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Abstract

Background While previous research has largely focused on individual trait associations with academic
misbehaviour, this study used a person-centred approach to explore personality type differences in student

misconduct. The distribution of the personality types was also compared across sociodemographic groups and fields
of study.

Methods A sample of 1,398 health and non-health university students replied to a multiple-choice questionnaire

covering HEXACO personality traits, eight forms of academic misconduct, and background information. Personality
types were explored through cluster analysis, and differences in their behaviour and characteristics were examined
using chi-square test and ANOVA.

Results The five personality types identified differed in their self-reported academic misconduct. Risk-takers disclosed
the highest levels of misconduct, followed by Performance-oriented students, who had competitive dispositions.
Secure and Socially Considerate students exhibited more well-adjusted and prosocial traits, respectively, disclosing
the lowest rates of misconduct. Insecure students scored higher than these two types on Plagiarism, combining traits
associated with psychological distress that may affect their performance. The personality types also revealed gender
and socioeconomic differences, and a more uniform distribution in health than in non-health fields.

Conclusion This study expands on past research by analysing a distinct set of personality types in association with
academic misconduct. Understanding the psychosocial characteristics and field of study distribution of these types
helped to propose tailored educational strategies to foster their compliance with academic integrity.
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Background

Academic integrity is a cornerstone of education and is
built upon values such as ethics, transparency, trust, fair-
ness, respect and responsibility [1]. Despite institutional
endeavours to uphold academic integrity, both long-
standing [2—4] and recent [5-7] reports indicate that aca-
demic misconduct remains a prevalent concern requiring
attention.

Academic misconduct, encompassing unethical behav-
iours such as exam cheating, fraud in academic work, and
plagiarism [8-10], is becoming more sophisticated with
the rise of digital tools that can be misused for cheating
[11, 12]. Academic misconduct undermines the edu-
cational, scientific and social mission of the university,
damaging its reputation. Students who resort to mis-
conduct can gain an unfair advantage and fail to develop
essential professional skills [3, 13]. The absence of detec-
tion and repercussions for academic misbehaviour also
fosters lenient attitudes and normalises cheating [14,
15]. The result is an increased risk of misconduct extend-
ing into postgraduation and scientific and professional
careers, where societal consequences are even more con-
cerning [16-18].

Personality traits reflect cognitive, emotional and
behavioural tendencies [19] that have been shown to
influence student propensity for academic misconduct
[15, 20, 21]. The six-factor model (HEXACO), particu-
larly, offers a comprehensive representation of personal-
ity, largely encompassing the Five Factor Model (FEM)
dimensions [22]. Additionally, its Honesty—Humility
dimension inversely reflects most of the core element of
the Dark Triad [22, 23].

Selfish and antisocial tendencies, along with excessive
competitiveness and ambition, have been associated with
low moral inhibition and a higher inclination to misbe-
have academically [15, 20, 24]. Conversely, students with
curious, creative, and open-minded dispositions tend
to be more learning-oriented than motivated towards
achievement [15, 25]. These students also tend to per-
form better academically, potentially reducing their pro-
pensity for misconduct [19, 26]. Similarly, conscientious
students are more task-oriented, organised, dutiful and
self-disciplined. These dispositions often translate into
a greater sense of moral obligation [19] and better aca-
demic performance [27], reducing the risk of cheating.
Conversely, low self-control can increase academic pro-
crastination and lead to cheating [28, 29]. Risk-seeking
and impulsivity [30, 31], as well as vulnerability to per-
formance-impairing anxiety [32, 33], can also drive aca-
demic misconduct.

Personality influences misconduct by playing a role in
student motivations, self-efficacy, academic performance,
and beliefs about the morality of cheating. Conventional
research largely relies on variable-centred approaches,
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examining associations between individual personality
traits and academic misconduct. However, person-cen-
tred approaches provide a complementary perspective
by recognising the existence of homogeneous subgroups
within a population that share similar personality char-
acteristics (personality types) [34, 35]. Person-centred
research has been employed in fields such as the social
sciences, public health and medicine [36]. This approach
offers a more nuanced understanding of personality com-
plexities by considering the interplay of different trait
combinations within personality types. Consequently,
personality types are particularly valuable for studying
domains potentially influenced by multiple traits [34],
such as academic misconduct.

Previous studies have explored personality types of
the HEXACO traits [35, 37], including in higher edu-
cation students [38]. Globally, their types ranged from
self-centred to considerate, confident to insecure, and
well-adjusted to maladjusted, primarily reflecting psy-
chological differences. At this level, comparing the dis-
tribution of personality types across sociodemographic
groups and fields of study can provide additional insights
into their characteristics (‘who they are’) and academic
distribution (‘where they are’) [38]. For instance, consis-
tent findings report associations of personality with gen-
der [39] and field of study [40, 41].

Overall, despite the advantages of person-centred
approaches to understanding the intricate contribu-
tions of personality to different outcomes [34, 38], very
few studies [42, 43] have explored personality types in
association with academic misconduct in university
students. Therefore, this study aimed to answer the fol-
lowing research questions: (1) How many distinct per-
sonality types emerge from the HEXACO traits in a
diverse sample of higher education students?, (2) What
are the psychological characteristics of these types?,
(3) How prevalent are the personality types in different
sociodemographic groups and fields of study?, and (4)
Do the personality types differ in self-reported academic
misconduct? Attending to the relatively exploratory
nature of this study, the authors are cautious in formu-
lating hypotheses. However, based on previous findings,
it is anticipated that: (1) the number and (2) character-
istics of the HEXACO personality types in our sample
will largely replicate previous research findings [37, 38];
(3) the distribution of the personality types will vary
between different fields of study [40, 41] and, at least,
some sociodemographic groups [37, 43], as well as (4)
according to self-reported academic misconduct [29, 43].

Methods
Participants
The population of this cross-sectional study were
undergraduate and integrated master’s students at the
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University of Porto, the second-largest university in the
country. They were invited to participate in the study
via a university-wide email sent by the rectory, which
included the link to the online questionnaire. Of the
20,997 eligible students, 1,398 participated in this study.
The majority were females (71.7%), with a mean age of
20.36 (SD =3.72) years, and were enrolled in diverse aca-
demic years and fields of study. The participants ben-
efitted from the opportunity to win one of 10 vouchers
through a draw. They were assured of the confidentiality
of the study, and their informed consent was obtained.

Instruments

HEXACO-60 [44] was implemented using the validated
Portuguese version [45] to assess six dimensions of per-
sonality: Honesty-Humility (e.g., “I would never accept
a bribe, even if it were very large”), Emotionality (e.g., “I
feel like crying when I see other people crying”), Extra-
version (e.g., “In social situations, I'm usually the one who
makes the first move”), Agreeableness (e.g., “I rarely hold
a grudge, even against people who have badly wronged
me”), Conscientiousness (e.g., “I plan ahead and organ-
ise things to avoid scrambling at the last minute”), and
Openness to Experience (subsequently referred to as
Openness, e.g., “I like people who have unconventional
views”). Each dimension was assessed using 10 items,
positively and negatively formulated, rated from 1-—
“strongly disagree” to 5— “strongly agree”

Academic Misconduct Questionnaire (AMQ) [46] was
applied to assess eight forms of academic misconduct:
(i) Plagiarism, (ii) Exam Cheating using notes/device,
(iii) Exam Cheating with colleagues, (iv) Obtaining/pro-
viding information prior exams, and (v) Signature Forg-
ery in attendance sheets assessed more common forms
of misconduct; (vi) Fraud in Academic Work (e.g., data
fabrication/falsification) and (vii) Impersonation (assess-
ment) covered more serious misbehaviour, and the last
dimension evaluated propensity to (viii) Not Reporting
peer misconduct (peers impaired by alcohol/drugs). Each
dimension was assessed using two to five items, which
describe whether participants have 1- “never” or 2— “at
least once” committed the misbehaviour during univer-
sity. Additionally, three items covered student percep-
tions regarding the frequency of peer fraud, the severity
of the institutional penalty for cheating, and their knowl-
edge of the academic code of conduct, respectively. The
items were rated on a scale ranging from 1- “never/none”
to 5— “very often/severe/very high”.

Information was also collected on demographics
(gender, age) and socioeconomic background, includ-
ing the highest level of parental education (1- “elemen-
tary school or lower” to 4— “master’s/doctorate”), school
funding concern (“My concern about my ability to sup-
port the costs to complete my degree is”: 1- “none” or
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2— “some/high”), and type of secondary school attended
(1- “public” or 2— “private”). Given the potentially sensi-
tive nature of questions regarding gender, parental edu-
cation and funding concern, participants were given the
option to “choose not to answer”. Students also indicated
the course and academic year they were attending.

Statistical analysis

Descriptive statistics (means and frequencies) were cal-
culated for the variables. Confirmatory factor analyses
(CFA) were conducted to assess the factor structure of
the HEXACO-60 and the AMQ (23 misbehaviour items).
The validation study of the AMQ has been submitted
for publication elsewhere. Comparative fit index (CFI),
root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA),
chi-square test with degrees of freedom, x*4), and stan-
dardised factor loadings were analysed as model fit indi-
cators. Sum scores were computed for the HEXACO
dimensions (after reverse coding negatively formulated
items), the AMQ and its eight dimensions. Higher scores
indicate higher levels of each personality dimension and
academic misconduct, respectively. The internal consis-
tency of the scales was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha
().

Cluster analysis was conducted to categorise students
into personality types according to their standardised
scores (z-scores) in the HEXACO dimensions (M =0 and
SD=1). These were preferred to raw scores to mitigate
the influence of dimensions with larger standard devia-
tions on cluster formation [34, 35]. Three hierarchical
agglomerative clustering methods were initially exam-
ined to identify the possible number of cluster solu-
tions, with Ward’s method being the most satisfactory.
The cluster solutions identified in Ward’s dendrogram
were then analysed through iterative k-means cluster-
ing to obtain the final cluster centres (mean z-scores of
HEXACO dimensions). This method produces homog-
enous groups and is less affected by outliers than hier-
archical methods [47]. The solution that provided the
best differentiation between clusters, more interpretable
groups, and sufficient stability was adopted.

After clustering the students based on HEXACO per-
sonality, further analyses were conducted to compare
the clusters regarding their personality dimensions, as
well as other variables that were not used in the cluster-
ing process. One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) with
post-hoc Tukey test was conducted to assess differences
between the clusters in HEXACO dimensions (final
cluster centres), self-reported academic misconduct and
perceptions of peer fraud, severity of penalty and knowl-
edge of the academic code. Bar chart illustrations of final
cluster centres and self-reported academic misbehaviour
were based on mean z-scores to facilitate interpretation.
Pearson’s chi-square test of independence (x*) was used
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to assess whether the personality type (cluster) of the stu-
dents was independent of their sociodemographic and
academic characteristics. The significance level was set at
p<0.05. CFA were performed in R software version 4.4.1.
Other statistical analyses were conducted in SPSS Statis-
tics Base version 29.0.

Results

Of the 1,398 students who completed the question-
naire, some opted to omit responses for gender (N=17),
parental education (N=14), and school funding concern
(N=36), being treated as missing values. Of the 1,381
students who indicated their gender, 71.7% were females,
27.5% were males, and 0.8% selected ‘other. Regarding
parental education, 16.4% reported elementary/lower,
29.6% secondary education, 31.6% bachelor’s degree,
and 22.4% master’s/doctorate. Over half of the students
expressed some/high concern (56.8%) about having suffi-
cient funding to complete their degree. The majority had
attended public secondary schools (75.5%). The students
were enrolled in the first (48.1%), second (19.2%), and
final or integrated master’s years (3rd to 6th year, 32.7%)
of various fields of study: 31.4% in Health (and Sports)
Sciences, 10.7% in Sciences (Natural/Exact), 13.4% in
Engineering/Technology, 17.0% in Arts/Humanities
(including Literature), 13.6% in Economics/Law (includ-
ing Management and Criminology), and 11.2% in Social
Sciences.

Factor structure and reliability of the scales

The six-factor solution validated in the literature [45]
for the HEXACO-60 was confirmed with similar results:
CFI=0.820, RMSEA=0.041, and x5 =5197.97
(p<0.001), after covarying error terms on items within
the same factor based on modification indices. However,
two items were removed: “I tend to be lenient in judging
other people” (Agreeableness) and “I think that paying
attention to radical ideas is a waste of time” (Openness),
as they had factor loadings <|0.20| (loadings >|0.30| for
the remaining items, all significant at p<0.001). The
scores for these two traits were computed using 9 items
each, instead of the original 10. CFA using academic
misconduct (AMQ) as a second-order factor compris-
ing eight dimensions showed a good model fit with
CFI=0.972, RMSEA=0.038, x’5=672.04 (p<0.001)
and factor loadings>0.50 (p<0.001). The CFA model is
presented in the Electronic Supplementary Materials
(ESM)- Fig. S1. The HEXACO dimensions (a=0.72—
0.83), the AMQ (a=0.70) and its dimensions (o=0.58—
0.84, except for Impersonation, with a=0.45) showed
suitable internal consistency.
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Cluster analysis of the HEXACO personality dimensions
For consistency, the personality types will be referred to
as personality clusters in the results section. Hypotheses
1 and 2 were tested using cluster analysis. The dendro-
gram produced by Ward’s hierarchical method (ESM-
Fig. S2) suggested solutions of three to six clusters,
which were examined through k-means clustering. The
six-cluster solution was discarded due to its reduced sta-
bility and limited interpretability. The three-cluster solu-
tion produced two well-adjusted personality clusters and
one maladjusted cluster, with below-average scores in all
HEXACO dimensions. From solutions three to five, more
distinctive clusters emerged, showing increasing stability.
From solutions three to five, no cases from the malad-
justed cluster in solution three were added to the well-
adjusted clusters in solution five (comparisons between
cluster solutions are presented in ESM— Table S1). There-
fore, the five-cluster solution was adopted as it showed
the best differentiation between clusters, yielded inter-
pretable groups, and demonstrated sufficient stability.
The five clusters were characterised as follows: (1)
Performance-oriented, showing well below-average
Agreeableness and Honesty-Humility, and above-average
scores in the other dimensions; (2) Risk-takers, display-
ing well below-average Conscientiousness (lowest among
all clusters), Honesty-Humility (among the lowest), and
Emotionality, and relatively average scores in the remain-
ing dimensions; (3) Insecure, exhibiting above-average
Emotionality and below-average levels in the other
dimensions, particularly Extraversion (lowest among all
clusters); (4) Secure, featuring well below-average Emo-
tionality and above-average scores in all other dimen-
sions, especially Honesty-Humility and Extraversion;
and (5) Socially Considerate, presenting above-average
Agreeableness, Emotionality (highest among all clusters),
Honesty-Humility (among the highest), and Conscious-
ness, average Openness, and below-average Extraver-
sion. Personality cluster sizes ranged from 17.7 to 22.1%
of the sample. Differences in the mean z-scores of the
HEXACO dimensions (final cluster centres) between
the five clusters were assessed using ANOVA (see ESM—
Table S2) and are illustrated in Fig. 1.

Sociodemographic and academic distribution of the
personality clusters

Table 1 presents the distribution of the personality
clusters across sociodemographic groups, academic
years and fields of study, along with chi-square test (%)
results. The observed variations across gender (p <0.001),
fields of study (p<0.001), and school funding concern
(p=0.002) supported hypothesis 3. Most females were
categorised as Socially Considerate (26.6%) and Perfor-
mance-oriented (22.0%), followed by Insecure (18.8%).
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Fig. 1 Mean z-scores of the HEXACO dimensions for the five personality clusters

Table 1 Sociodemographic and academic distribution of the personality clusters
Personality cluster (%)

Variable (valid N) 1. 2. 3. 4, 5, Total Xan)
Performance-oriented Risk-takers Insecure Secure Socially Considerate (%)

Gender

Female (990) 22.0% 14.6% 18.8% 18.0% 26.6% 100.0% x2(4) =127.23
Male (380) 12.4% 36.3% 13.9% 27.6% 9.7% 100.0%

Field of study

Health (477) 19.1% 18.9% 17.0% 21.4% 23.7% 100.0% Xz(zo> =67.82
Sciences (149) 19.5% 14.8% 24.8% 134%  27.5% 100.0%
Engineering/Technology (188)  11.2% 34.0% 16.5% 21.3% 17.0% 100.0%
Arts/Humanities (237) 19.4% 23.6% 15.2% 23.6% 15.8% 100.0%
Economics/Law (190) 24.7% 20.0% 15.8% 23.7% 15.8% 100.0%

Social Sciences (157) 21.0% 11.5% 20.4% 15.3% 31.8% 100.0%

School funding concern

None (588) 20.2% 24.0% 14.5% 22.3% 19.0% 100.0% )(2(4) =16.43
Some/High (774) 18.9% 17.8% 19.1% 196%  245% 100.0%

Academic year

1st year (672) 16.7% 21.1% 18.5% 19.9% 23.8% 100.0% xz(g) =10.35
2nd year (269) 18.6% 20.8% 19.3% 19.7%  21.6% 100.0%

>3rd year (457) 23.0% 19.7% 15.5% 21.9% 19.9% 100.0%

Secondary school

Public (1,055) 19.0% 20.9% 174% 200%  22.7% 1000%  X(4=1.60
Private (343) 19.5% 19.5% 18.4% 22.2% 20.4% 100.0%

Parental education level

Elementary/lower (227) 18.5% 14.5% 17.6% 21.6% 27.8% 100.0% X2mz> =19.75
Secondary education (410) 19.0% 23.9% 16.3% 21.0% 19.8% 100.0%

Bachelor's degree (437) 18.8% 18.5% 20.1% 18.5% 24.0% 100.0%
Master's/Doctorate (310) 21.0% 22.9% 15.5% 22.3% 18.4% 100.0%

Note: Pearson’s chi-square test (x?) results with significant values (all at p <0.01) are highlighted in bold
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Fig. 2 Mean z-score differences in self-reported engagement in the eight forms of academic misconduct across personality clusters

In turn, male students were predominantly classified as
Risk-takers (36.3%) and Secure (27.6%).

The personality clusters showed a more even distribu-
tion in Health Sciences (Socially Considerate and Secure
(21.4%) slightly overrepresented) than among non-health
fields. The Socially Considerate cluster was the most
prevalent in Sciences (27.5%) and Social Sciences (31.8%),
while Risk-takers were overrepresented in Engineering/
Technology (34.0%). Secure and Risk-takers (23.6% each)
were the most prevalent clusters in Arts/Humanities,
while Performance-oriented (24.7%) was the most repre-
sented among Economics/Law students. The interpreta-
tion of field of study differences should consider gender
distribution inequalities across fields. Although female
students were globally overrepresented, Engineering/
Technology and Economics/Law exhibited the highest
proportions of males, while Social Sciences had the low-
est (ESM— Table S3).

Finally, among students who expressed school funding
concerns, the Socially Considerate (24.0%) cluster was
the most prevalent. Conversely, Risk-takers (24.0%) and
Secure (22.3%) were the most represented among those
who stated no funding concern, while Insecure was the
lowest (14.5%). The personality cluster was not associated
with academic year (p=0.241), type of secondary school
(p=0.809), and level of parental education (p=0.072),
although the latter approached significance.

Personality cluster differences in academic misconduct

Differences between personality clusters in mean scores
of self-reported academic misconduct- AMQ and its
eight dimensions— and in perceptions of peer fraud,
severity of penalty, and knowledge of the academic code
were assessed using ANOVA (ESM- Table S4). On the

overall measure of misconduct (AMQ sum score), Risk-
takers disclosed the highest levels (p<0.001), with Per-
formance-oriented (p<0.001) and Insecure (p<0.05)
scoring above Secure and Socially Considerate clusters.
These differences are illustrated in ESM- Fig. S3.

Regarding the forms of misconduct, Risk-takers dis-
closed the highest involvement in Plagiarism, Fraud
in Academic Work, Not Reporting peer misconduct
(p<0.01) and Impersonation (p<0.05). Risk-takers
scored higher than Insecure, Secure and Socially Con-
siderate in both forms of Exam Cheating (using notes/
device and with colleagues) (p<0.001). Risk-takers also
scored higher than Secure and Socially Considerate in
the remaining forms of misconduct (p<0.01), except
Obtaining/providing information prior exams, where the
difference to Socially Considerate was just above 0.05.

Performance-oriented reported greater engagement in
Exam Cheating (both forms) and Signature Forgery than
Secure (p<0.05) and Socially Considerate (p <0.01). They
scored higher than Secure in Plagiarism (p<0.001) and
Obtaining/providing information prior exams (p<0.05),
and higher than Socially Considerate in Not Reporting
peer misconduct (p<0.01).

Insecure students disclosed greater Plagiarism than
Secure (p<0.001) and Socially Considerate (p<0.05),
while no differences were observed in the remaining mis-
behaviours (p>0.05). The differences in scores for the
eight forms of academic misconduct across personality
clusters are illustrated in Fig. 2.

Regarding student perceptions, Performance-oriented
perceived the highest levels of peer fraud (p <0.02). Risk-
takers perceived lower penalties for cheating compared
to Insecure, Socially Considerate (»<0.001) and Perfor-
mance-oriented (p<0.02), with the difference to Secure
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being just above 0.05. Risk-takers and Insecure disclosed
lower knowledge of the academic code compared to
Secure (p<0.01). The difference between Insecure and
Socially Considerate was just above 0.05, with the latter
stating slightly greater knowledge of the code. Overall,
the results reported above supported hypothesis 4.

Discussion

This study identified five distinct personality types,
described as Performance-Oriented, Risk-Takers, Inse-
cure, Secure and Socially Considerate, which differed in
self-reported academic misconduct and related percep-
tions. The prevalence of the personality types also varied
across gender, school funding concern, and field of study.

Five personality types based on the HEXACO traits

The identified number of personality types aligned with
previous studies [37, 38]. Additionally, the types largely
resembled others in the literature, namely the Self-Con-
fident, Goal-oriented, Socially Considerate [38], Inse-
cure, and Achievement-oriented agentic [37] groups.
These findings corroborated hypotheses 1 and 2. How-
ever, while previous research reported unbalanced per-
sonality groups (6—40% of the sample), this study yielded
relatively uniform-sized groups (around 20% each). This
discrepancy is potentially attributable to differing sta-
tistical methodologies (latent profile analysis vs. cluster
analysis). Studies that analysed personality types by com-
bining six-factor dimensions with other personality mod-
els [43, 48] provided limited comparability.

Prevalence of the personality types across
sociodemographic groups and fields of study

Consistent with the literature [37, 39], personality types
that displayed anxiety, risk aversion and prosocial dis-
positions were more prevalent among females, while
Risk-takers and Secure were more common among male
students. As anticipated [40, 41, 49], personality type dis-
tribution variated across fields of study. While the five
types were relatively evenly represented in Health Sci-
ences, a more heterogeneous distribution was observed
among non-health fields. This could be explained by the
overrepresentation of Health students (around 30% of
the sample), since the method of clustering analysis pro-
duced relatively uniform-sized groups. Similar to Health
Sciences, the prosocial type was the most prevalent in
Sciences and Social Sciences, corroborating prior lit-
erature [49]. In Engineering/Technology, which had the
highest proportion of males, Risk-takers were markedly
the most common. The two types showing the lowest
levels of Emotionality (Risk-takers and Secure) were the
most prevalent in Arts/Humanities. Although it contrasts
with prior findings [40, 49], there is evidence suggest-
ing a reduced propensity of these students to experience
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anxiety [41]. In turn, the performance-focused type was
the most prevalent in Economics/Law, a field linked to
a higher prevalence of competitive and individualistic
traits [41, 49]. Personality was not associated with aca-
demic year, potentially due to the reduced age range [15].
School funding concern was the only socio-economic
indicator that showed personality type variations, pos-
sibly being the strongest indicator of economic status.
Conversely to well-adjusted and risk-seekers, proso-
cial and anxiety-prone types seemed more associated
with less favourable economic backgrounds. The above-
described findings supported hypothesis 3.

Personality type differences in academic misconduct and
related perceptions

Confirming the final hypothesis, self-reported miscon-
duct varied between personality types. Risk-takers dis-
closed the highest levels of misconduct, particularly in
severe forms. They shared traits associated with risk-tak-
ing and impulsivity [19], which have been linked to aca-
demic misbehaviour [30, 31, 50]. The lack of prudence,
responsibility, self- and moral restraint that seem to char-
acterise this personality type can contribute to academic
procrastination [29] and impulsive misbehaviour [15,
30]. This is potentially heightened by a sense of impu-
nity, as reflected by their perceptions of low penalties for
cheating. Risk-takers can benefit from external structur-
ing strategies, such as planning lists, intermediate goals
and regular deadlines, which can enhance prioritisation,
organisation and time-management skills, reducing pro-
crastination [28, 29].

Performance-oriented scored lower than Risk-takers
in overall misconduct and half of its forms, potentially
due to their higher Conscientiousness. Conversely, they
reported globally greater misconduct than Secure and
Socially Considerate. Performance-oriented characteris-
tics may predispose an increased focus [19], and possibly
anxiety [38], concerning individual achievement. Their
lower levels in prosocial traits may also lead to a reduced
sensitivity to the social injustice of cheating. Additionally,
consistent with prior research [51], this type perceived
the highest levels of peer fraud, suggesting that they may
view their academic setting as more tolerant of cheating
[52]. Performance-oriented students can benefit from
strategies that foster intrinsic learning motivation, reduce
performance anxiety, and emphasise the benefits of col-
laborative learning [28]. These strategies may include
clearly articulating the relevance of learning objectives
for future practice, encouraging idea sharing and facili-
tating group activities beyond evaluation [53].

Insecure students combined traits associated with psy-
chological distress, anxiety, and decreased task orien-
tation [19], which may hinder their ability to complete
academic tasks [37]. They were among the lowest scorers
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in most forms of misconduct, except Plagiarism. Despite
their potential aversion to the risks inherent in cheating,
they may engage in certain misbehaviours due to a lack
of confidence in their skills [19], performance difficul-
ties [2, 32] or fear of failure [28]. These challenges may
be further exacerbated by academic pressures, given the
Insecure type was more prevalent among students with
economic concerns. Therefore, interventions can focus
on enhancing psychological well-being and resilience,
academic (e.g., academic writing) and decision-making
skills [28], and self-confidence in academic task comple-
tion [54].

Finally, Socially Considerate and Secure students dis-
closed the lowest misconduct rates. Secure exhibited the
most well-adjusted personality type [37, 38] and seemed
linked to a slightly more positive social context, being the
second most prevalent among students without financial
concerns. Secure also reported greater knowledge of the
code than some of the others, possibly reflecting self-con-
fidence in their skills. Notably, in prior research [29], the
closest FFM type (Resilients) did not differ from Under-
controllers (the closest to Risk-takers) in self-reported
cheating. Finally, the cooperative, prosocial and risk-
averse characteristics inherent in the Socially Consider-
ate type may suggest a stronger sense of justice. Given the
unethical and unfair implications of cheating, this may
help to explain that, in line with prior studies [43], this
type was one of the less likely to disclose misbehaviour.

Limitations and future directions

This cross-sectional study was conducted at one national
university, even though fourteen faculties were repre-
sented and participants attended different majors and
academic years. This diversity reduced the risk of homo-
geneity of personality traits in the sample. In turn, imbal-
ances, for example, in gender representation across fields
of study, should be considered when interpreting the
results. Potential social desirability bias associated with
self-report questionnaires was addressed by guaranteeing
anonymity and confidentiality [55] and encouraging par-
ticipants to respond according to their actual behaviours
and feelings [56]. The questionnaire also asked about past
misbehaviours instead of specific or recent incidents to
reduce the fear of repercussions. Additionally, personal-
ity may influence the tendency to self-report misconduct
[43]. At this level, personality associations with both self-
reported and observed misbehaviour revealed largely
similar patterns [43, 55].

Although the clustering method is data-driven and
can be subject to sample characteristics, the five types
obtained largely replicate the literature. Finally, few stud-
ies have associated personality types with misconduct in
university students and their types derived from distinct
trait combinations— FFM [29] and HEXACO with Dark
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Triad [43]. Therefore, the personality types here analysed
provided novel information. This study also advances
prior research by assessing different forms of misconduct
and related perceptions. Furthermore, analysing type dis-
tribution across sociodemographic groups and fields of
study offered relevant insights into ‘who’ and ‘where’ they
were. Future research should focus on exploring how dif-
ferent psychosocial and academic characteristics of the
students interact to predict misconduct. This data should
contribute to proposing more targeted interventions to
support students with different personality types to avoid
misconduct.

Conclusions

This study builds on previous research by analysing a dis-
tinct set of personality types in association with various
forms of academic misconduct. The five types displayed
interesting psychosocial differences that shed light on
their potential academic needs. The findings and recom-
mendations presented in this study can facilitate knowl-
edge transfer aimed at designing pedagogical approaches
and support systems that help different personality types
in health and non-health fields comply with academic
integrity.
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