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Abstract 

Studies on personality and crime have reported that adults with certain personality traits are 

more likely to be involved in crime (Eysenck, 1996; O’Riordan & O’Connell, 2014) and 

aggression (Ferguson et al., 2008). Links have also been made between misbehaviour at 

school and heightened risk of criminality after school (Chen, 2008). However, the literature to 

date appears to overlook the intermediary link – whether there is evidence to suggest that high 

school student misbehaviour is related to the student’s personality. This topic is of importance 

to school staff regarding student personal development and behaviour management programs, 

to teachers who have these students in their classrooms, as well as students themselves as they 

learn to become more self-aware and responsible as they mature 

This study viewed behaviour according to Glasser’s (1998) choice theory, with the crucial 

concept being that students choose their behaviour based on what they believe will bring them 

closer to their “quality world”. As personality is one of the factors that influence this quality 

world, it is expected that some aspects of personality may become manifest in different types 

of behaviour. In this study misbehaviour was viewed as an attempt by the student to correct 

perceived misalignment between the real world and their quality world.  

This study investigated whether there was a statistically significant relationship between 

personality traits as measured by the Five Factor Model (Costa & McCrae, 1992b) and 

behaviour data from the previous nine months. Using quantitative analysis techniques it 

concluded that there were statistically significant links between certain personality traits and 

certain types of behaviour, most notably with Agreeableness and Conscientiousness being 

negatively correlated to a variety of types of misbehaviour. This study also split the data 

according to gender, and determined that there were specific types of behaviour that 

correlated significantly with specific personality traits, and that these results were different for 

males and females. 
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1Introduction 

This study intends to investigate whether there is a link between personality type and 

misbehaviour amongst high school students. Raising student self-awareness of their natural 

tendencies is an important step towards acceptable behaviour choices, and it is anticipated that this 

study will be able to inform policy regarding the inclusion of personality and behaviour in student 

development programs. Including this information in student development programs will enable 

students to know more about themselves and the ways in which they tend to behave in certain 

situations. Improved student self-awareness will also improve the ability of teachers to support 

their students as they strive to choose correct behaviour. To this end, quantitative data analysis 

will be used to determine if there is any correlation between the results of a self-reported Five 

Factor Model (FFM) personality questionnaire and behaviour data from the previous twelve 

months. In short, this study intends to investigate whether there are any statistically significant 

correlations between personality traits and student misbehaviour.   

This thesis will be presented in seven chapters. Chapter 1 will discuss the background, 

context and purpose of this research, and then present the overall research question broken down 

into two aims. In Chapter 2, statements regarding the application of Glasser’s (1998) choice 

theory to this study are made, along with a review of the current literature on a range of 

personality- and behaviour-related topics. This chapter concludes with a section that identifies a 

gap in the literature, and how this study intends to contribute towards filling that gap. Chapter 3 

describes the research design of this study, including the methodology, a description of the 

participants, and the data instruments used. The data gathering procedures and analysis techniques 

are then presented, and the chapter concludes by outlining the ethical requirements of the project. 

Chapter 4 contains the results of the data analysed in this study, and Chapter 5 discussed the 

significant findings. These are grouped together according to personality trait, and then the final 

portions of this chapter consider the interplay between Glasser’s choice theory and the results, and 
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a consideration of more general patterns that were evident in the data. The limitations on the 

accuracy of the findings of this study are described in Chapter 6. Chapter 7 concludes this thesis 

by describing the practical application of the findings of this study. It includes recommendations 

for school pastoral care programs, classroom instruction and behaviour management processes. 

The closing section of this chapter gives suggestions on future research directions.    

1.1 Background 

Managing student misbehaviour in the high school setting can be a challenging task. A wide 

variety of factors may contribute to the behaviour, and schools must necessarily take a systematic 

and considered approach to any school-wide behaviour policies that are implemented. The 

Melbourne declaration (Ministerial Council on Education, Employment, Training and Youth 

Affairs, 2008) states that it is important for students to develop self-awareness and responsibility, 

and pastoral care programs are commonly undertaken in an effort to provide meaningful 

development in areas other than academic achievement.  

In addition to programs that schools choose to implement, there are also variations inherent 

in every student that influence their behaviour choices. One of these variations is personality, and 

this study will focus on its relationship with student misbehaviour. There are many theories on 

what makes every person unique, and these are drawn from a wide variety of disciplines, 

including genetics, psychology, physiology and sociology. The academic disciplines interested in 

the underlying causes and intent of behaviour are equally disparate and encompass many of the 

social sciences, ranging from marketing to criminology. This study intends to answer the question 

of whether high school student misbehaviour is related to the personality of the student. It is 

acknowledged, however, that personality is by no means the sole determinant of behaviour, and 

this is discussed in greater detail in later sections. Different personalities have been linked to 

differences in career preferences (Zichy & Bidou, 2007), career successfulness (Penney, David & 

Witt, 2011; Semeijn, van der Heijden & De Beuckelaer, 2018), criminality (Eysenck, 1996; 
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O’Riordan & O’Connell, 2014; Walters, 2018), and mental illness (Bentall, 2017). It is the 

intention of this study to investigate whether there are any links between personality and 

misbehaviour in the high school setting.   

1.2 Research question and aims 

This project intends to contribute towards filling the gap in the literature presented in 

Section 2. As such, it will endeavour to answer the following question: 

Is high school student misbehaviour related to the student’s personality? 

In attempting to answer this question, the following two aims will be met: 

1. Determine if there is any statistically significant correlation between different 

personality types and different categories of misbehaviour.  

2. Determine if gender plays any role in the relationship between personality type and 

misbehaviour.  

The research question aims of this study do not intend to determine causality. That is, 

this study will not state that certain types of misbehaviour are caused by certain personality 

traits. Instead, the correlations described in the aims will investigate whether there are any 

links between personality and misbehaviour. The concept of behaviour as a choice as outlined 

by Glasser (1998) is fundamental to this study, and is considered in more depth in Chapter 

2.1. Viewing behaviour as a choice forms the basis of this study’s investigation into whether 

personality and misbehaviour are related. In this study personality is viewed as a description 

of a person’s tendencies towards behaving in a particular manner, and applies to any situation 

where that person has control over how they behave.   
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1.3 Significance 

Identifying individual differences in personality that may be related to misbehaviour is 

of significance to how schools manage behaviour. Increasing student self-awareness when it 

comes to their personality and how that may be linked to behaviour tendencies empowers 

students to become more considered in their approach to behaviour. Ideally, this improved 

self-awareness would encourage students to moderate any tendencies towards misbehaviour. 

Additionally, a deeper understanding about themselves and their tendencies may encourage 

students to be more self-reflective and responsible in other aspects of their life, both while 

they are at school and in the future.  

In Queensland, it is common for high schools to have some form of pastoral care 

program, and personality is generally mentioned in association with areas such as career 

choice, communication and study styles. There are a number of benefits in widening the scope 

of personality-related information in these programs to include aspects of behaviour choices, 

and these relate to students, teachers, the school and the wider school community. The 

significance of this study to these different groups is addressed specifically in Chapter 7. 

Viewing behaviour as a choice is a central tenet of Glasser’s (1998) choice theory, and a 

discussion of how this relates to high school student misbehaviour and personality can be 

found in Chapter 2.1. Essentially, viewing and discussing behaviour as a choice enables in-

depth investigation into why people choose to behave the way they do, and also helps to guide 

behaviour improvement programs.    

Raising awareness of different personality types, and how certain types of people tend 

to react to certain situations, offers significant short-term benefits to students and the wider 

school community. Making students more aware of how they tend to naturally react to a 

situation improves their ability to make more considered, informed choices about how they 

behave. If a student is aware of their natural tendencies, they are more likely to recognise and 
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correct the precursors to misbehaviour before it manifests itself fully (Chong, Lee, Roslan & 

Baba, 2015). There are a number of immediate negative consequences of misbehaviour at 

school, such as missing school due to suspension, potential costs to the school if property is 

damaged, use of administrative time recording incidents, and harm to relationships with peers 

and school staff. These consequences may negatively affect students academically, socially or 

emotionally, and being able to discuss the role that personality plays gives opportunities for 

self-reflection and improvement. 

There are also compelling long-term reasons to reduce misbehaviour while a young 

person is at school. Poor behaviour at school is an indicator of potential antisocial or criminal 

behaviour after school (Chen, 2008). Behaviour problems at school are also linked with 

school absences due to suspensions and truancy (Wilson, Gottfredson & Najaka, 2001), both 

of which are associated with higher rates of criminal behaviour later in life (Bennett, 

Mazerolle, Antrobus, Eggins & Piquero, 2018; Rocque, Jennings, Piquero, Ozkan & 

Farrington, 2017). These potential outcomes are also influenced by the policies of individual 

schools. Deming (2011), for example, found that attendance at a “good” school (one which 

has clear routines and expectations) for as little as one year can reduce later crime by up to 

50%, and that these effects persist well into adulthood. Additionally, increased self-reflection 

provides students with a number of valuable lifelong skills including introspection and inter-

personal skills. 

Looking beyond the individual student, addressing misbehaviour through raising 

student self-awareness is also of benefit to school staff, the school and the wider community. 

On a more immediate level, misbehaviour requires school staff to engaging in the time-

consuming process of documenting and following up on consequences. In some cases, 

teachers spend a significant portion of their day managing misbehaviour (Owens et al., 2018), 

time which should be dedicated to learning experiences. There is also the risk of physical or 
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emotional harm to other students and school staff, and the potential for financial costs if 

facilities are damaged or equipment is stolen. As mentioned above, misbehaviour at school 

has been linked with higher rates of criminal behaviour after school. To the wider community, 

crime is particularly expensive in terms of potential physical and emotional harm to 

community members (Lochner & Moretti, 2004), and the economy (Alalehto, 2003).  

At an administrative level, investigating links between personality and misbehaviour 

offers opportunities for targeted interventions. If a particular segment of the school population 

can be deemed to be at risk of a tendency towards a certain type of misbehaviour, or even 

misbehaviour in general, this would allow the school to tailor an intervention that is designed 

to counteract the negative tendencies associated with that trait. These potential interventions 

are still in line with the main aspect of choice theory (Glasser, 1998), which anticipates that 

behaviour is a choice and can be predicted based on a knowledge of what motivates that 

person: that is, their “quality world”. Students with similar personality traits are likely to have 

similar quality worlds, and by extension any conflict with their ideals may result in specific 

types of misbehaviour. Further detail on the interaction between choice theory and personality 

can be found in Chapter 2.1 below. 
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22. Literature review 

The following literature review will critically assess the current body of knowledge 

regarding personality and the ways in which it is related to behaviour. The first section 

discusses the features of Glasser’s (1998) choice theory, which underpins this study and will 

be referred to throughout. Next, the topic of measuring personality is covered, including a 

comparison of common frameworks and identification of a suitable measurement for this 

study. The following two sections contain a description of the importance of the high school 

environment when it comes to student development, and a consideration of the range of 

purposes that behaviour may serve. A summary of the findings of research into the link 

between personality and crime is then presented, followed by an acknowledgement of other 

factors that influence behaviour, and a consideration of two studies that overlap with the 

current study in some respects. The final part of this section identifies the gap in the literature: 

is personality linked to high school student misbehaviour?  

2.1 Theoretical framework 

2.1.1 Choice theory and the Five Factor Model of personality 

This project will utilise Glasser’s (1998) choice theory as the lens through which 

behaviour can be understood. In Glasser’s model, behaviour is instrumental and designed to 

fulfil underlying survival-related and psychological needs. This theory contends that, in 

pursuit of these needs, all behaviour is purposeful and deliberate, designed to bring an 

individual closer to their “quality world”. This theory is a good fit for the aims of the study 

described in the previous section, as it is interested in the inner forces that drive external 

behaviour choices. Personality is one of these inner forces, and it strongly influences what 

each person perceives as their quality world. What is important for one person may be of no 

interest whatsoever for another, and these differences in perceived value are based on the 
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needs of each personality type (Hallam & Rogers, 2008). These principles apply to high 

school students as much as adults (Caspi et al., 2003; Nave, Sherman, Funder, Hampson & 

Goldberg, 2010), and for all individuals their unique outward behaviour is an expression of a 

unique set of inner forces. As personality is one of these inner forces, this study aims to 

determine if the inner forces of personality are related to outward choices of behaviour.   

The Five Factor Model of personality (FFM, Costa & McCrae, 1992b) is utilised in this 

study, and its utilisation is justified in Chapter 2.2. Overall, this framework measures 

personality on five scales: Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability, 

Extraversion, and Openness to Experience. Each of these traits is typically measured using a 

self-reported questionnaire which asks requires a person to consider how comfortable they are 

with a range of situations or activities. Together, these answers provide insight into the 

person’s personality, describing the ways in which they tend to behave, the aspects of life that 

they value, and the situations in which they would tend to be (un)comfortable. In short, these 

personality questionnaires give an insight into the quality world of the individual. 

According to Glasser (1998), behaviour is comprised of four components (acting, 

thinking, feeling and physiology), and each contributes to the choice of behaviour. Acting and 

thinking are under the direct control of the individual, and these two components control the 

more passive components of feeling and physiology. This study will focus on the acting 

component, which is the component that is most regularly measured in the high school 

environment. The nature of the school environment is such that outward expressions of 

behaviour are much more likely to be detected than students’ thoughts, their feelings towards 

uncomfortable situations, or their body’s physiological reactions to different situations. 

Therefore, the quantitative design of this study (described in more detail in Chapter 3) is 

suitable for answering the research question of whether misbehaviour (the acting component 

of choice theory) can be linked with personality.   
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Central to Glasser’s (1998) choice theory is the concept that behaviour is a deliberate 

choice based on an individual’s perceived needs. These needs fall into two categories: 

survival (such as food, clothing and safety) and psychological (for example, competence, 

freedom or fun). In pursuit of their imaginary quality world, an individual will choose 

behaviour that brings them closer to fulfilling those needs. In the same way, behaviour may 

also be a reaction to a situation, in an attempt to align real world events more closely with 

their unique set of needs. Exactly what those needs are is based, in part, on the personality of 

the individual, as this influences their objectives and what they value as important features of 

their quality world.  In the case of misbehaviour at high school, it is anticipated, in a specific 

situation, different personality types will react in different ways. For example, the need for 

acceptance from peers may lead one student to perform attention-seeking behaviours, while 

another may steadfastly refuse to engage in anything that brings attention to themselves, as 

they feel more accepted when they conform to others. The choice to behave, or not to behave, 

in a certain way is an expression of behaviour as a calculated choice based on the individual 

needs of the student. Additionally, the same need may express itself in different ways 

depending on the circumstances in which the student finds themselves.  

This study intends to answer the question as to whether these theoretical differences in 

behaviour for different personality types are evident in empirical data, and both aims of this 

study are concerned with identifying differences in behaviour that are related to underlying 

personality trait differences. The data used in this study will not allow analysis of a single 

event and how different personality types reacted to that event, but choice theory suggests that 

different personality types may exhibit unique patterns in how they react to stimuli. That is, it 

is anticipated that some personality types will have specific strategies that they use when 

attempting to fulfil their needs (Reisz, Boudreaux & Ozer, 2013).  
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Andrews, Ainley and Frydenberg (2014) suggest that this connection between 

personality and behaviour is particularly evident in stressful situations, where a person has 

important choices regarding how they respond (through their thoughts, feelings and actions), 

and this choice is based in part on what it is that they want to achieve from the situation. 

Further, Carver and Connor-Smith (2010) used FFM (described in detail below in Chapter 

2.2) in identifying the specific ways in which personality is related to a person’s reaction to a 

situation. They report that people with high scores for Extraversion tend to engage directly 

with the problem in order to solve it, while people with high scores for Neuroticism have a 

tendency towards avoidance behaviour when confronted with a stressful situation. In both 

cases, their behaviour is an outwards expression of their unique set of needs and wants which 

are influenced, in part at least, by their personality. Stressful situations can be explained by 

Glasser’s (1998) choice theory as occasions where the outward world is in conflict with a 

person’s inner, quality world. The drive is therefore to find a balance between these 

conflicting worlds, and in stressful situations a person will tend to behave in a manner that 

they believe will relieve the conflict. In the school setting, with students’ behaviour playing 

such an important role, misbehaviour may occur in these stressful situations (Andrews et al., 

2014). 

2.1.2 Other relevant theories 

As evidenced in the following literature review, the interplay between personality and 

behaviour involves perspectives from a variety of disciplines and theories. These include, for 

example, the two relatively dissimilar viewpoints of rational choice theory of criminology 

(Cornish & Clarke, 1987) and social learning theory (Bandura, 1977). The application of 

Glasser’s (1998) choice theory to high school behaviour does overlap with both of these 

theories in some ways. It is similar to rational choice theory of criminology (Cornish & 

Clarke, 1987) in that it anticipates a certain amount of calculation by a person when it comes 
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to their behaviour choices. The potential costs and benefits of a particular course of action are 

weighed up in a person’s mind, and then a decision is made as to whether the risk is worth the 

reward. In the case of this study, this is similar to each student’s behaviour choice being a 

result of weighing up whether the risk of a consequence for misbehaviour is worth the reward 

of accomplishing the goal that they are trying to achieve. These aspects of rational choice 

theory are also evident in more contemporary behaviour theories such as Functional 

Behaviour Assessment, which is increasingly being used in Australian high schools (O’Neill 

& Stephenson, 2010) as a way to understand the purpose of behaviour. 

Similarly, social learning theory as presented by Bandura (1977) overlaps with the 

application of Glasser’s (1998) choice theory. Social learning theory posits that observation 

and explicit instruction shape a person’s learning and behaviour patterns. The past 

consequences of behaviour choices are also influential, with previous rewards positively 

reinforcing a behaviour and making it more likely to happen in the future, whereas negative 

reinforcement reduces the likelihood of the behaviour being repeated in the future. This 

theory is similar to choice theory in that it acknowledges that behaviour can be moderated 

based on knowledge of the context surrounding the event, as well as the concept that people 

may view the same situation in different ways. This is directly applicable to behaviour 

management in the high school setting, and this study measured misbehaviour to determine if 

it had any links to the different personality traits present in high school students. A common 

behaviour framework in Queensland schools, Positive Behaviour for Learning (Queensland 

Government, 2020), builds on these principles of Bandura’s (1977) social learning theory, and 

acknowledges the powerful influence of good role modelling.    

 The complexity of the intersection of personality, behaviour and adolescence is visually 

depicted in Figure 1 below, which illustrates the disparity of possible behaviour-related 

influences, specifically for young people.  This figure includes a reference to a significant 
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study or theory on each of the suggested factors, and it is acknowledged that some of these 

studies and theories are at odds with others when it comes to the most powerful influence on 

misbehaviour. This illustrates the complexity of behaviour-related research, and this study 

confines itself to the single question of whether or not there is a relationship between the 

personality of high school students and their misbehaviour. This study acknowledges the 

variety of viewpoints that have been expressed regarding behaviour, but chooses to view it 

according to Glasser’s (1998) choice theory.  
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Figure 1 Overview of potential influences on misbehaviour at school 
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2.2 Measuring personality 

Defining what it is that makes every person unique is a task that has been undertaken 

by many authors from a number of different perspectives. In ancient Greece Hippocrates 

suggested that there were four distinct humours that determined behaviour and mood, and the 

balance between these was determined by specific bodily fluids. Over time the concept of 

four categories of people was adapted to include seasons and elements, and renamed by 

Galen as sanguine, choleric, melancholic and phlegmatic. Since then personality has been a 

useful construct for disciplines as varied as psychology, genetics, leadership, human 

resources and recruitment (McCrae & Costa, 1989), and the challenge to classify and 

compare a person’s uniqueness is ongoing (Ozer & Benet-Martinez, 2006).  

Alalehto (2003) gives a workable definition of personality, stating that it is the way in 

which internal processes and thoughts react to external stimuli. There is also a more 

philosophical school of thought (e.g., Fiske, 1963) that suggests that there is no way of 

measuring something that is so unique to every person and cannot be expressed except 

through actions and self-reporting by the individual. This study views personality as a 

construct which is measurable, but it also acknowledges the fact that the virtually endless 

variations in personality do cause challenges when it comes to a quantitative analysis. It is 

worth noting that criminology, which is very much interested in motivation behind certain 

types of behaviour, has largely been uninterested in the concept of personality as a normal 

and healthy component of a person’s unique profile type (Caspi et al., 1994; Threadcraft-

Walker & Henderson, 2018). Instead, criminologists are more likely to speak of personality 

when investigating medically diagnosable personality disorders (Blonigen, 2010; O’Riordan 

& O’Connell, 2014).  
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While it is outside the scope of this review to compare these different theoretical 

viewpoints, it suffices to say that the development and evolution of an individual’s 

personality is the result of a complex interplay between internal and external factors 

(Alalehto, 2003; Moffitt, 1993; Ozer & Benet-Martinez, 2006). Authors such as Andrews et 

al. (2014), Caspi et al. (2003), and Roberts and DelVecchio (2000) report that, while different 

traits do change over the course of a person’s life, overall their personality remains relatively 

stable. Soto, John, Gosling and Potter (2011) add that the personality changes that happen are 

often for the better and are relatively set by late adolescence. There is also abundant evidence 

to suggest that the personality traits identifiable in adults are similar to those in children and 

adolescents (Caspi et al., 2003; Nave et al., 2010; Roberts & DelVecchio, 2000). As 

described in Chapter 3 this study utilised behaviour data from the previous nine months. It 

was not anticipated that personality changes would have been dramatic enough during this 

time to invalidate this data. There may have been variations in the scores of each of the five 

traits had they been measured over the last nine months, but this study intended to treat the 

five traits in a general way and therefore any slight fluctuations are of little consequence. 

It is possible that major life events could cause significant changes to a young person’s 

personality. Childhood trauma, for example, appears to significantly affect student behaviour 

(described in Section 2.3) and personality traits later in life (Section 2.7). However, the 

literature to date does not appear to clearly state the causal direction of these links, and it is 

difficult to determine whether childhood trauma significantly alters the personality of a 

person. Ogle, Rubin and Sielger (2014) suggest that the opposite may be true: that people 

with specific personality traits (they use people with high Neuroticism scores as an example) 

tend to be involved in more traumatic events than others, rather than trauma causing high 

Neuroticism scores. These authors also investigated whether personality traits changed as a 

result of recent trauma. Looking specifically at Neuroticism (the inverse of Emotional 



HIGH SCHOOL STUDENT PERSONALITY AND MISBEHAVIOUR  22 

 

Stability) they determined that scores for this trait did not significantly change after a 

traumatic experience. As with the majority of trauma-related literature reviewed in this study, 

this research was conducted with adults so it is difficult to determine whether these findings 

are generalisable to young people.   

This study assumes that personality is nomothetic and can be classified using an 

ordered system. The selection of a single system will allow this study to pursue its aims of 

analysing behaviour data to see if there are any relationships with different personality traits. 

Regarding the specific traits that will be used to measure personality, Blonigen (2010) and 

Furnham (1996) report that Myers-Briggs Type Indicators (MBTI; Myers, 1962) and the Five 

Factor Model (FFM; Costa & McCrae, 1992b) are commonly used. This study will use FFM. 

While these scales measure four and five traits respectively, other scales use three traits, such 

as Eysenck and Eysenck’s (1985) Big Three, and Patrick, Curtin and Tellegen’s (2002) 

Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire. Each of these models (presented below in Table 

1) feature their own rationale for why certain elements of personality are important enough to 

be considered as their own entity, and there are multiple offshoots of each of these test types 

(Furnham, 1996). These models typically have different sets of questions for children, 

adolescents and adults, but each question set measures the same range of traits.  

Table 1 

 Common Personality Frameworks 

Name of model Author Typical instrument Traits measured 

The Big Three 
Eysenck and 

Eysenck (1985) 

Eysenck 

Personality 

Questionnaire 

1. Extraversion / Introversion 

2. Neuroticism / Stability 

3. Psychoticism / Normality 

Multidimensional 

Personality 

Questionnaire 

Patrick, Curtin 

and Tellegen 

(2002) 

Multidimensional 

Personality 

Questionnaire 

1. Emotional Temperament 

2. Constraint 

3. Absorption 

Myers-Briggs 

Type Indicator 

(MBTI) 

Myers (1962) MBTI Instrument 

1. Extraversion / Introversion 

2. Sensing / Intuition 

3. Thinking / Feeling 

4. Judging / Perceiving 
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Five Factor 

Model (FFM) 

Costa and 

McCrae 

(1992b) 

NEO PI-R 

NEO-FFI 

Items from IPIP 

1. Extraversion 

2. Neuroticism 

3. Conscientiousness 

4. Agreeableness 

5. Openness to Experience 

 

FFM is the personality measurement most commonly used in academic research and 

has been empirically verified (Baker, Victor, Chambers & Halverson, 2004; Blonigen, 2010; 

Jolijn Hendriks, Kuyper, Johan Offringa & Van der Werf, 2008). While it was initially 

developed for adults (Costa & McCrae, 1992b; 1992c), it has since been extended for use 

with children and adolescents (Rogers & Glendon, 2017), making it suitable for this study. 

Importantly for this study, it has been verified as suitable and accurate for adolescents (Baker 

et al., 2004). It has also been utilised outside the social sciences, with Persson et al. (2000) 

exploring the biological causes of the traits. The use of FFM allows simple comparisons 

between studies, as well as an assurance that it is a valid and reliable measurement of 

adolescent personality. For these reasons FFM will be the personality measurement used in 

this study.  

FFM was first suggested by McCrae and Costa (1985) and many variations have since 

been created. The FFM attempts to plot each personality on five scales – Extraversion, 

Neuroticism, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and Openness to Experience. Through the 

administration of a questionnaire such as the NEO-Personality Inventory (Costa & McCrae, 

1992c) the strength of each of these dimensions can be measured. These five dimensions are 

often paired up with an opposite label which indicates a low score on that dimension. These 

labels are sometimes used when referring to a low score on one of the five dimensions. For 

example, Costa and McCrae explain that low levels of Neuroticism may be referred to as 

Emotional Stability, and the opposite of Agreeableness is Disagreeableness or Antagonism. 

These opposite labels are sometimes used by studies based on FFM. These authors also 
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suggest that Neuroticism, Extraversion and Openness to Experience can be further broken 

down into six subscales each, allowing for closer examination. While these subscales may 

yield interesting results when it comes to high school student personality, and may provide 

scope for further more research, this study will focus on the main five dimensions. It is 

anticipated that the five dimensions of FFM will be sufficient to answer the question of 

whether or not there is a statistically significant link between personality and misbehaviour.   

A common criticism of FFM is that five factors alone do not give enough scope to 

accurately describe something as complex as personality (Alalehto, 2003; Boyle, 2008). It is 

worth noting that the accusation of oversimplifying a complex construct is common in 

literature on personality and often comes from proponents of competing theories with larger 

numbers of traits. For a very specific example, refer to the exchange between Costa and 

McCrae (1992a) and Eysenck (1992). In addition to raising questions about whether certain 

traits are in fact measureable, similar accusations regarding the accuracy of personality 

measurements have been levelled at MBTI (McCrae and Costa, 1989), and Eysenck’s Big 

Three (Zuckerman, Kuhlman, Joireman, Teta & Kraft, 1993). This criticism is therefore of 

little consequence to this study, as it appears to be about the overall concept of personality as 

a measurable entity rather than a criticism of FFM itself. FFM has been empirically tested 

and is commonly used in personality-related studies, making it a suitable choice for this 

study. 

MBTI was originally intended to be the personality measurement of choice for this 

project. It is commonly used in human resources and recruiting (Furnham, 1996) as it gives a 

simple and memorable combination of four letters that can easily be compared and analysed 

according to best fit for a position. It is considered to be non-threatening (Fretwell, Lewis & 

Hannay, 2013; Furnham, 1996) and it attempts to present all personality types in a positive 

light (Fretwell et al., 2013). Coincidentally it was the measurement that had been used in the 
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past at the high school at which this study took place, and further details about this can be 

found in Chapter 3.2. The main criticisms that have been levelled at MBTI is that it has not 

been validated through extensive empirical testing (Furnham, 1996), and it lacks FFM’s 

ability to break individual traits into subscales (Furnham, Moutafi & Crump, 2003). 

Additionally, the majority of academic studies use FFM, and as a result of these factors it was 

preferred over MBTI.  

Despite their differences, there is a certain amount of commonality between the 

different personality measurements. Introversion and extraversion, for example, are aspects 

of personality that can be found in many measurements under similar labels. Therefore, a 

number of dimensions of FFM can be mapped to indicators in other measurements. This 

allows some level of comparison to be made between studies that use different 

measurements. For a comparison between FFM and MBTI, see Furnham (1996), Furnham et 

al. (2003), MacDonald, Anderson, Tsagarakis and Holland (1994), and McCrae and Costa 

(1989). Zuckerman et al. (1993) give an analysis of the similarities between FFM and 

Eysenck’s Big Three, and Blonigen (2010) covers alignment between FFM, the 

Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire and Eysenck’s Big Three. 

2.3 The high school environment 

Behaviour in the high school setting is the result of complex interactions between many 

factors, including social, psychological, emotional and biological forces, a number of which 

are represented in Figure 1 (p. 19). As a period of intense change in many areas of life 

(Hallam & Rogers, 2008), the high school years (from ages 11 to 18) can be particularly 

challenging. School is the setting at which a large part of maturation takes place. Equally 

important as family and peer groups, schools play a large part in the development of study 

skills, social skills, empathy and resilience (Hayden, Williamson & Webber, 2007). The daily 
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socialisation between peers, teachers and other school staff give students opportunities to 

develop their skills in communicating and resolving conflicts, both of which are important 

components of personality (Myers, 1962). In all of these interactions, Glasser’s (1998) choice 

theory is once again involved. Each student chooses how they will interact with others, and 

these choices are based on the quality world that they are pursuing. In the case of high school 

students aspects of this quality world may include a wide variety of experiences: high 

academic marks, popularity, emotional security, attention or the lack thereof, safety, or 

stimulation. Exactly what is deemed valuable enough to be included in a student’s quality 

world is unique and is related closely to their personality.  

Personality, or the way in which internal processes react to external stimuli (Alalehto, 

2003) is developed early in life (Murray, Irving, Farrington, Colman & Bloxsom, 2010; 

Walters, 2018; Zuckerman, 1989) and is strongly influenced by biology (Eysenck, 1996). It 

remains relatively stable over time (Andrews et al., 2014; Caspi et al., 2003; Roberts & 

DelVecchio, 2000), although gradual changes do occur (Soto et al., 2011). Research also 

suggests that the set of traits found in children are very similar to those in adults (Caspi et al., 

2003; Nave et al., 2010). Additionally, interaction with others is a powerful influence on 

different aspects of personality (Eysenck, 1996; Hallam & Rogers, 2008). Schools are 

therefore a crucial site at which personality is developed. Aside from academic achievement 

(which is also related to a number of personality traits according to Jensen (2015) and 

Komarraju, Karau, Schmeck and Avdic (2011)), a number of important skills are developed 

at school, and these help to moderate extremes in different dimensions of personality.  

Misbehaviour in the high school setting can be defined as any action that has a negative 

impact on anyone in the school environment – whether that be the student themselves, other 

students, teachers, school staff, or the education system itself. The question of what is 

deemed socially acceptable and why is in the domain of sociology and is therefore well 
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outside the scope of this study. The above general definition encompasses all of the 

misbehaviour categories – truancy, smoking, verbal misconduct, etc. that are regularly 

encountered in the high school setting. It also follows similar definitions given in the areas of 

criminology (Home Office, 2004) and medicine (Calkins & Keane, 2009). Appendix B gives 

an overview of the types of misbehaviour that were included in this study.   

Misbehaviour at school is a complex problem and may be attributable to many different 

factors (Beatriz Saraiva, Pereira & Zamith-Cruz, 2011; Tremblay et al., 1992; Zhang, Li & 

Liu, 2010). Consequently, there are a myriad of perspectives about what can be done to 

improve behaviour. Lochner and Moretti (2004), for example, contend that if a schooling 

system has set routines and clear expectations, a student is likely to improve their patience 

and become more averse to taking unnecessary risks. For a student who tends to score low on 

the Conscientiousness or Agreeableness scales, this kind of environment is ideal for allowing 

them to become more adept at these skills. The importance of seeing and then imitating 

prosocial behaviour has been reported by authors such as Hayden et al. (2007) and Wilson et 

al. (2001). In the school environment, the consequences for poor or antisocial behaviour are 

much less severe than they would be as an adult member of society, so the school setting 

allows students to practise these skills, with a measure of safety if they are not successful 

(Caldarella, Shatzer,Gray, Young & Young, 2011).  

An emerging field of study suggests that childhood trauma is another possible influence 

on the educational experience of school students, including problems with misbehaviour. 

While there are variations in the specific type of trauma experienced by some students, 

research suggests that there are a number of common externalised outcomes of trauma. These 

include impaired social and study skills, and increased likelihood of suspension or exclusion 

(Williams, 2009). Conduct problems were also reported by Williams (2009) and Howard 
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(2013), with the latter adding that these students typically had a low threshold of tolerance 

before problematic behaviours were triggered.  

Different academic disciplines would view high school misbehaviour in different ways, 

and the contribution of education, psychology and criminology must be acknowledged. 

Education researchers would state that the school setting is the most influential of all factors 

in a young person’s cosmos (Hayden et al., 2007), and is responsible for setting and 

reinforcing socially acceptable and lifelong values, attitudes and habits (Deming, 2011). 

Psychologists, on the other hand, would likely contend that internal drives and school-

generated pressures combine to put the student in a position where they feel compelled to 

behave in a certain way (Furlong, 1991). Depending on the school of criminology, these 

researchers may highlight the importance of any number of factors including socio-economic 

background (Skogan, 1990), the influence of peers (Sutherland, Cressey & Luckenbill, 1992), 

habits and travel patterns (Cohen & Felson, 1979) or societal pressure (Merton, 1938). The 

educational, psychological and criminological viewpoints of behaviour are all evident in the 

school environment, and personality plays an important role in all of these interactions.        

2.4 The purpose of behaviour 

According to Glasser’s (1998) choice theory, all behaviour is purposeful, whether that 

purpose is socially acceptable or otherwise. When it comes to motivation behind behaviour 

that is not socially acceptable, there are a variety of underlying reasons that are evident in the 

literature. Although limited to the realms of the natural world and animal interactions, 

Behrendt (2012) explained aggressive behaviour as instrumental, echoing a desire for the 

individual to satisfy their own needs, maintain social order, express their superiority and react 

to other perceived aggressive acts. Many of these themes are echoed in studies related to the 

purpose of behaviour in the school setting. As described above, high school is a site where 
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there are many conflicting forces at work, and creating and maintaining a social order is, for 

some personalities, extremely important.  

Hallam and Rogers (2008) give a thorough overview of three behaviour theories, each 

of which is relevant to the context of high school. The first theory regarding the purpose of 

behaviour, Hallam and Rogers explain, is that an individual’s behaviour is strongly 

influenced by the ways in which their previous behaviour has been received. Positive 

reinforcement of a certain behaviour will teach a student that it is worth repeating, and 

negative behaviour will either be ignored or met with some kind of punishment or 

consequence that may deter similar behaviour in the future. Behaviour is therefore a 

calculated decision based on data gathered during previous interactions. The vast majority of 

students will naturally tend towards positive experiences, and will modify their behaviour in 

order to attain this goal. Although choice theory is not explicitly mentioned by Hallam and 

Rogers in this section, there is a clear link between learning from positive or negative 

reinforcement in the past, and choosing behaviour in the future that brings a person closer to 

their quality world.  

Hallam and Rogers go on to describe social learning theory as a second possible 

explanation for why students decide to behave in certain ways. As one of its most notable 

proponents, Bandura (1977) posited that behaviour is learnt through observing and imitating 

others. In brief, people behave like the people with whom they associate. Following this line 

of thought it is essential that a young person at school is shown prosocial behaviour and 

interactions with others. It is therefore essential that good role models exist – teachers, office 

staff, school captains, mentors in older year levels and peers are all examples of personnel 

inside a school that can reinforce good behaviour through modelling socially acceptable 

behaviour. 



HIGH SCHOOL STUDENT PERSONALITY AND MISBEHAVIOUR  30 

 

A third theoretical suggestion made by Hallam and Rogers (2008) is that behaviour is 

the result of a complex interaction between an individual’s determination to fulfil their needs, 

internal cognitive processes such as self-esteem, and a consideration of what is deemed 

socially acceptable. Psychoanalytic theory is a notable example of viewing behaviour in this 

way. Again, there are close ties between this theoretical view point and Glasser’s (1998). 

There are, however, some differences between these theories. Psychoanalytic theory suggests 

that many processes are subconscious and therefore virtually impossible to truly understand. 

Glasser, on the other hand, argues that all behaviour is understandable when viewed as an 

attempt to fulfil a person’s survival and psychological needs.   

2.5 Personality and crime 

Previous studies have identified definite patterns in certain personality types being 

more likely to commit crimes in adulthood. In general, high scores on the Extraversion and 

Neuroticism scales are associated with higher levels of negative behaviour, although the 

exact details vary depending on the type of behaviour that is the focus. For example, Eysenck 

(1996) and O’Riordan and O’Connell (2014) noted that criminal behaviour was associated 

with extremely high scores for Extraversion and low scores for Neuroticism. Ferguson et al. 

(2008) in their examination of university students found that, especially amongst males, those 

with high Neuroticism scores were much more likely to engage in aggressive behaviour. In 

their study of frontal cortex activity during a frustrating event, Jensen-Campbell, Knack, 

Waldrip and Campbell (2007) found that participants with a high score in either the 

Conscientiousness or Agreeableness scale were more likely to prevent their anger from being 

converted into aggression. Walters (2018) adds to this finding, reporting that, amongst young 

people who had been found guilty of a felony, low scores for Conscientiousness and 

Agreeableness were consistently observed. It is noteworthy that most of these studies were 

conducted with adults. However, this paper has already demonstrated that the overall 
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contours of an individual’s personality are relatively fixed, and that similar traits are present 

in children, adolescents and adults. Adeptness at certain dimensions may change over time 

due to proximal influences such as peers, social status and feeling of worth (Eysenck, 1996), 

but a person who has low scores on the Extraversion scale, for example, will tend to be 

introverted throughout their life. The findings of these studies are therefore applicable to 

young people of high school age. 

The Big Three structure proposed by Eysenck and Eysenck (1985) includes a 

dimension named Psychoticism that is frequently referred to as a major contributing factor in 

criminality (Cale, 2006; Heaven, Newbury & Wilson, 2004; Heym, Ferguson & Lawrence, 

2013). However, as posited by Costa (1985; 1992a) this measurement may in fact be a 

combination of some aspects of the FFM traits of Agreeableness and Conscientiousness, 

making it difficult to apply to this study and others that utilise FFM. It must acknowledged 

that, as authors of potentially rival personality measurements, there has been considerable 

debate between these authors regarding which scales are the most accurate and useful in 

research (compare, for example, Costa and McCrae (1992a) with Eysenck (1992)). 

Nonetheless, the majority of studies referred to in this study decided to use FFM over The 

Big Three, so any references to the Psychoticism scale cannot be incorporated in this study.   

The focus of the aforementioned studies was to determine links between personality 

and criminal or antisocial behaviour. These articles conclude that there is indeed a connection 

between some aspects of personality and participation in crime. Given the link between 

behaviour problems at school and later criminal behaviour (Chen, 2008), it is anticipated that 

the same aspects of personality will be linked with misbehaviour at school. It is the intention 

of this study to contribute towards filling this gap.  
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Moffitt’s (1993) crime-age curve is also pertinent, and is illustrated in Figure 2 below. 

She demonstrated that for the majority of young people, most misbehaviour occurs during 

mid to late adolescence, after which it declines rapidly. The opposite holds true for life-

course criminals, who may begin offending later than the first group but are likely to persist 

throughout their lifetime. The present study is located within this early period of increased 

antisocial behaviour. Many studies have endeavoured to discover why this pattern exists 

(Hirschi & Gottfredson, 1983), but to date it is unclear what role, if any, personality plays in 

this transition.  

 

Figure 2. Hypothetical illustration of the changing prevalence of participation in antisocial 

behaviour across the life course. From "Adolescence-limited and life-course-persistent 

antisocial behavior: A developmental taxonomy," by T. E. Moffitt, 1993, Psychological 

Review, 100(4), p. 677. Copyright 1993 by the American Psychological Association. 

 

2.6 The effect of gender on behaviour 

The view of gender taken by this study is the biological sex-based definition, which 

recognises two genders – male and female. While it is acknowledged that there are a number 
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of theories that advocate for a multiplicity of genders, the binary definition will be used as the 

vast majority of studies into behaviour and psychology have utilised this view. Additionally, 

the data used in this study recorded each student as either male or female. This made other 

categorisations, such as Fleming’s (2016) construct of gender-typical or gender-atypical, 

unsuitable for use in this study.  

Even after deciding to view gender along male/female lines, identifying specific 

differences in gendered behaviour is problematic. Typically, males are seen as assertive, 

controlling, outgoing, and independent (Jurik, Gröschner & Seidel, 2013; Leaper, Farkas & 

Brown, 2012), while females tend to be quiet, community-minded, nurturing and shy 

(Fleming, 2016; McClowry et al., 2013). However, these descriptions of typical behaviour 

may be intuitive and grounded in traditional Western society gender roles rather than current 

behaviour research. As mentioned above, Fleming (2016) preferred to view gendered 

behaviour according to whether the participant feels that they are typical or atypical for their 

gender. While this view does take into consideration individual differences, it does still imply 

that there are styles of behaviour that are typically expected from males and females. When it 

comes to the effect of peer association on behaviour, the gender of peers has also been 

identified as a contributing factor when it comes to behaviour choices (Leszczynski & 

Strough, 2008), reinforcing that gender does play a role in behaviour, albeit a complicated 

one. 

When it comes to discussions on whether behaviour is determined by gender or gender 

roles are shaped by society’s expectations, and how these views are perpetuated by the school 

system (Gunderson, Ramirez, Levine & Beilock, 2012; Horner, Fireman & Wang, 2010; 

Jurik, Gröschner & Seidel, 2013) this falls outside the scope of this study. Overall, it is 

acknowledged that there are differences in the overall patterns of behaviour of males and 

females. Aggression in particular has been reported as a significant difference (Fleming, 
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2016; Moffitt, Caspi, Rutter & Silva, 2001; Syahputra, Alizamar, Afdal, Ardi & Trizeta, 

2018), although Syahputra et al. also reported that females are more likely than males to be 

involved with verbal aggression.  

In summary, the extent to which gender is related to behaviour is unclear. Traditional 

values suggest that there is a distinction between how males and females typically behave, 

although the research cited above indicates that the distinction is by no means clear when it 

comes to an individual’s behaviour. Physical aggression in particular has been identified as a 

predominantly masculine trait, while females are more likely to verbalise aggression.    

2.7 Influences on behaviour besides personality 

It is important to note that personality and gender are by no means the only factors that 

may be related to behaviour. Figure 1 (p. 19) gives an indication of the myriad of other forces 

that may be at play in the physical, social and emotional world of an adolescent. The relative 

strength and nature of each of these factors may vary, but they are all possible contributors to 

behaviour choices while at school, whether that behaviour is positive or negative. The 

uniqueness of each high school student and their set of influencing factors is such that this 

figure will not display all actors, or combinations of factors, that may influence behaviour. 

Overall, however, this figure demonstrates the complexity of the topic of high school 

misbehaviour, and identifies personality as just one of the many possible contributing factors. 

Regarding the effect of natural maturation on these interactions on misbehaviour, 

Moffitt (1993), as displayed in Figure 2 (p. 32), reported that in the teenage years antisocial 

behaviour is quite common. However, by their early twenties most of these young people 

have desisted in this behaviour, and are generally not involved in antisocial or criminal 

activities in adulthood. With the research-backed links between criminal or antisocial 

behaviour and certain personality traits in mind, the pattern reported by Moffitt seems 
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unlikely to be influenced by personality. Taking the links between Extraversion and crime as 

an example, it is not true to say that antisocial behaviour is common among young people 

because they are generally more Extraverted than older people. As related earlier, personality 

is relatively fixed throughout the lifespan, so the pattern of desistance illustrated by Moffitt is 

likely due to something else besides a sudden shift from traits that are linked with 

misbehaviour to those that are not. Instead, this pattern suggests that most adolescents gain 

the ability to control the aspects of their personality that may have led them to misbehaviour 

at school. Glasser’s (1998) choice theory becomes relevant once more at this point. As they 

mature and become more experienced, many young people also become more adept at 

modifying their own behaviour in socially acceptable ways, while still pursuing their quality 

world. This would result in a reduction in the incidence of antisocial behaviour in the general 

teenage cohort, but not because there have been widespread personality changes. Instead, it is 

likely that these young people have become more skilful at dealing with their personality and 

its inherent needs. For high school students, however, all of this is in the future. This study 

intends to investigate patterns of behaviour and personality while the students are still at 

school, and perhaps before this maturation process has taken place.   

The possible effect of childhood trauma on personality must also be acknowledged. 

Along with the potential effects of childhood trauma on a student’s experience at school 

(related in Section 2.3), there were also specific links between personality type and trauma. 

Lee and Song (2017) found that adults who had experienced abuse at a young age were more 

likely to have lower scores for Emotional Stability than those who had not experienced 

trauma. This link was also reported by Hampson and Edmonds (2018), Lockenhoff et al. 

(2009), Ogle, Rubin and Siegler (2014), and Pos, Boyette, Meijer, Koeter, Krabbendam and 

de Haan (2016), although these studies labelled this trait with the inverse of Emotional 

Stability: Neuroticism. All three studies also identified Openness to Experience scores as 
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statistically significant amongst participants who had experienced trauma, although Hampson 

and Edmonds (2018) and Pos et al. (2016) reported higher scores for that trait, whereas 

Lockenhoff et al. (2009) found lower scores. It should be noted that the above studies related 

to childhood trauma were all undertaken with adults, and therefore their findings may not be 

directly applicable to high schools students, who were the focus of this study. Additionally, 

Pos et al. (2016) focussed solely on those who had been diagnosed with a psychotic disorder, 

whereas the current study is focused on the general population of high school students.  

2.8 Extent of current research into high school student personality and 

misbehaviour  

Despite the range of research articles that are associated with student misbehaviour in 

some way (refer Figure 1, p. 19), there appears to be very little literature on the topic of 

whether personality differences may be related to misbehaviour. Jones and Francis (1995) 

undertook a quantitative study that suggests that such a link might exist. Their study utilised 

Eysenck and Eysenck’s (1985) framework and asked teenage students to express their 

feelings regarding whether they thought that there was anything wrong with being truant 

from school. This study found that students with high scores for Psychoticism tended to 

respond that there was nothing wrong with truancy. Extraversion and Neuroticism scores 

were also positively correlated to saying that truancy was acceptable, but to a lesser extent. 

Boys were more likely than girls to express support for truancy. There are two important 

distinctions that must be drawn between the study by Jones and Francis and the current 

research. First, Jones and Francis requested for participants to express their opinion on 

misbehaviour, with no consideration given as to whether or not this opinion was borne out in 

actual truancy. On the other hand, the present study will investigate real actions by students, 

rather than their opinion which may or may not be related to their actual behaviour choices. 



HIGH SCHOOL STUDENT PERSONALITY AND MISBEHAVIOUR  37 

 

Secondly, Jones and Francis focused solely on truancy, whereas this study will investigate all 

types of misbehaviour that were recorded. Nonetheless, as truancy is one of the misbehaviour 

categories included in this study, Jones and Francis’ will be of some relevance to the 

discussion of the results of the present study.  

Nederlof, van der Ham, Dingemans and Oei (2010) also considered the interactions 

between personality and different types of behaviour in their examination of the type of crime 

committed by juveniles (ages 12 to 21). The type of offence committed by newly-detained 

males was compared with their FFM personality traits, and the authors reported that no 

statistically significant correlation was detected. This suggests that there may be no 

connection between personality and type of misbehaviour, but their study differs from the 

present research in a number of ways. Firstly, their study was based on Dutch males that were 

currently in prison. Given the research presented in Chapter 2.5 regarding links between 

personality and crime, this means that their data was likely already skewed towards certain 

types of personality, which they admit as being a limitation to their study. In contrast, the 

current study proposes to examine the general population of young people. It is anticipated 

this will give a more natural variety of personalities across both genders, and therefore be 

more generalisable. Additionally, Nederlof et al. were interested in whether particular 

personalities were associated with particular types of crime. This study proposes to cover 

similar territory in examining personality and non-criminal behaviour, but will also 

investigate whether there are differences in the overall number of behaviour incidents that 

each personality type have been involved in. Despite these differences, this study will also be 

a useful reference point in the discussion of the current study.  
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2.9 High school student personality and misbehaviour – the research gap 

This literature review has addressed the application of Glasser’s (1998) choice theory, 

personality measurements, the high school environment, the purpose of behaviour, the link 

between personality and crime, the possible influence of gender, and other influences on 

behaviour. It has demonstrated that high school is an important developmental phase in the 

life of a young person, and that there are a number of different explanations for why people 

choose to behave in certain ways. A variety of personality measurements have been 

investigated, and research has linked certain personality types with an increased likelihood of 

involvement in certain types of crime later in life. Two studies that are somewhat similar to 

the current research have also been acknowledged. There is, however, a gap in this 

knowledge: research to date has not verified whether there is a clear link between personality 

type and misbehaviour while at high school, and whether gender plays any role in this 

relationship. This study proposes to contribute towards filling this gap.  
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33. Research design 

This section outlines how this study on high school personality and misbehaviour was 

undertaken. This research design was developed with the aim of answering the overall research 

question: is high school student misbehaviour related to their personality? It also intends to make 

the two aims of this study measurable: determining if there is a correlation between personality 

traits and type of misbehaviour, and whether gender plays any role in this interaction. This 

chapter opens with a justification of the quantitative methodology, followed by a description of 

the participants and the data collection instruments used. Data collection processes will then be 

related, followed by a description of the data analysis techniques that were involved and the 

ethics approval process that was followed.  

3.1 Methodology 

This project involved a quantitative analysis of personality and behaviour data on high 

school students. Two main factors contributed to a quantitative methodology being selected 

for this project. Primarily, quantitative data allowed the two aims of this project to be directly 

measurable. That is, whether there was a relationship between different personality traits and 

different types of misbehaviour, and whether gender played a role in these interactions. 

Analysing data using quantitative techniques allowed this study to provide clear answers to 

the aims of this study, thereby helping to fill the current gap in the research regarding 

personality and misbehaviour.   

Additionally, quantitative analysis will allow this study to search for overarching 

patterns rather than being concerned with the finer details of each behaviour incident. This 

was of importance when it came to the potentially sensitive nature of the behaviour data used 

in this study. This style of analysis also helped to protect the identity of each participant as 

the data could be de-identified. On the other hand, if a potential study was interested in the 

thoughts and feelings behind each behaviour incident (these being two of Glasser’s (1998) 
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components of behaviour besides acting, refer to Chapter 2.1 for a brief explanation) then a 

qualitative approach may be more suitable. This may be appropriate as a follow-up study to 

verify the findings of the present research. 

3.2 Participants 

Forty-five (45) teenagers participated in this study. Participants were enrolled (2019) at one 

(1) Christian school - Sunshine Coast, Queensland, Australia. This school was selected as they 

were already extensively involved in education around personality traits, although their 

measurement of choice was Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI). This was not a major problem 

given the overall similarities between FFM and MBTI described in Chapter 2.2. This previous 

interaction with personality traits provided a number of benefits, including previous exposure to 

personality questionnaires similar to the one utilised in this study, students already understanding 

the general concept of different personality traits, and the school already recognising the 

usefulness of personality profiling.     

Participation in the study was offered to all Year 8 and 10 students, ranging from around 12 

to 15 years of age. The other year levels were excluded from this study as they had all recently 

been involved in extensive diagnostic testing schedules. Additionally, personality questionnaires 

are most accurate when completed in a familiar and comfortable environment (Aiken, 1997), and 

it was anticipated that requiring these students to do extra testing would not produce accurate 

data. Of the 45 participants, 37 were in Year 8 (18 females and 19 males) and the remaining eight 

students were in Year 10 (five females and three males). Participation in this study was voluntary 

and reliant on consent as per Chapter 3.7.  

3.3 Instruments 

The instrument used for the collection of behaviour data was a slightly modified version of 

an FFM questionnaire based on Goldberg (1992), and can be found in Appendix A.  The self-

reported questionnaire was comprised of 50 items drawn from the public domain International 
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Personality Item Pool (IPIP). The IPIP is a set of scales and personality items that is in the public 

domain, and offers more flexible alternatives to proprietary instruments such as Costa and 

McCrae’s (1992c) NEO-FFI. Similar IPIP-based instruments have been used in a wide variety of 

studies related to education and adolescents including articles on academic success (Barchard, 

2003), drug use (McCrystal, Percy & Higgins, 2007) and gender-related likeability (Ciarrochi & 

Heaven, 2009). Additionally, the IPIP items that are designed to measure FFM have been verified 

by Bartram (2013) and Goldberg et al. (2006) as equivalent to the items in the NEO-FFI.  The 

proprietary NEO range of questionnaires also require the administrator to hold a psychology 

degree with postgraduate qualifications in diagnostic testing, which made it unsuitable for this 

project.  

Of the many IPIP-based scales described by Goldberg et al. (2006), the set of questions 

found in Appendix A was selected for two reasons. Most importantly, it directly measured the 

traits used in FFM, and therefore allowed straightforward comparisons with the majority of the 

personality-based research that is discussed in this article. The questionnaire featured 50 

statements (ten for each personality trait) that required the respondent to select how well that 

statement applied to them.  

An additional justification for the use of the questionnaire at Appendix A is that its length 

made it suitable for use in a high school setting. It was significantly shorter in length than many 

of the other FFM inventories based on the IPIP items, such as Johnson’s (2014) 120-item IPIP 

NEO-PI-R. The length of the questionnaire was important as factors such as survey fatigue may 

have negatively impacted on the reliability of responses.  As suggested by Huang, Liu and 

Bowling (2015), a simple way to reduce this likelihood is to reduce the number of questions, but 

not to the point where the validity of the instrument is threatened. Having 50 multiple choice 

items struck a good balance between an instrument that was inaccurate since it was too short and 

an instrument that would be answered inaccurately as it was too long. The questionnaire also 
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followed a number of Goldberg’s (1992) other guidelines, such as cycling through the five traits 

in turn rather than having ten questions in a row on each, and varying whether each statement is 

made positively (“I am the life of the party”), or negatively (“I don’t talk a lot”). Together, these 

features made the questionnaire at Appendix A suitable for use with this project. 

The 50 items on the questionnaire were presented as a statement, with a prompt for the 

participant to rate how well that statements applied to them. This format was familiar to the 

participants, having undertaken similar MBTI questionnaires in the past. The responses were on a 

5-point Likert scale, ranging from “not at all” to “very well”. The items suggested by Goldberg 

(1992) were retained in their original order, although some slight alterations were made to the 

wording of a few items in order to clarify their meaning for young Australians. For example, 

Appendix A shows that item 19 reads “I hardly ever feel depressed”. The original wording 

suggested by Goldberg was “I seldom feel blue”. These textual changes were made to avoid 

disruption due to participants requiring clarification of individual words, and every effort was 

made to ensure that the item was meaningful in the Australian context without changing its intent. 

Before being administered to all participants, the questionnaire was trialled with a group of 20 

adolescents who were generally representative of the overall population of participants. This trial 

resulted in the wording of two items being clarified further. The data from this trial was not 

retained and was not used as part of this study.      

A self-reported questionnaire was selected as the personality data collection instrument for 

this project, although there were other options. Zamarro, Cheng, Shakeel & Hitt (2018) suggest 

that observations, interviews or task simulations are suitable alternatives to self-reported 

personality questionnaires. Given the participants’ familiarity with this style of instrument and 

constraints within school class scheduling, it was decided that a self-reported questionnaire would 

be the most appropriate choice. Additionally, this style of questionnaire allowed all students to 

express the types of events and experiences that they do and do not like. Viewed according to 
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Glasser’s (1998) choice theory, this questionnaire became a form of expression of each student’s 

quality world. It was therefore a theoretical as well as practical fit for allowing the aims of this 

study to be measured.    

3.4 Personality data collection 

The data was gathered using two main methods. Personality data was gathered through 

the questionnaire described above, with items drawn from the IPIP following Goldberg’s 

(1992) guidelines. The questionnaire was completed during the pastoral care lesson at the 

start of the day, and was administered by the participants’ normal teacher in their normal 

classroom. The teacher was also available to answer any questions that may have arisen 

although, as mentioned in Chapter 3.2, these students were familiar with personality 

questionnaires and such questions were few. The researcher determined that it was important 

for students to complete the questionnaire in a familiar and comfortable environment as this 

contributes to improving the validity of responses (Aiken, 1997).  

Project information and administrative details were distributed to supervisors before the 

questionnaire was administered. The questionnaire itself was printed on a single, double-

sided A4 sheet which also provided a space for the student to write their ID. At this stage it 

was still possible to identify each participant through their ID, however this number is 

meaningless to anyone external to the school. The student ID was required as it was the link 

between the personality data and the behaviour data described below. 

The questionnaire sheets were collected by the test supervisors, collated by 

administration staff and submitted to the researcher. The responses were then recorded in a 

spreadsheet that had been keyed according to Goldberg’s (1992) instructions. The response 

for each item was assigned a value between 1 and 5, with around half of these values being 

inverted to take into account the negatively-worded items. The totals for each of the five 
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personality traits were then calculated. As there were ten questions related to each trait, each 

of these totals was between 10 and 50.  

Seven participants had missing or invalid data on their questionnaire responses; this is a 

common occurrence in personality questionnaires (van Ginkel, Sijstima, van der Ark & 

Vermunt, 2010). The invalid responses contained either no response for an item or more than 

one response for an item. The maximum number of this style of invalid response on a single 

questionnaire was four. As these responses were in relation to a variety of traits, the missing 

values were calculated using deterministic mean imputation. Van Ginkel et al. suggested that 

this was an appropriate method to use on personality questionnaires, where a missing value 

can be reasonably calculated using the mean of the other responses for that personality trait. 

Additionally, there was one participant who appeared to have disengaged from the process 

half way through. On the first page the distribution of responses appeared typical, while on 

the second page the last 25 questions were all answered with a 3 (Sort of). Given the 

participant appeared to have submitted valid responses to the first 25 questions, as well as the 

fact that the personality instrument used cycled through each of the five traits in turn, it was 

decided that five responses for each of the five traits would be sufficient to determine the 

strength of each trait. In line with the general concept of mean imputation the assumption was 

made that, had valid responses been supplied for the second half of the questionnaire, they 

would have roughly matched those in the first half. The scores for the first 25 questions were 

therefore doubled to match the measures used for the other participants.    

3.5 Behaviour data collection 

Behaviour data was extracted from the school’s behaviour management platform. Data 

from the first nine months of 2019 was retrieved. The original intention of this study was to 

examine data from the previous 12 months, but this was not possible due to constraints within 

the behaviour management system. It was deemed that nine months of data would be 
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sufficient for analysis in search of relationships between misbehaviour and personality. The 

fields included in the export were student ID, name, year level, gender, incident date, type of 

incident and brief incident details. Due to limitations in the functionality of the platform, 

some identifying data such as names were included in the export, but were removed by the 

researcher. Filters were applied by the school admin staff to include only those students who 

participated. This resulted in 567 behaviour incidents being included in this study. Of these, 

three incidents were excluded from this study as their details were hidden, presumably for 

confidentiality reasons, leaving 564 useable records. 

The school’s behaviour management platform required that each incident was 

categorised on one of four levels which increase in severity: demerit, Responsible Thinking 

Classroom (RTC) referral, afterschool detention and suspension. This practice of assigning 

severity levels to behaviour incidents appears to be a common practice in schools (Horner et 

al., 2010). It was not the original intention of this study to investigate the consequences that 

the school had put in place for students misbehaviour. However, this data was retained as it 

gave a general indication of the severity of the misbehaviour, and was analysed from this 

point of view. Also, the school’s behaviour management policies mandated that a student 

who accrued multiple demerits in a certain amount of time was allocated an afterschool 

detention as an additional consequence. It was determined that these incidents were actually a 

reflection of the school’s behaviour management procedures rather than a record of a new 

behaviour incident, and therefore they were excluded from this study. Of the original 564 

incidents included in the data, there were seven such records. These were removed from the 

data, leaving 557 records. 

The researcher then allocated each incident to one of the 16 behaviour categories that 

are displayed in Appendix B, as the data provided did not include any categories of 

misbehaviour, only severity and incident details. The researcher used the incident details to 
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make a determination of which category best described the behaviour, and where an incident 

involved more than one category (such as a student demonstrating verbal and physical 

misconduct) the researcher chose the behaviour that was the most predominant. Examples of 

the types of misbehaviour involved in each category are also listed in Appendix B. These 

categories were adapted from a similar behaviour management platform that the researcher 

was familiar with. 

The behaviour data was then combined with the file containing the personality data, 

using each participant’s unique ID as the key. For each participant, the incidents they were 

involved in were grouped and tallied according to incident type and recorded next to their 

personality data. Once the two data sets were combined, the ID was replaced by a generic 

record identifier, thereby entirely de-identifying the data.  

3.6 Analysis 

Two quantitative data analysis techniques were used to answer the research question of 

“to what extent is high school student misbehaviour influenced by personality?” These 

techniques were selected as they allowed for the aims of this study to be met. That is, the 

following analysis methods enabled the study to report whether a statistically significant link 

was found between different personality traits and different categories of misbehaviour, and 

whether gender played any role in these links. These analyses were undertaken by importing 

the combined spreadsheet into SPSS and then configuring all variables. To allow for the 

analysis techniques described below most variables were configured as scales, including the 

number of misbehaviour incidents for each category and the scores for each of the five traits. 

The only two variables that contained nominal values were gender and year level  

The first analysis technique undertaken on the data was descriptive analysis. This was 

used to report general statistics on the participants, including the number of participants from 
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each year level, data on the range and spread of scores for each personality trait, and how 

often each behaviour category appeared in the data. This enabled this study to make 

inferences about the overall personality and behaviour profile of the cohort, and was 

particularly relevant in the cases where this study did not agree with the findings of other 

studies.  

Secondly, a variety of Pearson’s r correlations were sought. In the order in which they 

are presented in Chapter 4, bivariate correlations were sought between personality traits and 

misbehaviour, personality traits and general groupings of types of misbehaviour, and 

personality traits and level of severity of behaviour. To determine whether there were any 

significant correlations related to gender, the data was then split into males and females. 

Further bivariate correlations were then sought from both files to determine if there was any 

statistically significant link between personality traits and types of misbehaviour for males 

and females. The results of these two tests were combined into Table 6 (p. 55). 

3.7 Ethics 

Two main types of consent were secured before this study was undertaken. The first 

type of voluntary consent was from the students and their parents or guardians. This process 

ensured that participants clearly understood the purpose of the study, including how the data 

would be gathered and used. This consent was sought in writing using the information sheet 

found in Appendix C. Opportunities were also given for students and guardians to seek 

clarification on any aspects that concern them. An essential part of the message given to the 

participants and their caregivers was that no identifying information would be included. As 

described earlier, the personality data provided by the school did contain some student 

names, and these were removed immediately. Each participant’s unique identification number 
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was used as the main identifier until the personality and behaviour data sources were merged, 

and then it was replaced by a generic record number.   

The second area of consent gained was from the school principal, as this study required 

access to the school’s behaviour data which is normally available only to school staff. 

Gathering data on personality types also required slight modification to existing schedules at 

the school. The principal approved for these activities to occur at his school as outlined in the 

information and consent sheet in Appendix D. As the participating school was an independent 

school, there was no need for ethical approval from any other education body.    

  



HIGH SCHOOL STUDENT PERSONALITY AND MISBEHAVIOUR  49 

 

4. Results 

This section will present the results of the data as analysed according to Chapter 3.6. 

The intention of this analysis is to satisfy the two aims of this study: determine if there is a 

relationship between personality traits and misbehaviour, and determine if gender plays a role 

in this relationship. Descriptive statistics on the personality of the traits of the participants are 

presented first, followed by a series of Pearson’s r correlations that were sought between the 

five FFM personality traits and the behaviour data. Finally, the results of the gender-specific 

correlations are given. After each figure and table there is an overview provided of the 

significant findings.  

 
Figure 3 

Boxplot Illustrating Descriptive Statistics for Personality Traits 

 

Figure 3 illustrates the descriptive statistics of the personality data for the 45 

participants, and gives an overview of the general personality types of the participants. Each 

of the five traits was calculated (with values ranging between 10 and 50) as described in 

Chapter 3.4. Extraversion was the trait that had the lowest mean but also the highest variation 
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(M = 31.78, SD = 6.72). On the other hand Agreeableness had the highest mean at 35 and it 

also had the second-lowest standard deviation (SD = 5.68), coming behind Emotional 

Stability (SD = 5.47).  

Table 2 

Maximum of each Category of Behaviour Incident per Student, and Total Number of 

Incidents for each Type of misbehaviour 

Behaviour incident Maximum Total 

Incomplete homework 14 184 

Dress code violation 11 69 

Noncompliant with routine 11 67 

Late 8 48 

Assessment not submitted 6 46 

Verbal misconduct 9 40 

IT misconduct 6 38 

Disruptive 6 30 

Misconduct involving object 2 15 

Physical misconduct 3 10 

Lying/cheating 2 5 

Defiant/threat 2 4 

Substance use 1 1 

Bullying 0 0 

Other conduct 0 0 

Prohibited item 0 0 

 

 

Table 2 displays the maximum number of each type of behaviour incident for any 

student, as well as the total number of times that each type of misbehaviour was recorded 

across all participants. These behaviour incidents covered the first nine months of 2019. 

Incomplete homework was by far the most common form of misbehaviour, and also had the 
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highest number for an individual participant at 14. Dress code and non-submission of 

assessment were the next most common types of misbehaviour. In the data analysed there 

were no behaviour incidents that were classified as bullying, other conduct or prohibited 

item, and there was only one incident of substance use. As described in Chapter 3.4 these 

categories were removed from the data as they did not make a meaningful contribute to the 

quantitative analysis involved in this study.  

Table 3 

Pearson’s r Correlations between Personality Traits and Types of Misbehaviour 

Behaviour type 
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Assessment not submitted -0.49** -0.24 -0.06 0.25 -0.01 

IT misconduct -0.44** -0.32* -0.06 0.19 0.01 

Verbal misconduct -0.41** -0.19 0.23 0.14 -0.26 

Incomplete homework -0.38** -0.32* -0.13 0.17 0.02 

Disruptive -0.36* -0.31* 0.01 0.37* -0.11 

Noncompliant with routine -0.35* -0.39** -0.01 0.22 -0.09 

Physical misconduct -0.34* 0.03 0.11 0.18 -0.21 

Dress code violation -0.33* -0.26 -0.08 0.10 -0.12 

Misconduct involving object -0.32* -0.24 0.06 0.24 -0.30* 

Defiant/threat -0.26 -0.13 0.16 0.12 -0.23 

Late -0.13 -0.24 0.16 0.10 -0.09 

Lying/cheating -0.01 -0.09 -0.06 0.13 -0.17 

Total number of incidents -0.49** -0.37* -0.01 0.25 -0.13 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 3 displays the Pearson’s r correlations between the five personality traits and the 

12 categories of behaviour that substantially appeared in the data. Agreeableness was found 

to be negatively correlated with nine types of misbehaviour. Four of these relationships were 

significant at the p<.01 level: non-submission of assessment (r = -0.49, n = 45, p < .001), IT 

misconduct (r = -0.44, n = 45, p = .002), verbal misconduct (r = -0.41, n = 45, p = .01), and 

incomplete homework (r = -0.38, n = 45, p = .01). A further five types of behaviour were 

statistically significant to a lesser extent: disruptive behaviour (r = -0.36, n = 45, p = .02), 

noncompliance with routine (r = -0.35, n = 45, p = .02), physical misconduct (r = -0.34, n = 

45, p = .02), dress code violation (r = -0.33, n = 45, p = .03), and misconduct involving an 

object (r = -0.32, n = 45, p = .03).  

Conscientiousness was negatively correlated with four categories of misbehaviour: 

noncompliance with routine (r = -0.39, n = 45, p = .01), IT misconduct (r = -0.32, n = 45, p = 

.002), incomplete homework (r = -0.32, n = 45, p = .03), and disruptive behaviour (r = -0.31, 

n = 45, p = .04). On the other hand Emotional Stability was not significantly correlated to any 

type of misbehaviour. Extraversion was positively correlated with only disruptive behaviour 

(r = -0.37, n = 45, p = .01), and Openness to Experience was negatively correlated with only 

misconduct involving an object (r = -0.30, n = 45, p = .05). Table 3 also describes the 

correlations between the five personality traits and the total number of all behaviour incidents 

regardless of type. The pattern remains similar to the remainder of the table: a strong negative 

correlation between Agreeableness and total number of incidents (r = -0.49, n = 45, p < .001) 

and a weaker but still statistically significant negative correlation between Conscientiousness 

and total number of incidents (r = -0.37, n = 45, p = .01). 
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Table 4 

Pearson’s r Correlations between Personality Traits and Categorised Behaviour 

 Behaviour Against 

Educational 

Experience a 

Behaviour Against 

Education System b 

Other Behaviour c 

Agreeableness -0.45** -0.39** -0.50** 

Conscientiousness -0.32* -0.41** -0.26 

Emotional Stability -0.12 0.02 0.11 

Extraversion 0.21 0.25 0.23 

Openness to Experience 0.02 -0.14 -0.24 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

a Incomplete homework, assessment not submitted 

b Disruptive, dress code violation, late, noncompliant with routine 

c Defiant/threat, IT misconduct, lying/cheating, misconduct involving object, physical misconduct, prohibited item,  

verbal misconduct 

 

 

Behaviour incidents were grouped together according to the footnotes at the bottom of 

Table 4. Of the three broader groupings of misbehaviour, Agreeableness was strongly 

negatively correlated to all three categories: behaviour against educational experience (r = -

0.45, n = 45, p = .002), behaviour against the education system (r = -0.39, n = 45, p = .01), 

and other behaviour (r = -0.50, n = 45, p <.001). Conscientiousness was the only other trait 

that had a statistically significant relationship with any of the three groupings, with 

significant correlations with behaviour that was an act against the education system (r = -

0.41, n = 45, p = .01), and behaviour against educational experiences (r = -0.32, n = 45, p = 

.03). The other three personality traits were not correlated with any of the groups at a 

statistically significant level. Although they were not strong enough to be statistically 

significant, the coefficients for Extraversion were positive for all three categories.  
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Table 5 

Pearson’s r Correlations between Personality Traits and Severity of Behaviour  

 
Agreeableness Conscientiousness 

Emotional 

Stability Extraversion 

Openness to 

Experience 

Demerit -0.44** -0.39** -0.10 0.23 -0.08 

RTC -0.47** -0.27 0.16 0.22 -0.22 

Afterschool 

Detention 

-0.21 -0.23 0.01 0.30* 0.18 

Suspension -0.14 -0.08 -0.30* -0.04 -0.22 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

The school that participated in this study records the severity of behaviour incidents by 

the consequence imposed. In ascending order of severity, the levels are demerit, Responsible 

Thinking Classroom (RTC), afterschool detention, and suspension. Correlations were sought 

between personality traits and the severity of misbehaviour using this scale, and Table 5 

relates the results. Agreeableness was found to be negatively correlated to RTC (r = -0.47, n 

= 45, p < .001) and demerit (r = -0.44, n = 45, p = .002) incidents. Conscientiousness, 

Emotional Stability and Extraversion were all correlated to one level of severity each: 

demerit for Conscientiousness (r = -0.39, n = 45, p = .01), suspension for Emotional Stability 

(r = -0.30, n = 45, p = .05), and afterschool detention for Extraversion (r = 0.30, n = 45, p = 

.05). It should be noted that there was only one suspension-level incident in the data so its 

link to Emotional Stability may not be generalisable. Openness to Experience was not 

significantly correlated with any category of misbehaviour.   
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Table 6 

Pearson’s r Correlations between Personality Traits and Types of Misbehaviour, Grouped by Gender 
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Behaviour F M F M F M F M F M 

Disruptive -0.26 -0.35 -0.62** -0.13 -0.53** 0.26 0.23 0.56** 0.14 -0.11 

Dress code violation -0.10 -0.29 -0.29 -0.22 -0.28 -0.07 0.53** 0.09 0.07 -0.05 

Incomplete homework -0.46* -0.12 -0.33 -0.26 -0.59** 0.13 0.32 0.25 0.28 0.06 

Defiant/threat .a -0.26 .a -0.13 .a 0.21 .a 0.26 .a -0.23 

IT misconduct -0.48* -0.31 -0.34 -0.24 -0.46* 0.27 0.39 0.16 0.20 0.00 

Late 0.18 -0.12 -0.18 -0.25 0.13 0.16 -0.04 0.28 -0.19 0.08 

Lying/Cheating -0.09 -0.13 -0.14 -0.09 0.10 -0.50* 0.16 -0.01 -0.17 -0.26 

Misconduct involving 

object 

0.01 -0.21 -0.11 -0.26 -0.16 0.05 -0.18 0.61** -0.34 -0.17 

Noncompliant with 

routine 

-0.05 -0.46* -0.29 -0.48* -0.35 0.16 0.27 0.30 0.15 -0.10 

Physical misconduct .a -0.34 .a 0.16 .a 0.11 .a 0.37 .a -0.16 

Assessment not 

submitted 

-0.62** -0.17 -0.18 -0.20 -0.41 0.23 0.40 0.31 0.17 0.07 

Verbal misconduct 0.07 -0.46* -0.06 -0.20 -0.14 0.35 0.09 0.33 0.07 -0.24 

Total -0.43* -0.38 -0.45* -0.33 -0.57** 0.20 0.46* 0.39 0.19 -0.07 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 6 shows the correlations between the five personality traits and 12 behaviour 

categories for which there was significant data, split according to gender. A description of the 

behaviour categories excluded from this calculation can be found above in Chapter 3.5. The 

correlations between the personality traits and the total number of behaviour incidents is also 

displayed. As described in Chapter 3.2, the distribution of gender of the participants was 

basically equal, with 23 females and 22 males. However, reducing the sample size by splitting 

by gender does increase the likelihood of significance being artificially inflated. More 

importance, therefore, should be placed on the findings in this section that fulfil the p <.01 

criteria.      

Agreeableness scores correlated statistically significantly to a high degree with females 

recorded as not submitting assessment (r = -0.62, n = 23, p = .002) and to a lesser degree with 

females who were recorded as misusing IT equipment (r = -0.48, n = 23, p = .02), females 

who did not submit homework (r = -0.46, n = 23, p = .03), males recorded as being non-

compliant with routine (r = -0.46, n = 22, p = .03), and males being involved in verbal 

misconduct (r = -0.46, n = 22, p = .03). The total number of behaviour incidents was also 

calculated as being significant for females (r = -0.43, n = 23, p = .04). All of the significant 

correlations were negative for Agreeableness.  

Regarding Conscientiousness scores, significant correlations were found with three 

types of participants, and the direction of all three relationships was negative. A strong 

correlation was found between Conscientiousness and females who were recorded as 

disruptive (r = -0.62, n = 23, p = .002). Weaker correlations were detected for males recorded 

as being non-compliant with routine (r = -0.48, n = 22, p = .02), and for the total number of 

incidents for females (r = -0.45, n = 23, p = .03). 

Emotional Stability was found to be strongly statistically correlated with three aspects 

of the data on females: those who were recorded as not completing homework (r = -0.59, n = 
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23, p = .003) or being disruptive (r = -0.53, n = 23, p = .01), as well as the total number of 

incidents for female participants (r = -0.57, n = 23, p = .01). There were also weaker but still 

significant correlations detected between scores for Emotional Stability and males who were 

recorded as lying or cheating (r = -0.50, n = 22, p = .02), as well as females misusing IT 

equipment (r = -0.46, n = 23, p = .03). All significant correlations were in a negative 

direction.  

There were three highly statistically significant correlations detected between 

Extraversion scores and behaviour for males and females. These were between Extraversion 

and males undertaking misconduct involving an object (r = 0.61, n = 22, p = .003) or 

displaying disruptive behaviour (r = 0.56, n = 22, p = .01), and females recorded as violating 

the dress code (r = 0.53, n = 23, p = .01). A weaker but still significant correlation was also 

found between Extraversion and the total number of incidents for each female participant (r = 

0.46, n = 23, p = .03). All of the significant effect sizes were positive.  

For Openness to Experience scores, no statistically significant observations were found 

for any of the twelve behaviour categories or total number of incidents. It is also noteworthy 

that there were no females were recorded as being defiant or making threats, or participating 

in physical misconduct. It must also be noted that the total number of these incidents was 

relatively low at four and ten respectively.  
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5. Discussion 

This study intended to determine if there were any significant links between the 

personality traits and behaviour records of high school students. The results of the quantitative 

analysis in this study did fulfil its two aims, which were to investigate any links between 

personality and behaviour, and determine if gender was influential in this relationship. 

Detailed findings are located in the Results section, but overall this study has provided the 

following evidence towards the aims: 

1. Determine if there is any statistically significant correlation between different 

personality types and different categories of misbehaviour.  

This study suggested that there are statistically significant correlations between certain 

personality traits and certain types of misbehaviour. Low scores for Agreeableness were 

correlated with most types of misbehaviour, suggesting a link between this trait and 

misbehaviour in general. Low scores for Conscientiousness and high scores for Extraversion 

were also linked with higher rates of some types of misbehaviour. Emotional Stability and 

Openness to Experience did not demonstrate any substantial relationship with misbehaviour.   

2. Determine if gender plays any role in the relationship between personality type and 

misbehaviour.  

In specific cases it appears that gender does play a role, but it varies according to trait. 

Females were more likely than males to misbehave in two specific situations: where the 

student had a low score for Agreeableness and did not submit assessment, or where they had a 

low score for Conscientiousness and were not compliant with following routine. This latter 

pairing of trait and gender also resulted in a significant total number of behaviour incidents. 

Types of misbehaviour also appeared to be differentially associated with high scores for 
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Extraversion – males tended to be involved in misconduct using an object and disruptive 

behaviour, while females tended to violate the dress code.  

5.1 Findings for each personality trait 

The data presented in this study suggests that there are statistically significant links 

between certain personality traits and a number types of misbehaviour, and in certain cases 

gender does appear to have an impact. The following section will address each of the five 

personality traits in turn. For each trait, a general definition will be provided, along with 

examples of typical behaviour by people with high and low scores for that trait. This will then 

be compared to the data in this study to determine if the same patterns are evident. Aspects of 

Glasser’s (1998) choice theory will become evident in this portion, with differences in 

behaviour being explained by differences in mindset between traits. For each of the traits 

there are situations and experiences that are naturally attractive, and there are others that are 

to be avoided at all costs. This is viewed as an expression of the inner quality world of each 

person, and these different inner drives are expected to be expressed through differences in 

outward behaviour. The results for each trait will also be compared to existing research. This 

discussion will close with a consideration of the wider patterns evident in the data that are not 

related specifically to a single personality trait.  

Some of the literature referred to in this study relate to personality traits and criminal 

behaviour. It is acknowledged that in most cases misbehaviour at high school is not 

equivalent to criminal behaviour, and there are many other factors at play that may help to 

explain the misbehaviour other than criminality. Misbehaviour at school may be related to a 

number of other factors such as the presence of a learning problem (Schwab, Eckstein & 

Reusser, 2018), reinforcement of previous behaviour, either positive or negative (Hallam & 

Rogers, 2008), or imitation of others (Bandura, 1977). Figure 1 (p. 19) gave an overview of 
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the range of other factors that may contribute to behaviour problems at school. Some of these 

factors may change over time, but personality stays relatively stable and the personality traits 

of a teenager tend to persist into adulthood (Andrews et al., 2014; Caspi et al., 2003; Roberts 

& DelVecchio, 2000). Moffitt (1993) identified a definite pattern in antisocial behaviour: a 

spike during the teenage years (partially considered in this study), with most people desisting 

from their early twenties on (adulthood being the focus of the main body of literature on 

criminal behaviour). However, amongst those individuals who do persist with criminal 

behaviour, past problems with behaviour at school are common (Chen, 2008; Moffitt, 1993), 

and definite tendencies towards certain personality traits are evident. It was the intention of 

this study to investigate whether the same patterns can be found in high school students.  

5.1.1 Agreeableness 

Generally, Agreeableness is the measure of a person’s interactions with others. 

According to Costa and McCrae (1992c, p. 6) people with high Agreeableness scores tend to 

be “trusting, sympathetic and co-operative”, while those with low scores are often “cynical, 

callous and antagonistic.” In the high school setting, the effect of this aspect of personality is 

likely to be evident in situations where there is a high reliance on appropriate personal 

interactions. For example, group work in the classroom may make differences in 

Agreeableness levels more obvious than during an exam. In the case of group work, this 

would be an opportunity for the co-operative nature typical of those with high Agreeableness 

scores to become evident. In like manner, students with low scores for Agreeableness may 

struggle to find harmony in these situations as they have a tendency towards taking a more 

negative view of the feelings of others. This type of negative interaction in the classroom may 

lead to a variety of types of misbehaviour: the teacher may decide that the student is being 

noncompliant with normal group work routines, or the student may express verbal misconduct 

as a result of their frustration with the situation.   
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Amongst the cohort studied, Agreeableness was the trait that was most highly correlated 

with misbehaviour. Agreeableness was negatively correlated (r = -0.49 to -0.32) with nine 

different types of misbehaviour as well the total number of behaviour incidents (r = -0.49) 

(see Table 4, p. 53). This implies that a lower Agreeableness score is correlated with a greater 

incidence of reported misbehaviour. Specifically, low scores for Agreeableness were 

correlated with higher rates of incomplete homework, IT misconduct, incomplete assessment 

and verbal misconduct. Disruptive behaviour, failure to follow the dress code, misconduct 

involving an object, non-compliance with routine, and physical misconduct also appeared to 

be related to low scores for Agreeableness, but to a lesser extent. Additionally, participants 

with low Agreeableness scores tended to have higher total number of behaviour incidents, and 

these were distributed fairly evenly across the three categories of behaviour described in 

Table 4 (p. 53).  

Regarding the perceived seriousness of the misbehaviour, students with low scores for 

Agreeableness were found to be the more likely to receive a demerit or RTC referral (the two 

least severe consequences), and few were involved in more serious misbehaviour. In the 

school setting, this suggests that students with low scores for Agreeableness may misbehave 

more often, but tend to avoid more serious behaviour that would result in substantial 

consequences such as afterschool detentions or suspensions.   

Focusing specifically on the effect of gender, the data on females suggested more of a 

direct link between low scores for Agreeableness and their behaviour. Non-submission of 

assessment by females was by far the most common type of misbehaviour, and had the equal 

largest effect size (r = -0.62) out of any correlation in the gender-based data, equalling 

disruptive behaviour and Conscientiousness. There were another three types of misbehaviour 

that were related to this personality trait, along with the total number of behaviour incidents. 

While males did have two types of behaviour that were negatively correlated with 
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Agreeableness, the impact on females appears to be more extensive. The data in Table 7 gives 

the details on these findings. 

Given Agreeableness is primarily to do with social interactions, it was anticipated that 

the majority of incidents would be in a social setting. This is somewhat borne out in the data 

mentioned above, but it appears that the effect of Agreeableness may extend to behaviour that 

is not solely to do with other people. For example, incomplete homework and non-submission 

of assessment were found to be linked to low scores for Agreeableness, but these actions are 

negative interactions with the education system itself rather than any individual. In any case, 

it appears that the low regard for the feelings of others, typical amongst people with low 

scores for Agreeableness (Costa, McCrae & Dye, 1991), tends to relate to an increased level 

of misbehaviour in general.  

Some aspects of the Agreeableness trait have been identified in the literature as 

significant when it comes to misbehaviour. While Fortin, Lessard and Marcotte (2010) did not 

address personality using any specific metric like FFM, they did report that difficulties with 

engaging in acceptable social interactions was linked with misbehaviour. Problems with 

social interactions is a typical outworking of low Agreeableness scores, so the findings of this 

study agree with the assertions of these authors when it comes to the connection between 

personality and misbehaviour. Carver and Connor-Smith (2010) also addressed the 

involvement of personality when it comes to behaviour, but they focused on the processes 

whereby different young people coped with stressful situations. Their findings included an 

assertion that people with high scores for Agreeableness tended to persist in finding a solution 

to problem that was causing them stress. Viewing behaviour in the school context through the 

lens of choice theory (Glasser, 1998), any event that presents a student with an experience that 

is dramatically different to their quality world could be termed a stressful situation. This is 

especially true if the student feels that they have no control of the situation (Andrews et al., 
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2014). In this case Carver and Connor-Smith (2010) suggest that the role of personality in a 

young person’s response to a stressful situation would be stronger than it would be for an 

adult, as young people have not yet learned a wide range of coping strategies. These 

arguments are supported by the data in this study, which suggests that problems with social 

interactions may be related to a wide range of types of misbehaviour.  

Agreeableness has been reported by authors such as Ozer and Benet-Martinez (2006) as 

a factor that was related to criminal behaviour in general. More specifically, Walters (2018) 

contends that, amongst teenagers convicted of a felony, low scores for Agreeableness may be 

related to a low regard for trustworthiness and compliance with rules, and that this behaviour 

is proactive rather than being a reaction to a situation. These findings are somewhat confirmed 

by the data presented in this study. A number of proactive types of misbehaviour (that is, 

actions that appear to be a violation of known rules and procedures) are evident amongst the 

types of behaviour that were correlated with Agreeableness. Incomplete assessment or 

homework, IT misconduct and dress code violations could all be described as proactive, 

deliberate behaviour that is contrary to known rules. However, amongst the wide variety of 

misbehaviour that was negatively correlated with Agreeableness, there are some types of 

behaviour that are generally more of a reaction to other people and events; verbal misconduct, 

disruptive behaviour and physical misconduct are notable examples. As such, the data 

presented in this study does confirm some aspects of Walters’ findings, but it also suggests 

that the effects of Agreeableness may be even more wide-ranging. Further investigation 

would be required to determine the range of situations in which there is a connection between 

Agreeableness and misbehaviour. 

Jensen-Campbell et al. (2007) reported that high scores for Agreeableness were related 

to improved ability to avoid aggressive behaviour. It is difficult to determine whether this 

study reinforces or contradicts their findings. Aggressive behaviour did not have its own 
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category in this study, and may have been recorded in a number of categories that may 

include both aggressive and non-aggressive behaviour, such as verbal, physical or disruptive 

misconduct. Costa, McCrae and Dye (1991) break the Agreeableness trait down into facets, 

and list aggression as part of the Compliance facet. Follow up studies focusing on this facet 

may provide further evidence supporting the findings of Jensen-Campbell et al. (2007). 

In summary, Agreeableness appeared to be related to misbehaviour on both a cohort and 

gender level. This largely reinforces the literature on this trait that consistently reported that 

low scores were linked to criminal and antisocial behaviour. The general outlook of people 

with low scores for Agreeableness would typically be that they are not concerned about 

harmony or the feelings of others, and this has been identified as a possible reason for this 

trait being linked with such a wide range of misbehaviour categories. It is also possible that 

the findings for Agreeableness are related to the school setting, where student interactions are 

closely monitored. Reducing behaviour that is antisocial or harmful to others is therefore of 

concern to teachers, and may explain why misbehaviour was detected so often amongst those 

with personalities that tend towards this type of thinking.   

5.1.2 Conscientiousness 

Conscientiousness is the measure of the importance of details and diligence in a 

person’s life, with people scoring low on this scale tending towards disorganisation (Costa & 

McCrae, 1992b). Self-control and discipline are also involved in this trait (Jensen, 2015). The 

general school environment, with its many rules, routines and deadlines, may present 

significant challenges to some students in terms of their behaviour. Put simply, students with 

low scores for Conscientiousness may tend to break the rules because they do not think that 

rules are important (a viewpoint reflected in the facets described by Costa, McCrae & Dye, 

1991), and as young people they may lack the self-control to overcome these tendencies 

(Jensen-Campbell et al., 2007). Out of the behaviour categories analysed in this study, 
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noncompliant with routine is an apt description of typical behaviour by a student with low 

scores for Conscientiousness. Choosing to not follow a set routine is likely to be a direct 

result of a person having a personality trait that places little value on the importance of 

routine, order or attention to detail. The personality-based reasons for behaviour being related 

to rules can be explained using Glasser’s (1998) choice theory. The quality world of a student 

with low Conscientiousness scores would likely involve very few constraints and allow a 

large amount of latitude when it comes to details. In contrast, in the quality world of a student 

who has high scores for Conscientiousness, all rules and routines would be clear and easy to 

follow, and everyone would follow them. It is not expected that the behaviour expressed by 

such a mindset would be described as noncompliant with routine, and this matches the 

findings of this study. There is a possibility that these students may become frustrated with 

others who do not share their values and as a result misbehave in retaliation, but this is a more 

indirect result of personality and would be very difficult to capture using this study’s 

methodology.    

Low scores for Conscientiousness were found to be correlated with some types of 

misbehaviour, although not to the same extent as Agreeableness. The strongest correlation 

was found with noncompliance with routine (r = -0.39). Weaker but still significant 

correlations were found with behaviour that was homework-related (r = -0.32), IT-related (r = 

-0.32) or disruptive (r = -0.31). As with Agreeableness, this suggests that Conscientiousness 

scores are related to a variety of behaviours exhibited by high school students.  

In another similarity to Agreeableness, low scores for Conscientiousness appeared to be 

related to the behaviour of females more than males. There were not as many correlations 

with different types of behaviour as there were with Agreeableness, but once again females 

had the largest effect size, with disruptive behaviour and Conscientiousness (r = -0.62) being 

equal in magnitude to non-submission of assessment and Agreeableness. This pattern 
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probably influenced the other significant correlation for females, with total number of 

behaviour incidents (r = -0.45) also being statistically significant. Males with low 

Conscientiousness scores did tend to be involved in noncompliance with routine (r = -0.48) 

but this appears to be the only male-specific connection that was discovered. Overall, these 

gender-specific findings suggest that males and females may tend to exhibit different types of 

behaviour even when this aspect of their personality is similar.  

Amongst students with low scores for Conscientiousness, misbehaviour appears to be 

reaction against the system as a whole, with less behaviour as a reaction to educational 

experiences. This is displayed in Table 5 (p. 54). This does support the concept that 

Conscientiousness is related to how important rules and routines are to a person (Costa, 

McCrae & Dye, 1991), with low scores suggesting that they may be more comfortable with 

breaking rules when they deem it to be acceptable. The severity of the misbehaviour also 

appears to be relatively minor, with this group receiving a significant number of demerits 

(refer Table 6, p. 55). Taken together, this suggests regular breaking of school processes and 

procedures, but with students generally not being willing to escalate the behaviour to anything 

more serious. 

Overall, these findings regarding Conscientiousness do agree with the results reported 

by a few authors. In studying the issues that affected young people who dropped out of 

school, Fortin, Lessard and Marcotte (2010) posit that one of the risk factors involved was a 

low ability to cooperate with the expectations of others, and this often was accompanied by 

poor behaviour. Cooperating with rules and procedures is an aspect of personality that is 

directly measured by Conscientiousness, so this study supports these authors in that respect.  

Turning to the literature on crime and antisocial behaviour, Walters (2018) suggests that 

the motivation for committing a felony may involve a low regard for the importance of order 

and dutifulness. This general motivation matches the types of misbehaviour that were linked 
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to low scores for Conscientiousness, which involved noncompliance with standard rules and 

processes. It must be noted at this point that there appears to be significant overlap between 

Agreeableness and Conscientiousness. This has also been reported in a range of literature on 

the topic by authors such as Eysenck (1996) and Jensen-Campbell et al. (2007). 

In summary, Conscientiousness is similar to Agreeableness in that it was correlated with 

a range of types of misbehaviour, and the wide-ranging links with this trait are also evident in 

the existing literature. Low scores for Conscientiousness was also correlated with very 

specific types of behaviour when gender was considered. It was surmised that these links 

between low scores for Conscientiousness and misbehaviour were related to an aversion for 

rules, procedures and details. All of these structures are prevalent in the school setting and the 

behaviour of any student which contravenes these rules often becomes fairly obvious and 

therefore quantifiable.   

5.1.3 Emotional Stability 

Emotional Stability describes an individual’s typical state of mind and outlook on 

events, ranging from depressed or anxious through to positive and calm (Costa & McCrae, 

1992b). Emotional Stability (and its inverse Neuroticism which is sometimes used in the 

literature) is extremely influential in the realm of the study of psychiatric conditions 

(Eysenck, 1996) and associated behaviour that could be viewed as socially problematic. 

While these conditions and their associated patterns of behaviour are not the focus of this 

study, it would be expected that some aspects of this behaviour may be evident among 

students with low scores for Emotional Stability. As described in Chapter 2.3 the high school 

years can be a turbulent time in the life of a teenager, even without a predisposition towards 

anxiety or depression. For a teenager who may struggle to keep a positive and calm mindset, 

it is possible that this could become expressed in misbehaviour at school. This would 

particularly be the case if this student was placed in a situation where they felt that their 
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anxiety or lack of emotional control may become evident to others, thereby marking them as 

different or deficient. This can be understood through Glasser’s (1998) choice theory, as a 

challenge to a teenager’s quality world, or their quality world being exposed as comprised of 

factors that others may not agree with, could lead to problematic behaviour. Whether or not 

this is truly the case, research does suggest that, for students with low Emotional Stability, 

such incidents are challenging and may result in outbursts of misbehaviour that attempt to 

distract from the problem rather than address it (Carver & Connor-Smith, 2010). 

In the literature, low scores for Emotional Stability have been paired with a number of 

types of misbehaviour. For example, Jones and Francis (1995) found that these students were 

generally of the opinion that there was no problem at all with truancy from school. 

Acknowledging that there are differences in severity and nature between misbehaviour at 

school and crime, low scores for Emotional Stability have been a common finding in 

personality-based crime studies. Eysenck (1996), Ferguson et al. (2008), and O’Riordan and 

O’Connell (2014), all report that a lack of ability to regulate emotions is a common facet of 

the personality of people involved in criminal behaviour. The general consensus was that low 

scores for Emotional Stability were the mark of a mind that was unable to resist impulses and 

think through the long-term consequences of behaviour. Ferguson et al. (2008) gave an 

alternative reading, suggesting that aggression also plays a role. They contend that people 

with high scores for Emotional Stability still do get angry, but they have enough self-control 

to prevent that anger from turning into aggression. Their counterparts were less able to control 

their anger, thereby becoming involved in aggression more regularly. 

Despite these intuitive and research-based links between low scores for Emotional 

Stability and misbehaviour, no such patterns were clearly evident in the data when the 

participants were viewed as a whole. As described in the Results section, the one incident that 

involved substance use was by a participant who had a relatively low score for Emotional 
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Stability but one incident cannot be generalised to a larger population. However, when gender 

was included in the analysis, females with low scores for Emotional Stability did tend to be 

involved in much higher rates of misbehaviour. This was for total number of behaviour 

incidents (r = -0.57) as well as not completing homework (r = -0.59) and being disruptive (r = 

-0.53). This apparent incongruence between males and females when it comes to 

misbehaviour may be an opportunity for further investigation. 

An explanation for the apparent disparity between the findings of this study and the 

literature on Emotional Stability, misbehaviour and crime may be due to the personality 

profiles of the participants. As described in Chapter 3.2 the participants in this study elected 

to be involved, and a typical voluntary participation process was followed, including parental 

approval being required. It is possible that students who would have fallen into the very low 

range of Emotional Stability scores declined to take part in this study. As a low score for this 

personality trait suggests a mind that is predisposed to negative thoughts, anxiety or suspicion 

of others, it follows that such students may have avoided participation in a study that aimed to 

investigate influences on poor behaviour. In their mind, participation in this study might have 

told them that they are “a bad person”, and therefore the simple way to avoid this possibility 

was to avoid participation in the first place. No follow-up was undertaken with students who 

did not participate to find out why this was the case, so it is impossible to verify whether this 

was a common reason for non-participation.  

Additionally, the data presented in Table 2 (p. 50) identified Emotional Stability as the 

trait with the second-lowest mean at around 33, so it is not true that the only participants were 

students with high scores for Emotional Stability. As this trait also had the lowest Standard 

Deviation, this suggests that the scores were generally low but lacking the extremely low 

scores that were often the focus of the literature cited earlier. Taking all of the findings of 
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previous research into account, perhaps scores for Emotional Stability need to be in the more 

extreme low range for it to be closely related to high school student misbehaviour.      

This study found little evidence to support the assertion by many authors that low scores 

for Emotional Stability are associated with antisocial behaviour. Some patterns did emerge 

when the data on females alone was analysed, with incomplete homework and disruptive 

behaviour being of significance. Further research may be required to investigate why 

Emotional Stability was commonly reported as being associated with poor behaviour, but 

does not appear to do so among the general high school student population.  

5.1.4 Extraversion 

Extraversion is generally a measure of sociability (Costa & McCrae, 1992b), so it would 

be expected that an individual with high scores for Extraversion would want to seek out 

experiences that involved a high level of social interaction or attention. In the socially 

complex world of high school, these opportunities are multitudinous but often fraught with 

the danger of turning into behaviour that is deemed unacceptable. Students with high scores 

for Extraversion would typically enjoy socialising with large numbers of other students or 

staff, both in the classroom setting and outside. This focus on socialisation rather than 

focusing on the task at hand, especially if it requires individual work, may present a challenge 

for these students. Students with low scores for Extraversion (commonly referred to as 

Introversion) may also find some social aspects of school challenging. While more 

comfortable working independently in the classroom, situations such as public presentations 

may see highly Introverted students displaying misbehaviour as an avoidance mechanism, 

while more Extraverted students are better at tackling the problem head-on (Carver & 

Connor-Smith, 2010).  
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This study did not find extensive evidence to suggest that Extraversion was closely 

related to misbehaviour. The only statistically significant finding for the cohort as a whole 

was that higher scores for Extraversion were related to higher incidents of disruptive 

behaviour (r = 0.37). Most of the other behaviour types did have positive effect sizes with 

Extraversion, but were not significant. This suggests that a student with high scores for 

Extraversion may have a tendency towards disruptive behaviour, but for all other types of 

behaviour they are just as likely to get into trouble as their more Introverted counterparts.   

There were three significant gender-specific findings for those with high scores for 

Extraversion. Males were much more likely to display behaviour that involved an object (r = 

0.61) or was disruptive (r = 0.56), and females were more likely to violate the dress code (r = 

0.53). The strength of these effect sizes was considerable, and these findings are depicted in 

Table 7. These patterns of very specific misbehaviour by specific types of participants may 

also help to explain why behaviour of highly Extraverted participants tended to be severe 

enough for an afterschool detention, apparently skipping the lower levels of demerit and RTC 

referral.  

As Extraversion scores are closely linked with socialisation, the social context of 

behaviour must be considered. Given the specific findings just mentioned, it follows that there 

may have been some aspect of each particular type of misbehaviour that led to highly 

Extraverted students becoming involved. Highly Extraverted males were typically involved in 

disruptive behaviour and behaviour with an object, with disruptive behaviour in particular 

being closely related to the pursuit of social interactions. While the exact location and context 

of each incident was not recorded, it is likely that the intention of the behaviour was to gain 

the attention of others.  

Similar social dynamics may also be in play with females with high Extraversion scores 

being significantly more likely to violate the dress code. Amongst young females particularly 
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there is much social importance placed on appearance, and the widespread availability and 

marketing of cosmetics and accessories specifically for young women that are also banned at 

school (such as fake nails and eyelashes, as well as make up itself) make it more likely that 

females in general may be more tempted to violate the dress code than males. The findings of 

this study suggest that this proposition is only accurate for females with high scores for 

Extraversion, as none of the other personality traits displayed any significant link with dress 

code violations. Additionally there may be a certain amount of social attention that can be 

sought through deliberately breaking the school’s rules regarding student appearance. 

High scores for Extraversion have previously been reported as being related to 

criminality (Eysenck, 1996; O’Riordan & O’Connell, 2014), and have also been related to the 

belief that truancy is acceptable (Jones & Francis, 1995). Despite this, the data in this study 

does not suggest that Extraversion has a strong influence on general misbehaviour at high 

school. Eysenck (1996) in particular singles out young people as being particularly 

susceptible to the negative influence of Extraversion but this was not supported by this study. 

As with Emotional Stability, it is necessary to consider the participants of this study to 

determine if there are factors that may lead to the disparity in results between this study and 

others. While this study appeared to attract participants with relatively low scores for 

Extraversion (the mean was the lowest of all traits), Extraversion also had the highest standard 

deviation of any trait. This suggests that despite the low mean there were participants who had 

high scores for Extraversion. It appears that there were a sufficient range of scores for 

Extraversion, so this does not seem to be an explanation for the lack of evidence towards a 

link between Extraversion and misbehaviour.  

It is possible that the links between Extraversion and crime reported by the authors 

above were based on the types of behaviour that were reported by study as common amongst 

males: disruptive behaviour, and misconduct with an object. Once more it is acknowledged 
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that there are differences between misbehaviour at school and criminal activities, but a 

number of different types of crime could be accurately described as being socially disruptive 

or involving misconduct with an object. Violating the dress code is a very school-specific 

misbehaviour, and there is no criminal-code equivalent, so it is therefore not possible to 

suggest that the female patterns for Extraversion are generalisable to the wider population.   

Overall, the correlations undertaken in this study suggest that Extraversion, much like 

Emotional Stability, is not closely related with student misbehaviour. In very specific 

situations it was found to be a factor, but overall the findings of this study did not support the 

commonly-held assertion that Extraversion and poor behaviour are closely associated. As 

with Emotional Stability, more focused research is required in order to discover why this was 

the case. Suggestions for further research can be found in Chapter 7.2.   

5.1.5 Openness to Experience 

The data analysed in this study suggested that Openness to Experience was not related 

to student misbehaviour in any significant way. This agreed with the findings from 

criminology research, where this personality trait is not generally recognised as a contributing 

factor. Across all of the behaviour categories the correlation coefficients were generally weak 

and negative (refer Table 3, p. 51), and the results remained mixed when gender was the 

focus. Across all tests, the only significant finding was that misconduct involving an object (r 

= -0.30) was linked with scores for Openness to Experience. Further investigation of exactly 

what the object was and the context of the situation would be required in order to ascertain 

how the event may have been related to the student’s low levels of Openness to Experience.   

Openness to Experience describes a person’s thirst for new experiences and knowledge 

(Costa & McCrae, 1992b). In the high school setting this is more closely aligned to academic 

performance and engagement with different pedagogical styles rather than behaviour (Jensen, 
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2015). A student with low scores for this trait may be happy to work within the constraints of 

what they already know, and strive to prove themselves within that sphere. In this case they 

are unlikely to regularly break any of the school’s expectations around behaviour. On the 

other hand, students with high scores for Openness to Experience may be more willing to take 

risks when it comes to their own competence, openly expressing that they do not know all of 

the answers but would like to discover more. Once again, this type of outlook is unlikely to 

result in any significant pattern of misbehaviour.   

In summary, Openness to Experience was only slightly related to misbehaviour, 

confined to the somewhat vague category of misconduct with an object. This lack of 

consistent and strong correlation agrees with previous research which does not present this 

trait as a significant factor in antisocial behaviour. With relation to Glasser’s (1998) concept 

of a quality world, high or low scores for Openness to Experience do not appear to give rise to 

any major conflicts when resolving the quality world with the real one. This trait appears to be 

related to academic achievement and is therefore relevant in the formulation of pastoral care 

programs (described in more detail in Chapter (something)), but its relationship with 

misbehaviour is limited.   

5.2 Application of choice theory to study findings 

The different patterns observed in the data on the personality can be understood using 

Glasser’s (1998) choice theory. Viewing behaviour through this lens, it would be expected 

that different personality traits would result in a different set of values being important in a 

student’s life, and that misbehaviour may be more likely to occur when real life does not 

conform to that student’s quality world. Misbehaviour may therefore be seen as an attempt by 

the student to bring real life closer to their quality world. It appears that low scores for 

Conscientiousness and Agreeableness and high scores for Extraversion may contribute to 
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imagining a quality world that is somewhat incompatible with certain aspects of the high 

school environment. The low regard for the feelings of others as influenced by low scores for 

Agreeableness, the need for freedom from restrictive rules and processes which is encouraged 

by low scores for Conscientiousness, and the thirst for new and stimulating social interactions 

which is related to high scores for Extraversion, could all contribute to conflict between a 

student’s quality world and the realities of the school setting. In these situations it appears that 

misbehaviour is a reaction to the conflict between these differing viewpoints.  

For combinations of personality traits and types of misbehaviour that did not 

demonstrate a meaningful correlation in this study (for example, high Extraversion and 

arriving late, or the entire Emotional Stability trait), there are two possible reasons. The first 

possibility is that the values of the trait align with the values of the high school setting. It 

would be expected that, had this study focused on positive behaviour, correlations would have 

been discovered with many of the traits that appear to be unrelated to misbehaviour. Applying 

Glasser’s (1998) choice theory to an example of this situation, the quality world of students 

with high scores for Conscientiousness (which would likely be full of details and well-defined 

rules that everyone follows) would generally be in harmony with the structured school 

environment, and would give these students little reason to break the rules and misbehave. A 

second possibility for the personality-behaviour combinations that were not significant is that 

perhaps these differences present themselves in forms other than poor behaviour. The 

example of Openness to Experience has already been discussed, and perhaps a closer 

investigation of the role this trait plays in different situations may shed light on the 

interactions between this trait and behaviour at high school.   
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5.3 Other findings 

Along with the personality trait-specific finds related above, there are other patterns 

evident in the data for this study. When the data was analysed according to gender, very 

different patterns emerged for males and females. In fact, there was no combination of 

personality trait and category of misbehaviour that was significant for both males and 

females. This suggests that gender alone is not a definite determinant of likely behaviour (a 

finding which is supported by the work of McClowry et al., 2013), but specific types of 

misbehaviour become more common when combined with specific personality traits. This 

study found that low scores for Agreeableness or Conscientiousness or high scores for 

Extraversion correlated strongly with particular types of misbehaviour, and these 

combinations may be of interest to future research. This suggestion is made while still 

acknowledging the myriad of other variables that may be at play, as evidenced earlier in 

Figure 1 (p. 19).   

The work by Nederlof et al. (2010) has been identified as a study that came close to this 

research in terms of its focus. It aimed to determine if there was a link between the personality 

of young male felons and the type of crime that they had been found guilty of. These authors 

found no significant links between personality type and type of (criminal) misconduct. While 

acknowledging the differences in severity of these crimes and the types of misbehaviour 

incidents included in this study, Nederlof et al.’s assertions that misbehaviour was unrelated 

to personality appears to be at odds with the findings of the present study. However, when it 

is considered that Nederlof et al. were dealing exclusively with males, this does match some 

of the overall gender-specific findings of this study. There was a disparity between the 

number of significant female-specific correlations in this study (Agreeableness and non-

submission of assessment, IT misconduct and non-submission of homework, 

Conscientiousness and disruptive behaviour, Emotional Stability and non-completion of 
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homework, disruptive behaviour and IT misconduct, and Extraversion and violation of the 

dress code), and the male correlations (Agreeableness and verbal misconduct, 

Conscientiousness and non-compliance with routine, Emotional Stability and lying/cheating, 

and Extraversion and misconduct involving an object and disruptive behaviour). According to 

these findings, it is clear that for males there is a lower level of variation in misbehaviour that 

can be accounted for by considering personality. These results also underscore the suggestions 

made in Chapter 2.6 that there are underlying differences in the types of behaviour typically 

exhibited by males and females despite the conjecture around whether or not this is truly the 

case.    
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6. Limitations 

It is acknowledged that there are a number of limitations to this study. Relatively low 

participant numbers, two year levels, the type of school involved and behaviour recording 

practices were limitations on the generalisability of the data presented in this study. These 

factors will be addressed in turn, and may provide scope for future investigation. 

One limitation of this study was the recruited participants, namely: n = 45. While this 

limitation is acknowledged the behaviour data available on the participants was fairly 

extensive, being comprised of 557 individual behaviour records that were suitable for 

analysis. Even though the sample size was further reduced when the data was split according 

to gender, the analysis undertaken on this data determined that there were a number of 

statistically significant gender-related patterns. The gender-specific data therefore plays a 

significant role in the findings of this study and was worthy of inclusion.   

This study was also limited by the fact that only two year levels took part. Most of the 

participants were from Year 8, and the data on the eight participants who were from Year 10 

could not be reliably generalised to all Year 10 students. Future studies in this area would 

benefit from having participants from a wide range of year levels, allowing further analysis of 

differences related to age. Given the literature that suggests that personality is relatively stable 

over time (Andrews et al., 2014; Caspi et al., 2003; Roberts and DelVecchio, 2000) it is not 

anticipated that there would be large differences in personality types in different year levels, 

but there may be differences in the type and severity of misbehaviour due to maturation. 

The school that participated in this study was a Christian school on the Sunshine Coast 

of Queensland, Australia. As a private school it can be more selective with its enrolment 

procedures, so it is possible that this school does not contain a representative cross-section of 

young people in Australia. As a Christian school, the ethos of the school is also likely to be 
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different to that of a public school. These differences may be reflected in the types of 

misbehaviour that are recorded. For example, in a public school incomplete homework may 

not be seen as a significant misbehaviour that needs to be recorded, whereas the number of 

incomplete homework incidents reported by the school in this study (184 in total) suggests 

that, to them, this is classed as a significant misbehaviour. The potential differences between 

schools as to what constitutes misbehaviour did not detract from the findings of this study. 

Amongst the population available at the school there were still patterns evident that suggest 

that different personality types are related to different types of misbehaviour, and that in some 

cases gender does play a role.      

Inaccurate reporting of misbehaviour was an additional threat to the validity of this 

study. The behaviour data was entered by a variety of teachers, and there was likely to be 

some element of subjectivity and variation in the ways in which the behaviour incidents were 

viewed. This is regarding the wording of the incident details, as well as decisions around 

whether the behaviour was indeed misbehaviour. This variation posed a threat to the 

consistency of the behaviour data, which by extension may have cast doubt on the findings of 

this study. However, this threat is somewhat mitigated by the fact that all teachers at the 

school undertake regular moderation of behaviour management practices. Additionally, the 

behaviour incidents were categorised by the researcher alone, as the school platform did not 

require a category, just a description. This extra step meant that, despite the variability in how 

the data was entered initially, there was a level of consistency in the categorisation of the 

incidents. Both aims in this study relied on consistent and accurate categorisation of 

behaviour incidents and was therefore of crucial importance. Overall, the variability of the 

wording of each behaviour incident had little impact on the integrity and consistency of the 

categorisation process.     
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A final limitation of this study was in the nature of its investigations into correlations 

between personality traits and misbehaviour. This study was confined to investigating 

whether such links were evident in the data. This study was not designed to determine or 

measure the strength of causality between any of these factors, and caution is recommended 

against applying causality to the results presented. This study did determine that there were 

statistically significant links between specific personality traits and specific types of 

behaviour (in some cases only for a particular gender), but as evidenced in Figure 1 there are 

a myriad of other factors that may also be at play. It was outside the scope of this quantitative 

study to include a consideration of these factors. This study acknowledges the fact that the 

problem of misbehaviour at high school is complex and cannot necessarily be attributed to 

any single factor. It has determined that, along with the many forces outlined in Figure 1, 

there is evidence to suggest that certain personality traits may also be related to misbehaviour, 

although an investigation into causality remains an opportunity for future study.  
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7. Conclusions 

The Results and Discussion chapters have reported the findings of this study into 

whether there is a link between the personality and behaviour records of high school students. 

This study had two main aims: the first was to determine if there was any statistically 

significant correlation between different personality types and different categories of 

misbehaviour, and the second aim was to determine if gender played any role in the 

relationship between personality type and misbehaviour. This study has succeeded in 

fulfilling both aims: it has determined that there are indeed correlations between certain 

personality traits and certain types of misbehaviour, and it has also determined that gender 

does play an important role on very specific occasions. Overall, this study has provided 

evidence to help fill the gap in research on high school students’ personality and behaviour. 

This final section draws conclusions on what these findings actually mean for schools. It will 

make recommendations for schools that already incorporate personality testing into their 

programs, as well as advice for schools that do not currently use personality measurements. 

The specific conversations that can be undertaken with students in pastoral care classes are 

then discussed, followed by a consideration of how behaviour management practices might be 

informed by the findings of this study. The concluding section makes some recommendations 

on future studies that could be undertaken.   

7.1 Implications for schools 

The findings of this study, namely that there were some links noted between different 

personality types and different types of misbehaviour and that gender does play a role in some 

situations, is of importance to the students and staff of high schools. Generally, the schooling 

system in Australia recognises that academic achievement is an important aspect of education, 

but that schools also have an opportunity to develop many other aspects of the lives of young 
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people. This general outlook is reflected in the Melbourne declaration (Ministerial Council on 

Education, Employment, Training and Youth Affairs, 2008) which has as one of its two goals 

that “all young Australians become successful learners, confident and creative individuals, 

and active and informed citizens” (p. 8). It also touches on the importance of self-awareness 

specifically, stating that “confident and creative individuals have a sense of self-worth, self-

awareness and personal identity that enables them to manage their emotional, mental, spiritual 

and physical wellbeing” and they also “embrace opportunities, make rational and informed 

decisions about their own lives and accept responsibility for their own actions” (p. 9). Pastoral 

care programs are common in Queensland high schools, both public and private. These 

provide an opportunity for students and teachers to investigate the many aspects of life that 

can influence whether a person is successful in employment, relationships and health, 

especially where these topics do not fall into any of the existing curriculum areas. The key 

aim of such programs is to ensure students graduate from high school with the necessary 

skills to successfully participate in society.  

7.1.1 Schools that currently utilise personality tests 

The school that participated in this study undertakes a typical pastoral care program. 

Every morning for around 10 minutes there is a class for roll marking and the announcement 

of important notices, and then during the week there is a full lesson devoted to a range of 

pastoral care topics. These classes are comprised of the same students and teacher as the 

morning classes and all students are from the same year level. The intention behind this 

consistency is to create an atmosphere where students feel comfortable enough to discuss 

topics that may be confronting or awkward. For schools that integrate personality testing into 

pastoral care programs (using the personality framework of their choice), the testing and 

follow-up conversations typically happen during these lessons. Topics during these classes 

may include the effect of personality on study skills, communication, relationships, coping 
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with stress, and employment. Regardless of the personality framework that the school 

chooses, the students are able to become aware of their personality traits and how they might 

influence their experiences in many different situations. It also highlights to students that 

there are natural variations in people, and encourages them to accept those differences and 

find ways to negotiate problems that arise because of these differences. 

This study has investigated one more aspect of personality that can be included in these 

classes. For schools that currently discuss personality in their pastoral care classes, behaviour 

tendencies would make a useful addition to the existing programs. The typical personality-

related topics listed above all apply to the school setting, making personality a valuable source 

of productive learning experiences. For example, a pastoral care class might focus on study 

skills, but instead of merely giving some suggestions about different ways of studying, 

personality can be factored into the lesson so that each student is able to draw up a study plan 

that is most suited to their unique personality. As another example, classroom activities 

regarding communication are effective when students are grouped according to their 

communication style, which is influenced heavily by their personality. These styles can then 

be compared and contrasted, with valuable insights being provided into what makes people 

different, and also encourages acceptance of these innate differences. Suggestions for how the 

data from this study may be used in pastoral care classes is provided below. 

7.1.2 Schools that do not currently utilise personality tests 

For schools that currently do not include personality as part of their pastoral care 

programs, this study has presented additional weight to the value of personality as a topic of 

investigation in high schools. For school that do not already include personality in their 

programs, it is the suggestion of this study that it be considered as a topic for inclusion in 

pastoral care programs. Being able to consider personality traits and how they may affect 

many aspects of life could add significant value to these programs. It would enable schools to 
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encourage their students to become more responsible and insightful, and along with behaviour 

tendencies possible areas of consideration include study habits, communication, careers, 

relationships and stress. In the classroom, knowledge of personality can empower the teacher 

to make more discerning decisions about the type of learning experiences provided, strategic 

grouping of students, and questioning techniques. All of these areas are related to personality 

in some way, and knowing their students and how they think will help teachers become more 

responsive to individual differences.  

In a similar manner, the analysis of personality and the ways in which it is related to 

behaviour can also inform the behaviour management processes in the school.  Rather than be 

reactive to misbehaviour, targeted programs can be created based on the behaviour tendencies 

of particular types of students. This study did not view personality as an inevitable 

determinant of behaviour, rather as just one factor that may be related to behaviour choices. 

Similarly, such targeted programs should also view behaviour as a choice, with personality 

perhaps shaping tendencies towards particular actions, but not forcing anyone to act in a 

certain way. Moffitt’s (1993) findings (illustrated in Figure 2, p. 32) suggest that, for a variety 

of reasons, antisocial behaviour declines in late teenage years. It is the view of this study that 

knowledge of personality traits and how they may be related to misbehaviour may help in this 

process.  

Behaviour affects a range of key aspects of the school environment, but the general 

principles of personality-based discussion are also relevant in the workplace. The benefits of 

incorporating the findings of this study into pastoral care are therefore not just important for 

the school context, but may have lasting impact on students if it encourages them to recognise 

their own tendencies. Ideally interventions at school would encourage lifelong skills such as 

introspection, self-reflection, and inter-personal skills. These are attributes that are valuable in 

virtually any workplace. Additionally, many workplaces have structures that resemble those 
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in high school: time-based activities, deadlines, work routines, and expected behaviour. 

Naturally the exact requirements of the workplace will vary, but giving a young person 

knowledge about themselves and the way they tend to behave in certain situations will help 

them become successful at following the expectations of the workplace.  This is especially 

true for students who had problems controlling their behaviour at high school, as the 

consequences for poor or antisocial behaviour in society are much more severe than for 

similar behaviour at school. 

7.1.3 Pastoral care suggestions 

This study has found that specific personality traits (as measured by FFM) do appear to 

be linked with tendencies towards certain types of misbehaviour. For schools that use FFM as 

their personality measurement, it is recommended that the findings of this study are discussed 

with students. As with any discussion regarding normal personality (as opposed to clinical 

diagnoses such as personality disorders, which was not the focus of this study), the tendencies 

examined in this study should be discussed as exactly that: tendencies. For example, this 

study has found that students with low scores for Agreeableness tended to become involved in 

more misbehaviour than those with high scores for Agreeableness. This does not mean that 

their low levels of Agreeableness forced them to misbehave. Glasser’s (1998) choice theory 

states that behaviour is a choice, and this choice is based in part on the desire to obtain an 

quality world – what each person decides is ideal for them, that is. Conversations and learning 

experiences that explicitly refer to the likely attributes of the quality world of the students 

would encourage them to become more self-reflective. By considering the ways in which their 

inner world may affect their outward actions, students may be more well-equipped to 

moderate their instinctual behaviour when required. 

Continuing with the example situation of a student with low scores for Agreeableness, it 

is important to relate to them that Agreeableness score, in itself, is not necessarily a negative 
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thing. All five traits of FFM are measured on a scale, but in general no point on any scale is 

any better than another. It is anticipated that existing pastoral care programs that consider the 

role of personality already consider the complex interaction between personality and other 

aspects of education. These areas may include being a life-long learner, a fixed mindset vs. a 

growth mindset, and different roles within the school community. These goals are generally 

reflected in the Melbourne declaration ((Ministerial Council on Education, Employment, 

Training and Youth Affairs, 2008) as discussed in Chapter 7.1.  

This study has reinforced the findings that there is a relationship between certain 

personality traits and certain categories of misbehaviour. Turning to the potential discussions 

that may occur as a result on the data presented in this study, statistically speaking a student 

with low scores for Agreeableness is more likely to not complete homework and assessment, 

misuse IT equipment, be involved in verbal or physical misconduct, be disruptive, not follow 

the dress code, be involved in an incident with an object, or not comply with normal school 

routines. This is a significant number of different types of behaviour, but pastoral care lessons 

on tendencies can focus on how Agreeableness may influence these behaviour choices. 

Individual students who struggle with these types of behaviours are therefore able to discuss 

whether or not their (dis)regard for the feelings of others is influencing their behaviour. More 

particularly, schools can work with females with low scores for Agreeableness in addressing 

non-submission of assessment, which this study suggests could be of particular note. As 

illustrated in Figure 1 (p. 19), there are a multitude of different influences at play when it 

comes to the behaviour of high school students, and it is entirely possible that for some 

students with low scores for Agreeableness scores there are other factors more powerful than 

personality. Either way, what is important is that underlying reasons for behaviour are being 

discussed, hopefully with a view to improving behaviour and outcomes in the future. 
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Similarly for Conscientiousness, classroom discussions can revolve around the ways in 

which this trait and behaviour are connected. Students with low Conscientiousness scores 

may benefit from programs which encourage them to place more value on following rules or 

procedures, even when they think they are unnecessary. This study suggests that general 

noncompliance with routine was common amongst these students, so schools would be able to 

target these students and work with them on the importance of compromise. These programs 

would not necessarily raise the students’ scores for Conscientiousness (and in any case this is 

not the purpose of pastoral care), but ideally they would make these students pause and 

consider their tendencies and what the consequences might be, before they act. As with 

Agreeableness, females appear to be the priority when it comes to a targeted 

Conscientiousness-specific program, as they were more likely to be disruptive and generally 

misbehave.  

Students with high scores for Extraversion were found to be more likely to be 

disruptive, but males and females appeared to be involved in different types of behaviour: 

misconduct involving an object and disruptive behaviour for males, and violating the dress 

code for females. This suggests that schools may be able to work with these students on these 

specific types of behaviour, with the personality-related factors being kept in mind.   

It is less clear how Emotional Stability and Openness to Experience can be used in 

classroom activities to help with improving behaviour. This study did not find any clear or 

consistent links for these traits, despite many studies suggesting that Emotional Stability is 

closely linked with antisocial behaviour. However, this does not necessarily mean that these 

students have nothing to discuss when it comes to their personality and behaviour tendencies. 

These two traits do affect other aspects of the lives of students, so it would be beneficial for 

these students to consider why a range of Emotional Stability scores might translate into 

different communication styles, for instance, but behaviour doesn’t appear to be influenced. 
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As with all patterns in this study, personality merely describes a person’s tendencies. It is 

entirely possible that a student with extensive behaviour problems might be influenced by 

their Emotional Stability or Openness to Experience traits, but as evidenced in Figure 1 (p. 

19) in such cases it needs to be acknowledged that behaviour choices of high school students 

are complex and can rarely be attributed to a single influence.   

7.1.4 Implications for classroom teachers and behaviour management processes 

This study does not suggest that schools should ignore misbehaviour since “they can’t 

help it, it’s just in their personality.” This line of thinking goes against the underlying theory 

of this study, which is that all behaviour is a choice, and the choice is based on obtaining an 

event or activity that is pleasing to the person (Glasser, 1998). Establishing a connection 

between certain personality traits and predispositions towards some types of misbehaviour, 

and then identifying students with those personality profiles, allows schools to be proactive in 

their behaviour management processes, both in the classroom and across the wider school 

community. 

In the classroom, knowledge about their students and the ways in which they may tend 

to behave provides classroom teachers with a distinct advantage. Knowing, for example, that 

individuals with high scores for Extraversion tend to be disruptive, and also knowing that half 

of their class is comprised of students with high scores for Extraversion, is highly useful 

information before the class has even started. It would encourage the teacher to actively 

monitor for disruptive behaviour, and acknowledge the situations where the misbehaviour 

might be a result of conflict between the classroom environment and their quality world 

(when behaviour is viewed according to Glasser’s (1998) choice theory). Having insight into 

what the quality world of their students might involve would enable teachers to engage the 

students in aspects of the school environment that align with their inner world. This would 
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also serve the purpose of reinforcing to students that their personality can serve as an area of 

strength rather than a deficit.  

Additionally, the teacher may also be able to control the classroom environment to 

reduce the likelihood of it conflicting directly with the likely quality world of their students. 

For example, taking into account the fact that a student with high scores for Extraversion is 

likely hungry for opportunities to interact with others, the teacher is more able to decide on a 

course of action that addresses the underlying cause of the misbehaviour, rather than reacting 

to the misbehaviour itself. This process does, however, require the teacher to not only know 

the personality profiles of their students, but also be aware of how those traits may be related 

to misbehaviour. The personality of the teacher is also a factor in this situation. 

This potential predictive power is not confined to behaviour: a knowledge of the 

personalities in the classroom (both student and teacher) allows for more strategic choices 

when it comes to aspects of everyday teaching such as types of instruction that are given, 

negotiation of class rules, strategic groupings and learning activities. In all of these factors a 

classroom teacher will be able to cater to the individual needs of their students by appealing to 

aspects of their quality world.     

In the context of the wider school community, identifying personality-related patterns in 

misbehaviour is of significant importance to behaviour management processes. Improved 

knowledge of individual students and what might raise the likelihood of specific types of 

behaviour would allow schools to create targeted programs for behaviour improvement. By 

being aware of the unique set of personality traits and how they may be related to tendencies 

towards specific types of misbehaviour, schools would be able to offer personality- and 

behaviour-specific programs that aim to address the underlying cause of the behaviour rather 

than waiting for misbehaviour and then applying a consequence. While this is a valid strategy 
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according to the negative reinforcement principles of Bandura (1977), this could be 

complemented by proactive personality-based programs.   

7.2 Future studies 

This study has investigated high school students’ personality and misbehaviour, and 

discovered evidence to suggest that there is a link between certain personality traits and 

certain types of misbehaviour. It has also determined that there are specific combinations of 

personality trait and gender that are associated high higher rates of involvement in certain 

type of misbehaviour. Throughout this study, six potential follow-up studies have become 

evident.  

The first opportunity to reinforce these findings is to repeat the study at the same 

school, but with the other year levels. This would allow for comparisons between year levels, 

as well as verifying the findings of this study. This study could also be repeated with the same 

students in a year’s time. Such a cohort longitudinal study would allow for confirmation or 

disagreement with the statement that personality remains relatively stable, and whether certain 

students tend to persist with similar types of behaviour over time. Continuing to totally de-

identify participant data while still tracking individuals would be a challenge for this study.   

The findings of this study could also be verified by a similar study being undertaken at a 

public high school or in a primary school. In either case this would allow the researcher to 

determine whether the patterns discovered in the present study were specific to a Christian 

high school, or if they could be generalised to the wider community of young people. It would 

also address one of the limitations of this study, which was the potential for differences in 

viewpoints in what types of behaviour are actually considered misbehaviour   

Agreeableness, Conscientiousness and Extraversion were found to be related to specific 

types of misbehaviour, and this warrants further investigation. The potential research could 
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search for reasons why these traits appeared to be linked to specific types of misbehaviour. 

This research may include further questionnaires on these topics that break the traits down 

according to the facets suggested by Costa, McCrae and Dye (1991). Alternatively, it might 

involve qualitative research with students who received low scores for Agreeableness or 

Conscientiousness or high scores for Extraversion. This may be in pursuit of knowledge 

regarding how these traits might be related to their behaviour choices. 

This study did not find that Emotional Stability was extensively linked with 

misbehaviour, but this contradicts much of the existing literature. Further investigation is 

required to determine why support for clear links between Emotional Stability and 

misbehaviour were not found in the data in this study. However, this study did conclude that 

such a link existed for female students in certain situations, and that these situations were 

more numerous and with a larger effect size than those discovered for males. Further research 

into why this might be the case is warranted.  

Finally, further analysis of the data presented in this study could be performed, 

specifically investigating the effects of combinations of personality traits. This study 

investigated patterns evident for each trait individually, but the data could also be analysed to 

determine, for example, whether low scores for Agreeableness but high scores for 

Conscientiousness were still linked with higher rates of misbehaviour. If certain combinations 

of personality traits were found to be correlated with misbehaviour, this would allow a finer-

grained approach to the targeted programs suggested throughout Chapter 7.1. 
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10Appendix A 

FFM personality questionnaire using IPIP items 

 How well does this describe you? Not at 

all 

Not 

really 
Sort of 

Fairly 

well 

Very 

well 

1. I am the life of the party. □ □ □ □ □ 

2. I feel little concern for others. □ □ □ □ □ 

3. I am always prepared. □ □ □ □ □ 

4. I get stressed out easily. □ □ □ □ □ 

5. I have a rich vocabulary. □ □ □ □ □ 

6. I don't talk a lot. □ □ □ □ □ 

7. I am interested in people. □ □ □ □ □ 

8. I leave my belongings everywhere. □ □ □ □ □ 

9. I am relaxed most of the time. □ □ □ □ □ 

10. I have difficulty understanding abstract ideas. □ □ □ □ □ 

11. I feel comfortable around people. □ □ □ □ □ 

12. I sometimes insult people. □ □ □ □ □ 

13. I pay attention to details. □ □ □ □ □ 

14. I worry about things a lot. □ □ □ □ □ 

15. I have a vivid imagination. □ □ □ □ □ 

16. I stay in the background at parties. □ □ □ □ □ 

17. I sympathise with others' feelings. □ □ □ □ □ 

18. I make a mess of things. □ □ □ □ □ 

19. I hardly ever feel depressed. □ □ □ □ □ 

20. I am not interested in abstract ideas. □ □ □ □ □ 

21. I start conversations. □ □ □ □ □ 

22. I am not interested in other people's problems □ □ □ □ □ 

23. I get chores done right away. □ □ □ □ □ 

24. I am easily distracted. □ □ □ □ □ 

25. I have excellent ideas. □ □ □ □ □ 
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  How well does this describe you? Not at 

all 

Not 

really 
Sort of 

Fairly 

well 

Very 

well 

26. I have little to say. □ □ □ □ □ 

27. I am kind-hearted. □ □ □ □ □ 

28. 
I often forget to put things back in their 

proper place. 
□ □ □ □ □ 

29. I get upset easily. □ □ □ □ □ 

30. I do not have a good imagination. □ □ □ □ □ 

31. I talk to a lot of different people at parties. □ □ □ □ □ 

32. I am not really interested in others. □ □ □ □ □ 

33. I like order. □ □ □ □ □ 

34. I change my mood a lot. □ □ □ □ □ 

35. I am quick to understand new ideas. □ □ □ □ □ 

36. I don't like to draw attention to myself. □ □ □ □ □ 

37. I take time out for others. □ □ □ □ □ 

38. I avoid my chores. □ □ □ □ □ 

39. I have frequent mood swings. □ □ □ □ □ 

40. I often use complicated words. □ □ □ □ □ 

41. I don't mind being the centre of attention. □ □ □ □ □ 

42. I feel others' emotions. □ □ □ □ □ 

43. I like to follow a schedule. □ □ □ □ □ 

44. I get irritated easily. □ □ □ □ □ 

45. I spend time reflecting on things. □ □ □ □ □ 

46. I am quiet around strangers. □ □ □ □ □ 

47. I make people feel at ease. □ □ □ □ □ 

48. I like having a checklist. □ □ □ □ □ 

49. I often feel depressed. □ □ □ □ □ 

50. I am full of ideas. □ □ □ □ □ 
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Appendix B 

Glossary of behaviour-related terms and categories 

Misbehaviour – actions that negatively affect the overall operation of the school, especially 

where the actions are against school rules, policies or values  

Bullying – repeated, intentional behaviour that aims to intimidate or belittle another person 

Defiant/threat – continued and severe refusal to co-operate with a reasonable instruction, or 

promising violence if your demands are not met  

Disruptive – behaviour that inhibits normal school procedures 

Dress code – wearing incorrect uniform, or wearing clothing items or accessories that are not 

part of the agreed uniform 

Incomplete Homework – not completing homework by the due date as set by the classroom 

teacher 

IT misconduct – use of electronic equipment such as mobile phones in a manner that is 

against the school’s policies 

Late – arriving when the day or lesson has already started, without a reasonable explanation 

Lying/cheating – not telling the truth, or gaining an unfair advantage over others during 

assessment  

Misconduct involving object – misusing something that can be carried, most often as a type of 

weapon 

Noncompliant with routine – choosing not to follow known processes and procedures 

Other conduct – behaviour that does not fall into any other category 

Physical misconduct – rough conduct, fighting 

Prohibited item – having possession of something that is unlawful or against school rules, 

such as cigarettes, alcohol or a weapon  

Assessment not submitted – not completing homework by the due date as set by the 

classroom teacher  

Substance use – consuming something that is unlawful at school, such as cigarettes, alcohol or 

drugs 

Verbal misconduct – typically swearing or using intimidating language 
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Appendix C 

Student information sheet and consent form 

STUDENT AND PARENT/GUARDIAN INFORMATION SHEET 
High school student personality and misbehaviour 

 

Who is conducting the 
research? 

Chief Investigators: 
Dr Wayne Usher & Dr Harry Kanasa 
School of Education and Professional Studies 
Griffith University 
5552 8729 
w.usher@griffith.edu.au 
h.kanasa@griffith.edu.au 
 
Research Team: 
Alastair Smith 
Student researcher, Griffith University 
3869 9888 
alastair.smith@griffithuni.edu.au 
 
Griffith University ethics reference number:  
2019/064 

  

 

Why is the research being conducted? 
  

This research will determine whether there is any connection between different personality 

types and different types of behaviour. In other words, are particular “kinds” of students more 

likely to be involved in certain types of behaviour? At the moment, topics like personality are 

covered in pastoral care classes, often in relation to career choices. Modifying these programs 

to include the effect of personality on behaviour would be of immediate benefits to students, 

as it enables them to know themselves better. This allows them to become more aware of their 

own unique personality, and the ways in which they typically react to situations. It will also help 

teachers to know their students better, and be better equipped to work proactively in the 

classroom to reduce the likelihood of student misbehaviour.  

 

This research is being undertaken as the basis of a Masters in Education and Professional 

Studies. While one member of the research team is currently a teacher, this study is not related 

to their teaching role in any way. The results will be reported in an academic thesis, and may 

also be disseminated through journal articles or conference presentations. No individual 

student will be identifiable in the results of this study – please see the section on “Your 

Confidentiality” for important information about anonymity of participants.  

 

 
 

mailto:w.usher@griffith.edu.au
mailto:h.kanasa@griffith.edu.au
mailto:alastair.smith@griffithuni.edu.au
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What you will be asked to do 
  

Participants will complete a personality profiling questionnaire in their weekly personal 
development class, resulting in a personality profile using the Five Factor Model. On a 
sheet of paper, you will be required to answer a series of questions about the ways in 
which you prefer to do things. Five sample questions are seen in the screenshot below. 
This will take around 30 minutes, and is the only time in which you will be required to 
actively participate in this study. After this, behaviour data from the last 12 months will 
be exported and matched with your personality results. This data will then be analysed 
to see if there is any link between different types of personality and different types of 
behaviour. 

 
 
 
The basis by which participants will be selected or screened 
  

All students in Years 8 to 11 are invited to participate in this research. As Year 7 students 
are still settling in to high school it has been decided that they will not be involved. Similarly, 
Year 12 students are focused on completing their final year of school, so they too will not 
be involved in this research. 
 

The expected benefits of the research 
  

For students - Increased self-awareness of their individual personality type, and what 
that might mean in terms of typical behaviour. Instead of an excuse for poor 
behaviour, this will give students an idea of how their personality type tends to 
behave. This may assist them in avoiding this type of behaviour if they know they are 
predisposed towards it.     

For teachers - Increased knowledge of their students and what makes them 
individual. Being forewarned of potential areas of trouble will make it easier for 
proactive strategies to avoid misbehaviour. 

For the school and community - Increased acknowledgement of the uniqueness of 
each student, identifying personality as just one factor that is involved in the complex 
interactions involved for each of them. 
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Risks to you 
  

There are minimal risks associated with this research. The only potential risk is that certain 
personality types may be found to be linked with statistically higher chances of certain 
types of behaviour, and therefore students may inadvertently feel that some personality 
types are somehow worse than others. It is very important to remember that no personality 
type that is any better or worse than another, and that behaviour is always a choice. 
Personality makes a person more likely to act in a certain way, it does not force them to 
do so. 
 
Should participation in this study raise any concerns or issues, the research team strongly 
suggests that you seek advice from internal school support staff, such as the Guidance 
Officers, chaplain or youth support worker, or external support such as Kids Helpline on 
1800 55 1800. 
 

Your confidentiality 
  

No student will be identifiable in the results of this study. This research involves personality 
data being gathered on paper, as well as behaviour records from the previous 12 months 
being retrieved from the school’s system. These two sources of data will be combined 
using each students’ unique student ID. Once the data has been matched up, the ID will 
be replaced by a generic record number. From this point the data is totally de-identified, 
meaning that no individual student will be identifiable. No names or details of behaviour 
incidents will be recorded at any stage of this research.  
 
The focus of this research is to calculate overall trends and percentages, rather than report 
on each student. The results will be something along the lines of “students who are highly 
extraverted were involved in three times as many behaviour incidents as those who are 
highly introverted”, rather than “student X was caught stealing 15 times”. 
 

Your participation is voluntary 
 
While you are encouraged to take part in this project, participation is voluntary. Should you 
choose not to participate, that will not affect your relationship with Glasshouse Christian 
College and its staff in any way. It will have no impact on your academic results or your 
relationship with the members of the research team. You are also free to withdraw from 
the study at any time. For any student who chooses not to participate in this study, a 
normal pastoral care class will take place according to the normal schedule of topics. 
 

Questions / further information 
 
If you have any concerns, or would like further information, please contact Alastair Smith 
at alastair.smith@griffithuni.edu.au 
 

The ethical conduct of this research 
 
Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical 
Conduct in Human Research.  If you have any concerns or complaints about the ethical 
conduct of the research project you should contact the Manager, Research Ethics on 3735 
4375 or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au. 

mailto:alastair.smith@griffithuni.edu.au
mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
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Feedback to you 
 
Upon its completion, the overall findings of this research can be made available to you on 
request. This will not be personalised feedback (about your individual personality and how 
that compares with your behaviour record), as the data will already have been de-
identified. This makes it impossible to identify any individual student’s personality type or 
behaviour record. 
 

Privacy Statement – non disclosure 
 
“The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and/or use of your identified 
personal information. The information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed to 
third parties without your consent, except to meet government, legal or other regulatory 
authority requirements.   A de-identified copy of this data may be used for other research 
purposes.   However, your anonymity will at all times be safeguarded.   For further 
information consult the University’s Privacy Plan at   http://www.griffith.edu.au/about-
griffith/plans-publications/griffith-university-privacy-plan or telephone (07) 3735 4375.” 

 
Data storage 
 
All research data (survey responses, behaviour data and analysis) will be retained in 
a locked cabinet and/or a password protected electronic file at Griffith University for a 
period of five years before being destroyed. The GU Research Storage platform 
(https://research-storage.griffith.edu.au/) may also be utilised.   

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

http://www.griffith.edu.au/about-griffith/plans-publications/griffith-university-privacy-plan
http://www.griffith.edu.au/about-griffith/plans-publications/griffith-university-privacy-plan
https://research-storage.griffith.edu.au/
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High school student personality and misbehaviour 
CONSENT FORM 

 

Research Team Chief Investigators: 
Dr Wayne Usher & Dr Harry Kanasa 
School of Education and Professional Studies 
Griffith University 
5552 8729 
w.usher@griffith.edu.au 
h.kanasa@griffith.edu.au 
 
Research Team: 
Alastair Smith 
Student researcher, Griffith University 
3869 9888 
alastair.smith@griffithuni.edu.au 

By signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information package and 

in particular: 

 I understand that my involvement in this research will include completing a 

personality questionnaire in class during a personal development lesson; 

 I understand that the researchers will then match my personality questionnaire 

results against behaviour data for the previous 12 months; 

 I have had any questions answered to my satisfaction; 

 I understand the risks involved; 

 I understand that there will be no direct benefit to me from my participation in this 

research, aside from learning more about my personality; 

 I understand that my participation in this research is voluntary; 

 I understand that if I have any additional questions I can contact the research team; 

 I understand that I am free to withdraw at any time, without explanation or penalty; 

 I understand that my name and other personal information that could identify me will 

be removed or de-identified in publications or presentations resulting from this 

research; 

 I understand that I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at Griffith University 

Human Research Ethics Committee on 3735 4375 (or research-

ethics@griffith.edu.au) if I have any concerns about the ethical conduct of the 

project; and 

 I agree for my child to participate in the project: 

   Yes      No     

mailto:w.usher@griffith.edu.au
mailto:h.kanasa@griffith.edu.au
mailto:alastair.smith@griffithuni.edu.au
mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
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Student 
Name 

 

 

Parent 
Name 

 

 

Signature 
 

Signature 
 

Date 
 

Date 
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Appendix D 

Principal information sheet and consent form 

PRINCIPAL INFORMATION SHEET 
High school student personality and misbehaviour 

 

Who is conducting the 
research? 

Chief Investigators: 
Dr Wayne Usher & Dr Harry Kanasa 
School of Education and Professional Studies 
Griffith University 
5552 8729 
w.usher@griffith.edu.au 
h.kanasa@griffith.edu.au 
 
Research Team: 
Alastair Smith 
Student researcher, Griffith University 
3869 9888 
alastair.smith@griffithuni.edu.au 
 
Griffith University ethics reference number:  
2019/064 

  

 

Why is the research being conducted? 
  

This research will determine whether there is any connection between different personality 

types and different types of behaviour. In other words, are particular “kinds” of students more 

likely to be involved in certain types of behaviour? At the moment, topics like personality are 

covered in pastoral care classes, often in relation to career choices. Modifying these programs 

to include the effect of personality on behaviour would be of immediate benefits to students, 

as it enables them to know themselves better. This allows them to become more aware of their 

own unique personality, and the ways in which they typically react to situations. It will also help 

teachers to know their students better, and be better equipped to work proactively in the 

classroom to reduce the likelihood of student misbehaviour.  

 

This research is being undertaken as the basis of a Masters in Education and Professional 

Studies. While one member of the research team is currently a teacher, this study is not related 

to their teaching role in any way. The results will be reported in an academic thesis, and may 

also be disseminated through journal articles or conference presentations. No individual 

student will be identifiable in the results of this study – please see the section on “Your 

Confidentiality” for important information about anonymity of participants.  
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What participants will be asked to do 
  

Participants will complete a personality profiling questionnaire in their weekly personal 
development class, resulting in a personality profile using the Five Factor Model. On a 
sheet of paper, you will be required to answer a series of questions about the ways in 
which you prefer to do things. Five sample questions are seen in the screenshot below. 
This will take around 30 minutes, and is the only time in which you will be required to 
actively participate in this study. After this, behaviour data from the last 12 months will 
be exported and matched with your personality results. This data will then be analysed 
to see if there is any link between different types of personality and different types of 
behaviour. 

 
 
 
What teachers will be asked to do 
  

Students will complete the personality profiling questionnaire during normal student 
development class time. It is anticipated that the whole process should take no more 
than an hour. Teachers will be required to supervise their class as this is completed, 
collect the response sheets and forward them to the research team. Prior to this, a staff 
information session can also be conducted if required. Students not taking part in the 
study will complete pastoral care classes as normal. 
 

What you will be asked to do 
  

Perform an export of student behaviour data, capturing all behaviour incidents for the 
previous 12 months. This will include incidents that have been restricted to principal-
level access, and can be downloaded as a single spreadsheet. This data will then be 
stripped of irrelevant fields such as names, combined with the personality data and 
then de-identified.  
 

The expected benefits of the research 
  

For students - Increased self-awareness of their individual personality type, and what 
that might mean in terms of typical behaviour. Instead of an excuse for poor 
behaviour, this will give students an idea of how their personality type tends to 
behave. This may assist them in avoiding this type of behaviour if they know they are 
predisposed towards it.     
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For teachers - Increased knowledge of their students and what makes them 
individual. Being forewarned of potential areas of trouble will make it easier for 
proactive strategies to avoid misbehaviour. 

For the school and community - Increased acknowledgement of the uniqueness of 
each student, identifying personality as just one factor that is involved in the complex 
interactions involved for each of them. 

 

Questions / further information 
 
If you have any concerns, or would like further information, please contact Alastair Smith 
at alastair.smith@griffithuni.edu.au 
 
 

The ethical conduct of this research 
 
Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical 
Conduct in Human Research.  If you have any concerns or complaints about the ethical 
conduct of the research project you should contact the Manager, Research Ethics on 3735 
4375 or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au. 

mailto:alastair.smith@griffithuni.edu.au
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High school student personality and misbehaviour 
PRINCIPAL CONSENT FORM 

 

Research Team Chief Investigators: 
Dr Wayne Usher & Dr Harry Kanasa 
School of Education and Professional Studies 
Griffith University 
5552 8729 
w.usher@griffith.edu.au 
h.kanasa@griffith.edu.au 
 
Research Team: 
Alastair Smith 
Student researcher, Griffith University 
3869 9888 
alastair.smith@griffithuni.edu.au 
 

By signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information package and 

in particular: 

 I understand that my school’s involvement in this research will include students 

completing a personality questionnaire in class, and teachers assisting with the 

administration of this test; 

 I agree to perform a behaviour data export as described above; 

 I understand that my school’s participation in this research is voluntary; 

 I understand that if I have any additional questions I can contact the research team; 

 I understand that I am free to withdraw my school at any time, without explanation 

or penalty; 

 I understand that I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at Griffith University 

Human Research Ethics Committee on 3735 4375 (or research-

ethics@griffith.edu.au) if I have any concerns about the ethical conduct of the 

project; and 

 I agree for my school to participate in the project. 

Name 

 

 

Signature 

 

 

Date 
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