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 7. General Discussion. 

The current dissertation focused on the personality trait Honesty-Humility and tested 

predictions from the Situation-Trait-Outcome Activation model (STOA; De Vries, Tybur, 

Pollet, & Van Vugt, 2016). The present dissertation adds to the literature by testing 

predictions from the STOA model and by showcasing the importance of Honesty-Humility in 

the form of an empirical chapter (Chapter 5). Additionally, we also showed empirically how 

to assess this trait using game-based assessment instruments. We developed these instruments 

based on insights from the STOA model (Chapters 3 and 4). The main contributions of this 

dissertation are that Honesty-Humility and power interact in the prediction of interpersonal 

exploitation and that Honesty-Humility can be validly assessed using game-based assessment 

methods such as gamified assessments and assessment games. These findings of this 

dissertation have implications for Honesty-Humility in organizations (especially for higher-

level positions) and personnel selection procedures. Additionally, the present dissertation also 

contributed to the debate on the structure of integrity (Chapter 5) and noncompliant 

responding to questionnaires (Chapter 6).  

In this Chapter, I will integrate the findings of this dissertation. I start with a summary 

of the findings of the previous chapters. Subsequently, I discuss the theoretical and practical 

implications, then the strengths and limitations, and these are followed by some suggestions 

for future research. Finally, I end the chapter with several concluding remarks.  

Summary of the Findings 

Chapter 2 tested two aspects of the STOA model (De Vries et al., 2016), specifically, 

trait activation (expression of a particular trait in response to situational cues) and outcome 

activation (potential positive and negative outcomes associated with the expression of a 

particular trait in a particular situation) of Honesty-Humility in situations that allow for 

interpersonal exploitation. Moreover, we extended the STOA model further by integrating 
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insights from power and situational strength as the two concepts are conceptually overlapping 

(Cooper & Whitey, 2009). Specifically, the idea is that personality matters more in weak 

situations than in strong situations. Situations in which someone has high power can be 

considered a weak situation, whereas a situation in which power is shared can be considered a 

strong situation. More interesting is what happens at an intermediate level of power, we 

predicted an intermediate interaction effect when there was an intermediate level of power. 

Comparatively, the Traits as Situations Sensitivities model (TASS; Marshall & Brown, 2006) 

predicted the strongest trait activation of Honesty-Humility in situations with intermediate 

power. The TASS model assumes with intermediate power that the Honesty-Humility of 

individuals at a certain end of the distribution will be activated (e.g., low Honesty-Humility) 

while for those on the other end of the distribution (e.g., high Honesty-Humility) there is 

insufficient trait activation. Therefore, we conducted our research both in a hypothetical 

scenario study and in a fully incentivized online interaction study with various economic 

games that differed in their level of power. We operationalized the level of power using the 

ultimatum game, which contained a shared level of power differentiation, the delta game, 

which contained an intermediate level of power differentiation, and the dictator game, which 

contained a high level of power differentiation. We found that only when someone had high 

power Honesty-Humility was negatively related to exploitation, whereas Honesty-Humility 

was unrelated to exploitation when power was intermediate or shared. These findings held for 

both trait activation and outcome activation of Honesty-Humility. Note that our results 

supported neither of these hypotheses about the intermediate level of power. Consequently, 

we concluded that curbing power is an effective way to limit interpersonal exploitation. 

Furthermore, these findings imply that it is vital to assess the Honesty-Humility profile of job 

candidates applying for powerful positions. 
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Chapter 3 described the design and validity of a gamified assessment instrument to 

measure Honesty-Humility. The content of this assessment instrument was based upon so-

called virtual behavior cues, which are customization choices that people make in a virtual 

environment. Such virtual behavior cues align with findings from real-world personality cues 

that also contain personality information in the way that people dress themselves (Naumann, 

Vazire, Rentfrow, & Gosling, 2009; Vazire, Naumann, Rentfrow, & Gosling, 2008) or 

customize their homes and offices (Gosling, Ko, Mannarelli, & Morris, 2002; Wells & 

Thelen, 2002). We designed the battery of virtual behavior cues to activate Honesty-Humility. 

Specifically, the items that a participant could choose from were designed so that some 

options appealed more to those high in Honesty-Humility, and some options appealed more to 

those low in Honesty-Humility. In this chapter, we showed that a battery of virtual behavior 

cues designed to assess Honesty-Humility had significant convergent validity with self-

reported Honesty-Humility, thereby demonstrating that these virtual behavior cues indeed 

activate Honesty-Humility.  

Furthermore, we found that this convergent validity was not decreased if people 

completed the virtual behavior cues battery in a simulated selection situation. However, in this 

simulated selection situation, the respondents were also able to fake their responses on the 

virtual behavior cues battery. Notably, the effect size of faking on the virtual behavior cues of 

Honesty-Humility was comparable to that of self-reported Honesty-Humility under the same 

instructions. Therefore, decreasing faking does not seem to be an advantage of gamified 

assessments for personnel selection. However, gamified assessments may have other 

advantages, such as improving applicant reactions, which are rather low for traditional self-

report personality inventories (Hausknecht, Day, & Thomas, 2004). 

Chapter 4 described the design and validity of an assessment game called Building 

Docks to measure Honesty-Humility. The content of this assessment game included the 
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economic games described in Chapter 2 (including those described in the supplemental files) 

and the virtual behavior cues described in Chapter 3 that we showed to be related to Honesty-

Humility. Additionally, the assessment game was also based upon Situational Judgment Test 

items, not unlike those developed to assess Honesty-Humility in other research (e.g., 

Oostrom, De Vries, & De Wit, 2019). Again, all these tasks were chosen and designed to 

activate Honesty-Humility. 

 In two studies, we found support for the validity of this assessment game in terms of 

convergent validity with self-reported Honesty-Humility, divergent validity with self-reported 

Emotionality, Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and Openness to Experience. 

Additionally, we also found divergent validity for the Building Docks Honesty-Humility 

assessment with the results of a cognitive ability test. Moreover, we tested the predictive 

validity of the Building Docks Honesty-Humility score concerning three relevant outcomes: 

self-reported counterproductive work behavior (Bennet & Robinson, 2000), unethical 

business decisions (Ashton & Lee, 2008), and cheating for financial gain (Hilbig & Zettler, 

2015; Moshagen & Hilbig, 2017). We found that the Building Docks Honesty-Humility score 

had predictive validity concerning two out of the three outcomes and had incremental validity 

beyond self-reported personality in relation to the cheating task. These findings demonstrate 

that indeed the tasks included in the assessment game allow for trait activation of Honesty-

Humility. More importantly, personality assessment games can be a useful complementary 

method to self-report personality inventories for personnel selection procedures as they can 

gain insight into a candidate’s personality profile and add to the predictive validity of the 

assessment procedure.  

Chapter 5 described the evolutionary background of integrity and proposed that 

integrity is a combination of Cooperation and Consistency. These two aspects of integrity 

jointly may have allowed individuals to be more likely to initiate, plan, and structure 
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cooperative efforts over a prolonged time. We also described the potential ways that integrity 

is expressed according to the three STOA mechanisms (De Vries et al., 2016). Specifically, 

we expect that those high in integrity selected themselves in situations that allowed them to 

establish long-term cooperative relationships with others and that in these situations, their 

integrity got expressed and let them to gain positive outcomes potentially. However, this high 

integrity strategy could also be open to (short-term) exploitation, which may also lead to 

negative outcomes. Similarly, those low in integrity are more likely to select themselves in 

situations that allow them to exploit others for (short-term) gain. Again, in these situations, 

their low integrity becomes activated and can lead to positive gains from exploitation or 

adverse outcomes in response to their exploitation (e.g., punishment; revenge).  

Furthermore, we argued that the two integrity factors are best captured by the 

personality traits Honesty-Humility and Conscientiousness, respectively. Additionally, we 

demonstrated that indeed the majority of integrity conceptualizations could be classified under 

these two personality traits. The results of an extension analysis demonstrated that most of 

those integrity conceptualizations loaded on Honesty-Humility, Conscientiousness, or both 

traits. However, there was an unexpected role of Extraversion in relation to various integrity 

features. Nonetheless, Honesty-Humility and Conscientiousness do seem to be two of the 

major personality traits underlying integrity. 

Finally, Chapter 6 was a methodological contribution and demonstrated the 

effectiveness of various methods to detect noncompliant responses. Specifically, we 

demonstrated that check questions (e.g., this is an attention check, please select agree) 

embedded within a personality inventory could detect noncompliant responses. Moreover, we 

also demonstrated that statistical approaches based on the response patterns (Dunn, 

Heggestad, Shanock, & Theilgard, 2018; Lee & Ashton, 2018; Marjanovic, Holden, Struthers, 

Cribbie, & Greenglass, 2015) also uniquely identified noncompliant responses that were not 
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identified with the check questions. Moreover, these noncompliant responses added noise to 

the data indicated by the fact that subsamples of those who were flagged as giving 

noncompliant responses exhibited low reliabilities on the self-reported HEXACO dimensions. 

Consequently, dropping the data of respondents flagged as giving noncompliant responses 

improved overall data quality by increasing the reliabilities compared to when this data was 

retained in the dataset. These findings are especially relevant for research on online platforms 

such as Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) as there are often concerns about the data quality 

gathered on such online platforms (Chandler, Mueller, & Paolacci, 2014; see also Thomas & 

Clifford, 2017; this also seems to equally apply to high quality online samples). 

Practical and Theoretical Implications 

Overall, the chapters included in the dissertation mainly investigated the trait 

activation mechanism of the STOA model (De Vries et al., 2016) in relation to Honesty-

Humility. The situations that activate Honesty-Humility are those that allow for the 

exploitation of others. An example of such situations are the economic games studied in 

Chapter 2. However, as we demonstrated in Chapters 3 and 4, Honesty-Humility is also 

activated in situations that allow for the display of status and showcasing material wealth. 

Specifically, Honesty-Humility was also activated when people had to choose between 

various virtual behavior cues, which all were cost-free decisions. The key difference between 

the various virtual behavior cues was the association with status and luxury. Therefore, it 

could be argued that the situations activating Honesty-Humility could perhaps be better 

termed situations that allow for exploitation and/or status. Such a change could also 

emphasize a broader set of relevant situational characteristics than only exploitation. For a 

similar reason, the original authors chose to name the new trait Honesty-Humility to 

emphasize both aspects of the trait (Ashton & Lee, 2020). 
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Nonetheless, Honesty-Humility is relevant in situations that do allow for the 

exploitation of other individuals. Specifically, those low in Honesty-Humility will exploit 

other individuals, whereas those high in Honesty-Humility will not exploit others. However, a 

critical moderator for this effect is the distribution of power in these situations. As we have 

shown in Chapter 2, this effect only occurs when someone has absolute power and is absent 

when the power is more balanced. Importantly, when the power differentiation is 

intermediate, there is less exploitation overall and also no relation between Honesty-Humility 

and exploitation. Therefore, we suggest that it is important to make sure that people in a 

position of high power have adequate checks and balances to place clear limits on their 

power. These limitations on power will likely inhibit misuse of power by those low in 

Honesty-Humility.  

Our findings also have practical implications for personnel selection. For instance, as 

mentioned before, Honesty-Humility is related to outcomes relevant to the workplace, such as 

interpersonal exploitation (Chapter 2) and cheating for financial gain (Chapter 4). However, 

Honesty-Humility is rarely assessed in formal personnel selection assessments. Specifically, 

there are three important caveats to take into account for personality assessment in personnel 

selection procedures. First, most personality assessments are conducted using non-validated 

and notably unreliable inventories such as the Myer Briggs type indicator (MBTI; see 

Vermeren, 2019 for a review). Second, even if valid personality assessments are conducted, 

often, FFM inventories are used that do not adequately capture Honesty-Humility (Ashton & 

Lee, 2018; Lee & Ashton, 2019). Third, personnel assessments are rarely conducted for high 

power positions (Hogan & Kaiser, 2005). Therefore, it is important to assess the Honesty-

Humility profile of all employees and especially those at executive-level positions. 

To provide a potential remedy, we demonstrate that it is possible to validly assess 

Honesty-Humility using novel game-based assessment instruments (Chapters 3 and 4). The 
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appeal of computer games can be an added advantage (Dickey, 2005; Starks, 2014). 

Specifically, using games as part of personnel selection assessments allows employers to offer 

novel and entertaining assessment experiences to their job applicants. Potentially, if 

employers use Building Docks as a novel assessment procedure, this creates more 

opportunities for job candidates to be assessed on their level of Honesty-Humility. Of course, 

there can be particular challenges as even formal assessments are rarely conducted for high-

level positions (Hogan & Kaiser, 2005), and such applicants may potentially object against 

using assessment games in a selection procedure. More broadly, little is known about the 

acceptance of job applicants of the results of game-based assessments, however, insights from 

other novel assessment experiences such as highly automated job interviews suggest that such 

novel assessment tools are not yet accepted for high stakes selection procedures (Langer, 

König, & Papathanasiou, 2019). However, an automated job interview seems a rather 

different assessment tool, and more work is to be done to investigate the applicant reactions to 

game-based assessments and their acceptance of the outcomes.  

 Moreover, another issue of personality assessments in personnel selection is that 

people may fake their responses on personality inventories (Birkeland, Manson, Kisamore, 

Branninck, & Smith, 2006). Such faked responses have implications for assessments as even a 

single successful faker can rise to the top of a distribution. However, as we demonstrated in 

Chapter 4, this faking issue can not be counteracted by the gamified virtual behavior cues 

scale as participants were also able to fake their responses on these virtual cues. The effect 

size was comparable to that of self-reported Honesty-Humility (Anglim, Morse, De Vries, 

MacCann, & Marty, 2017; MacCann, 2013). However, the assessment game may be able to 

reduce faking as this game may be more likely than the gamified assessment instrument to get 

respondents in a state of flow (Sweetser & Wyeth, 2005). A state of flow may make 
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participants forget that they are taking part in an assessment and consequently decrease their 

social desirability concerns.  

Furthermore, another mechanism that assessment games can use to counteract socially 

desirable responses is by providing feedback to respondents. Contrary to a self-report 

instrument where respondents do not get any feedback, a game includes feedback. By 

‘punishing’ socially desirable responses in the assessment game this could also reduce such 

responses as participants are likely also motivated to perform well in the game itself. Our 

assessment game Building Docks allows us to test the effects of both of these potential 

mechanisms. For instance, future research could compare the effects on faking if the 

punishment of socially undesirable responses is selectively turned on or off in an experimental 

design.  

The current dissertation also considered another methodological issue that can 

compromise the validity of personality assessments, specifically, noncompliant responding, 

which is more of a pervasive issue in (online) scientific research than in personnel selection 

assessments. As demonstrated in Chapter 6, participants may give noncompliant responses to 

personality inventories, which add noise to the data. This noncompliance issue has received 

much attention in relation to research conducted on the Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) 

platform (Chandler et al., 2014). However, this noncompliance may be just as prevalent in 

high-quality online panels (Thomas & Clifford, 2017). Furthermore, such online (MTurk) 

studies have also replicated lab findings (e.g., Amir, Rand, & Gal, 2012) and tend to obtain 

comparable findings as large scale nationally representative samples (Coppock, 2019). 

However, we did see a clear difference between the prevalence of noncompliance in the 

samples we obtained using MTurk compared to other (online) samples of both current 

students and recent graduates. Specifically, only one person was suspected of giving 

noncompliant responses in our three non-MTurk samples (n = 226 in the online studies; n = 
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104 in the lab study) thus 0.30% of these respondents was flagged for giving noncompliant 

responses, whereas roughly 15% percent of MTurk respondents was flagged for giving 

noncompliant responses. This difference between various online samples and the lab sample 

suggests that it is vital to take into account that noncompliant responses—and thus more 

noise—are more prevalent in online than in lab studies. It would be advisable to take this into 

account when conducting online research and to take pre-emptive measures to detect 

noncompliant responses and to also oversample by a specific amount (e.g., 15%-20% based 

on our findings) or to aim for more than 80% power.  

The game-based assessments may also be a suitable preemptive method to avoid 

noncompliant responses. We have some anecdotal evidence to support this claim. That is, 

when we were checking the data from Study 3.2 in Chapter 3, we found that there were some 

HEXACO response patterns obviously indicative of noncompliance such as straight-lining 

(i.e., consecutively selecting the same answer). However, if we looked at the data on the 

gamified assessment instrument of these respondents, their answering patterns were varied 

across all answering options. Similarly, we were contacted by multiple MTurk workers that 

the assessment game used in Chapter 4 was the most entertaining and engaging task that they 

had ever performed on the platform. Nonetheless, it is an empirical question whether such 

game-based assessments methods can decrease noncompliant responding.  

Strengths and Limitations 

One of the strengths of the current dissertation is that we used various methods to 

inform our novel game-based assessment tools. Specifically, we used different well-

established methods such as Situational Judgment Tests (McDaniel & Nguyen, 2001) and 

Economic games (Fehr & Schmidt, 2006; Pruitt & Kimmel, 1977; Van Lange, Balliet, Parks, 

& Van Vugt, 2014), but also insights from real-world personality cues (e.g., Gosling et al., 

2002; Vazire et al., 2008). Moreover, we established convergent validity across various 
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samples from different countries with the extensively validated self-reported HEXACO 

personality inventory (e.g., Lee & Ashton, 2004, 2006, 2018).  

However, a limitation of these approaches is that we mainly focused on tasks in our 

studies and game-based assessments that primarily dealt with monetary incentives (e.g., 

economic games in Chapters 2 and 4) and status (e.g., virtual behavior cues in Chapters 3 and 

4). We did not include domains such as sexual misbehavior or ingratiation that are also 

relevant to Honesty-Humility and the workplace. However, we did not include such behaviors 

in our game-based assessments because we considered them inappropriate for personnel 

selection procedures. Specifically, some behavior could be considered offensive by potential 

assessment candidates (in the case of sexual behavior) or impossible to clearly adapt in a 

game format (in the case of ingratiation). However, the Honesty-Humility scale in the 

HEXACO personality inventory also does not contain any content related to sex and, 

nonetheless, can predict outcomes such as sociosexuality and sexual quid pro quos (Ashton & 

Lee, 2020). Therefore, the absence of such domains in our game-based assessments may not 

necessarily limit the predictive validity across a broader range of relevant outcomes. 

Nonetheless, this is an empirical question and requires further research.  

Another limitation of the studies is that we had relatively little evidence for predictive 

validity. For instance, we did not assess the predictive validity of the virtual behavior cues in 

Chapter 3. Neither were we able to investigate how our noncompliance detection methods in 

Chapter 7 influenced the predictive validity of personality inventories. However, we did 

obtain support for the predictive validity of the Building Docks Honesty-Humility assessment 

in Chapter 4. That said, this predictive validity was limited to low stakes assessment as we did 

not investigate the validity (construct and predictive validity) of Building Docks in high stakes 

assessments for which the assessment game was developed. It is critical to establish validity 

in high-stakes assessments as the results of Chapter 3 indicated that one of the subtasks of 
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Building Docks, the virtual behavior cues, were just as fakeable as self-reported Honesty-

Humility. That is, fakeability may still compromise the predictive validity of Building Docks 

(but see Anglim, Lievens, Everton, Grant, & Marty, 2018). More empirical research is clearly 

required to investigate these topics further.  

Finally, we attempted to collect relatively diverse samples of various ages and cultural 

backgrounds. However, these samples were all from the United States and the Netherlands. 

More importantly, our samples are notably ‘WEIRD’ (Henrich, Heine, & Norenzayan, 2010), 

in other words, from Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, and Democratic societies. Such 

WEIRD samples arguably do not hamper the generalizability of our findings for the practical 

implications of (Western) personnel selection procedures. However, such samples can limit 

the generalizability of our empirical results from Chapter 5. Specifically, we tested the 

personality structure underlying integrity in an American sample. However, in this chapter, 

we described and tested evolutionary predictions of the personality structure underlying 

integrity. From an evolutionary perspective, the structure of integrity is universal across 

human societies. Comparatively, the six-dimensional personality structure covered by the 

HEXACO framework is also arguably a universal personality structure as it has been 

recovered in samples drawn from various languages and cultures across the globe (Ashton et 

al., 2004; De Raad et al., 2014; Saucier, 2009). Nonetheless, more cross-cultural research is 

required to test our predictions regarding the personality structure underlying integrity. It 

would also be worthwhile to generalize our findings of the validity of game-based 

assessments beyond Western samples.  

Directions for Future Research 

Our research has mainly focused on the trait activation mechanism of the STOA 

model and also has devoted some attention to outcome activation in Chapter 2. However, we 

did not investigate situation activation of Honesty-Humility. Therefore, we do not know 
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whether people low in Honesty-Humility select themselves more frequently in situations 

where they have power and can exploit other individuals. Future research could investigate 

this, for instance, by letting participants choose between a fixed outcome (e.g., $10.-) or 

playing a dictator game (with the same maximum payoff). Similarly, participants could 

choose between entering into various delta games (Suleiman, 1996) that differ in their power 

structure. Such future studies could disentangle whether people low in Honesty-Humility are 

also more interested in obtaining power than those high in the trait. 

Similarly, we did not incorporate situation activation elements in the assessment game. 

The main reasons for this were psychometrically informed. Specifically, if players would be 

able to choose their own path in the game, this would allow for many potential paths in the 

game. The psychometric issues with such assessment structures are that they can only be 

investigated using item response theory and requires large samples (N > 500) to determine the 

validity of each in-game situation (Hambleton & Jones, 1991). Moreover, the reliability of 

such branching games is notably lower (Kim & Shute, 2015), and this clearly limits the 

practical utility for high-stakes assessments, which require high reliability. Future research 

could investigate the potential utility of a branching game. However, interested researchers 

and designers do need to take into account the associated costs. As we estimated in Chapter 4, 

a non-linear game would require roughly three times the number of items as a linear game and 

would also be much more costly to develop.   

Although we demonstrated that Honesty-Humility could be assessed using assessment 

games, it is an outstanding question whether it is also possible to develop valid assessment 

games for other personality traits. Specifically, it is unclear whether in-game situations can 

also be developed to activate the other five HEXACO traits. I speculate that this is likely to be 

the case because various personality traits are related to different forms of in-game behaviors. 

For example, Conscientiousness is positively related to speed of action in a first-person 
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shooter (Tekofsky, Spronck, Plaat, Van Den Herik, & Broersen, 2013) and Agreeableness to 

in-game helping in the Massive Multiplayer Online Role-Playing Game (MMORPG) World 

of Warcraft (Worth & Book, 2014). As a starting point, it seems feasible to adapt the Building 

Docks tasks to assess different personality traits as the various subtasks can be adapted to 

assesses other personality traits. For instance, economic games such as the ultimatum game 

responder role that provide affordances for reactive cooperation may be used to assess 

Agreeableness (Hilbig, Zettler, Leist & Heydasch, 2013; Thielmann, Hilbig, & Niedtfeld, 

2014). Moreover, prior work has demonstrated that SJT-items can be developed to validly 

assess all six HEXACO traits (Oostrom et al., 2019). Therefore, novel SJT-items assessing 

other traits can also be written for Building Docks. Additionally, virtual behavior cues as 

indicators of personality are also a promising tool. Specifically, prior research has found that a 

broad set of personality traits are related to real-world behavior cues available in homes and 

physical appearance (Gosling et al., 2002; Naumann et al., 2009) but also in virtual avatar 

customization decisions (Bélise & Bodur, 2010; Fong & Mar, 2015). Finally, our own filler 

items in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 (see the supplemental files) were developed to assess the 

other five HEXACO traits, and our findings often showed promise, indicating that it is 

possible to develop SJT items and virtual behavior cues to assess the various HEXACO 

personality traits.  

Beyond adapting Building Docks, it would be valuable to investigate whether specific 

game genres are more useful to assess specific personality traits. Different game genres likely 

contain different situational affordances, which in turn can activate different personality traits 

(De Vries et al., 2016). Specifically, most of the research relating personality to in-game 

behavior has been conducted in the MMORPG World of Warcraft (e.g., Graham & Gosling, 

2013; McCreery, Krach, Schrader, & Boone, 2012; Worth & Book, 2014). However, World 

of Warcraft is such an extensive game that it likely provides affordances for all personality 
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traits to a greater extent than most other games. Furthermore, there are additional downsides 

of role-playing games (RPGs) in general and MMORPGs in particular. Specifically, 

MMORPGs require extensive multiplayer capacity. Moreover, single-player RPGs are 

extremely large games that require a large amount of time-investment of players. Therefore, 

there may be other game-genres that more narrowly (but perhaps more strongly) include 

affordances for different personality traits. For instance, prior research found support for the 

claim that in-game behavior in real-time strategy games is related to self-regulation because 

such games require much long-term planning for effective performance (Gabbiadini & 

Geitemayer, 2017). Comparatively, Extraversion was related to in-game behavior in the 

augmented reality collecting game Pokémon Go (Khalis & Mikami, 2018; Tabacchi, Caci, 

Cardaci, & Perticone, 2017). Together, such findings suggest it is important to adapt the 

game-genre of an assessment game to the construct of interest. Therefore, it would be 

scientifically interesting to map the STOA affordances to different game genres.  

Beyond personality, it may also be interesting to investigate whether other constructs 

of interest for personnel selection can be assessed using game-based assessments. For 

instance, intelligence and leadership are potential candidates. Specifically, intelligence is the 

best predictor of job performance (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998) and intelligence is also related to 

in-game performance in various games (Foroughi, Serraino, Parasuraman, & Boehm-Davis, 

2016; Grabner, 2014; Quiroga et al., 2015, Quiroga, Román, De La Fuente, Privado, & Colom 

2016). Similarly, leadership is also an important construct to assess as it is predictive of a 

broad range of outcomes such as organizational effectiveness, subordinates’ organizational 

commitment, and team learning (Hiller, DeChurch, Murase, & Doty, 2011; Koeslag-Kreunen, 

Van den Bosche, Hoven, Van der Klink, & Gijselaers, 2018). Moreover, real-world leadership 

status is related to in-game leadership status, and certain in-game behaviors are also indicative 

of leadership styles (Lisk, Kaplancali, & Riggio, 2012, Lu, Chen, & Williams, 2014). 
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However, more research is needed to determine further whether assessment games for 

intelligence and leadership can be developed. Furthermore, future research could also 

investigate whether other constructs such as teamwork skills are related to in-game behavior 

as there are face valid connections between the teamwork required in games and organizations 

(see Vesa, Hamari, Harvianinen, & Warmelink, 2017). At least, self-reported communication 

skills in a team are related to various forms of satisfaction of team performance in a computer 

game (Luu & Narayan, 2017). Of course, further empirical research is required to check 

whether these findings can be applied to construe valid and reliable game-based assessments 

of these and other constructs. 

Concluding Remarks 

In conclusion, we have argued and demonstrated that Honesty-Humility is one of the 

personality traits underlying integrity. This trait likely has been of consequence throughout 

human evolutionary history as it is one of the key predictors of individual differences in long-

term cooperative behavior. Honesty-Humility is still relevant in contemporary societies as the 

scale of human cooperation has drastically increased from small bands of hunter-gatherers to 

contemporary multinational companies and institutions. It is important to assess this trait for 

those who want to lead such modern companies and institutions as they occupy positions of 

high power. As we demonstrated, such power affords the exploitation of others. Those high in 

Honesty-Humility refrain from doing so while those low in this trait are more likely to exploit 

others when they have high levels of power. We also showed that Honesty-Humility could be 

validly and reliably assessed with novel tools such as gamified assessments and assessment 

games. Specifically, we demonstrated that these tools show convergent validity with self-

reported Honesty-Humility and divergent validity with the other five HEXACO personality 

traits. Moreover, these game-based assessments can also predict relevant outcomes and are, in 

some cases, even better predictors than traditional self-reports of personality. However, it is 
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prudent to use a combination of self-report personality inventories, and game-based 

assessments as these two methods can complement each other. Specifically, both types of 

assessments can be used to gain the best overall predictive validity for various integrity-

related outcomes. Moreover, game-based assessments can be of additional benefit by 

improving candidate reactions and by potentially reducing faking. The present dissertation 

was one of the first to describe the validity of using game-based personality assessments and 

demonstrated their potential in assessing Honesty-Humility. These promising findings can 

potentially offer job candidates a personality assessment experience that is more fitting of the 

21st century.
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Summary 

Honesty-Humility is the relatively recently recovered sixth broad personality trait (Ashton et 

al., 2004) and captures the degree that people are fair, honest, and modest versus selfish, 

insincere, and greedy. The current dissertation tested predictions regarding Honesty-Humility 

based on the Situation-Trait-Outcome Activation model (De Vries, Tybur, Pollet, & Van 

Vugt, 2016).   

Chapter 2 tested how Honesty-Humility gets activated in situations that allow for 

interpersonal exploitation and how this expression is related to obtaining specific outcomes. 

Moreover, the moderating role of various forms of power on the expression of Honesty-

Humility was investigated. The findings indicate that only when someone has absolute power 

that Honesty-Humility is negatively related to interpersonal exploitation and that those who 

are low in this trait obtain the best material outcomes. However, when power is constrained, 

even in cases where there is an intermediate power differentiation, Honesty-Humility is 

unrelated to interpersonal exploitation and obtained outcomes.  

Chapter 3 described how trait activation of Honesty-Humility could be used to develop 

a gamified personality assessment instrument. The instrument used virtual behavioral cues, 

which are customization choices that people make in a virtual environment (e.g., choosing a 

particular outfit for an avatar). A battery of these virtual behavioral cues was designed with 

response options that appealed more to people high in Honesty-Humility and response options 

that appealed more to those low in Honesty-Humility. The findings of three studies revealed 

that this gamified instrument can reliably and validly assess Honesty-Humility (based upon 

convergent validity with self-reported Honesty-Humility). These findings indicate that these 

virtual behavior cues activate Honesty-Humility. 

Chapter 4 describes the validation of a full-fledged assessment game to assess 

Honesty-Humility. This computer game was based upon tasks used in Chapters 2 and 3 that 
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all activate Honesty-Humility. The findings of this chapter also demonstrate that this 

assessment game also can validly assess Honesty-Humility. Moreover, the assessment game 

also demonstrated predictive validity, as it was able to predict various relevant outcomes. 

Moreover, the assessment game also had incremental predictive validity for one of the 

outcomes above and beyond self-reported personality. Therefore, this assessment game may 

be of an added benefit for applied purposes, such as personnel selection. 

Chapter 5 demonstrates how Honesty-Humility is theoretically and empirically related 

to Integrity. Based on a review of the prior literature, it is proposed that Integrity covers 

Cooperation (e.g., the degree that individuals are willing to engage in or abstain from 

interpersonal exploitation) and Consistency (e.g., the degree that individuals follow-up on 

their promises). The chapter demonstrates that the Integrity features of the Cooperation factor 

are mainly covered by Honesty-Humility. In contrast, the Consistency part of Integrity is 

mainly related to another personality trait, Conscientiousness. However, a somewhat 

unexpected finding was that Extraversion also played an important role in various integrity 

features. 

Finally, Chapter 6 is a methodological contribution and shows how methods used to 

detect noncompliant respondents in online personality research can improve data quality. The 

chapter demonstrates that both check questions integrated in personality inventories (e.g., I 

have never used a telephone) and response patterns to the personality items themselves can be 

utilized in a complementary fashion to detect noncompliant respondents. Moreover, dropping 

these noncompliant respondents increases data quality, as demonstrated by increases in the 

personality scales’ reliability.
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