm... maybe it’s a bad idea. I don't know 

What do you think? Hmmm…I’m not really sure how to go about this 

I thought I was right, but I changed my mind and now I don’t know what to do 

 

Submissive-Friendly Peer Statements 

 

I – Submissive (Weakness) 

 

I don’t want anybody to hurt me 

I feel weak, I’ll do whatever you want 

I don’t feel as strong as people around me 

I wish I could be bigger and stronger than I am 

I never seem to be able to stand up for myself 

What do you think? Do you think I should talk to him first, I don’t really know what to do? 

Would you agree that I should talk to him first? I don’t really see a problem with that, right? 

I’ve already tried and failed once, I’m not going to try again. 

What’s the point? I did my best and I still sucked. 

The idea of going somewhere new scares me 

I’m not strong enough to try out for that team 

I don’t think I want to try this, I might hurt myself 

Everyone here is way better than me. I’m way out of my league 

I always let people push me around 

I need someone else to tell me what to do all the time 

I can’t decide anything on my own 

Well if that’s what he/she wants to do, let’s do it to avoid conflict 

I don’t want to deal with him/her, so let’s just do what he/she says 

I don’t really agree with them, but I’ll do it anyway 

I don’t know if I can do this 

I’m not so sure of myself 

Sometimes I feel like I’m just not important to anyone 

 

J – Unassuming (Modesty) 

 

I admit that I’m not perfect or even close to it 

I don’t like assuming things about people – it’s important to give them a chance. 

I don’t want to assume anything about him/her 

I’d like to give him/her a fair chance, because who knows, they might be nice 

I’m not so good at these types of things  

I did an OK job, nothing too special though 

Maybe we should look into this further, before we make assumptions 

Maybe we should give it a chance, try it out, you know? 

Thanks for the compliments, but I think I can do better next time 

Oh, it wasn’t all me, I had a lot of help with that 
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I spent a lot of time studying to do well on that midterm, so I’m glad the hard work paid off 

I worked really hard to get that grade 

I’m not sure I deserve the credit. It was a team effort. 

I’m not going to argue with him about that, it just doesn’t seem worth it 

Maybe he’s right, I mean, he did make some good points 

I wasn’t all that happy with the service there, but I didn’t feel like complaining 

I can do that pretty well, but I’m sure somebody can do a better job than me 

I’m going to try my best but I don’t expect much 

I’m not going to demand anything of him/her, that doesn’t seem fair 

I think it’s important for me to not be judgemental right now 

I’m not that smart, I just work hard 

 

K – Ingenuous (Trust) 

 

You know, I was wondering if I could trust you and ask for some advice? 

I know you got my back 

When I’m with you guys I know we’re unstoppable 

When we go out, cause trouble, I know you guys would never rat me out 

For sure, you can trust me anytime, anyplace. 

I trust you and I’ll let you take it from here 

I know you’ll do the right thing 

We can work together on this one 

I know you’ll always give me your real opinion 

If you told me that, it must be true 

I know you have my best interests at heart 

I know you wouldn’t be telling me that if you didn’t think it would help me 

You’re the only person I tell my secrets to 

Only you know how important this is to me 

I know you would never talk badly about me to other people when I’m not around 

I can be my true self around you 

I’m not going to lie to people around me, I just don’t believe in that 

It just doesn’t feel right to hide the truth from him/her 

I want to be truthful about everything that’s been going on 

Let’s not lie to them about what happened last night 

 

L – Warm (Love) 

 

I just wanted to let you know that I care 

Awwww man, I’m really sorry to hear that 

I really love spending time with you 

Here, maybe this will make you feel better? 

Let me do that so you can take a break for a while 

I’m so glad to see you! 

I hate that we haven’t seen each other in so long 

You’re my favorite person to spend time with 

You know you can talk to me about anything 
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It really upsets me to see you upset 

I would do anything for you 

I’ll always be there for you 

You can ask me for anything 

You’re the best 

Thank you so much for doing that for me, it’s really appreciated 

You have no idea how much this means to me, thank you so, so, so much 

You’ve been a true friend through all of this, thanks for being yourself 

I’m going to say this to you because you know how sensitive I am with these things 

If you want to talk about anything, I’m here for you 

I’m always going to try to be kind to my friends 

 

Dominant-Friendly Peer Statements 

 

M – Agreeable (Collaboration) 

 

Can I do anything to help you out right now? 

What can I do to make you feel better right now? 

You’re absolutely right, I should do that more often. 

You know, I’ve thought about what you said earlier, and I think you’re right 

You make a really good point 

Actually, I think your way is better 

What if we work together on this? 

What do you think we should do? 

What do you think about this? 

We can do whatever you want 

We can do whatever you think is best 

Sure, let’s do that if it’s better for you 

You’re right, that part didn’t make sense so I took it out 

I can go along with that 

What he did didn’t seem fair, but I forgive him for it 

I think it’s important to make donations for the poor I’m happy to come help you tonight 

Thank you sir, I really appreciate your help 

Why don’t I help you out with that? 

That seems like a lot of work, why don’t I lend a hand? 

You’re very welcome, it was no trouble at all 

Sure, that sounds like a really good idea, I can definitely do that for you 

 

N – Gregarious (Affiliation) 

 

I’m so glad we’re all together here 

I’ve been having a really good time together 

It is a real pleasure to hang out with everyone 

I’m enjoying my time with everyone here 

I really like your company 

I couldn’t have asked to be with better people than this 
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This is great. We should get together more often! 

I can’t wait to hang out with everyone! 

Tell everyone to join. The more people the better! 

I’m so excited for everyone to be there! 

We should make a club with all of our friends! 

Why don’t we all do that together, as a group? 

I really talking to you, we have so much in common! 

We should hang out more, we like a lot of the same activities! 

I really feel like I belong with you guys 

I’m really happy that we’re all doing this 

It’s going to be nice to meet some new people 

Alright, let’s go do this, it’s going to be fun 

Hey, you seem like a really nice person , how are you? 

Hey, nice to see you, how is your day going so far? 

This is great fun, let’s meet up again tomorrow 

I’m going to hang out with some cool people I met at a party last weekend 

Let’s hang out with a bunch of people tomorrow, I feel like hanging out with some friends 

Let’s go up to them and have a conversation 

 

O – Extraverted (Outgoingness) 

 

This is going to be so much fun!  

Who is all going to go? I can’t wait! 

Last weekend a few of us went to the cottage and we had so much fun! 

I can't wait to start this! 

Yes! This is going to be amazing! 

Let’s go out tonight and have fun! 

I was outgoing and made friends with a random stranger today! 

There was a group of people that looked cool so I walked up to them and started talking to them. 

I made a joke in class and everyone laughed 

It’s really easy to meet people and make friends 

People always tell me I know a lot of other people 

I’m really pumped about all of this! 

I’m not a shy person at all, I’m always the one going up to people and introducing myself 

I enjoy being surrounded by friends and family 

I think it’s important to get to know people closely 

I’m in a great mood today! Just seems to have been a good day 

Hey, it’s a pleasure to get to know you today 

 

P – Ambitious (Success) 

 

If I work hard, I can do this 

Yo, I’m going to do whatever it takes  

Nothing can stop me at this point 

I have to get my act together, or else things aren’t going to go as planned 

I’m going to persist no matter what 
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Come on, let’s get a head start on this 

If we power through this we will get ahead of everyone else 

I can be the best at this if I put my mind to it. 

I know it’s going to be really hard, but I’m going to do it anyway 

I know it’s going to be a lot of work, but I can do it 

I’m not giving up until I get this right 

I’m going to give it my all and do really well on this 

I’m going to work hard and get the highest grade in the class on this 

With effort, I will be successful at this 

I know I can meet all my goals if I work at it 

I will work until I complete all my goals 

Let’s aim for the top and do whatever it takes to get there 

I need to take some time and think things over before going ahead 

Let’s figure out ways to solve this problem that have never been used before 

Let me plan this carefully and then I’ll get back to you 

Hard work and determination will get you through 

It’s important to think about each step along the way 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


