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Background and aims: Substantial research has examined the role of personality in disordered gambling. The
predominant model in this work has been the five-factor model (FFM) of personality. In this study, we examined
the personality correlates of gambling engagement and gambling severity using a six-dimensional framework known as
the HEXACO model of personality, which incorporates FFM characteristics with the addition of honesty–humility. In
addition, the potential mediating role of gambling motives in the personality and gambling severity relationship was
explored. Methods: A sample of undergraduate gamblers (n= 183) and non-gamblers (n= 143) completed self-report
measures of the Problem Gambling Severity Index (PGSI) and the Gambling Motives Questionnaire-Financial, as well
as self- and observer report forms of the HEXACO-100. Results: Logistic regression results revealed that scores on
honesty–humility were positively associated with non-gambling over gambling status. Furthermore, it was also found
that honesty–humility, agreeableness, and conscientiousness were each uniquely associated with PGSI severity scores.
The results of the mediational analyses suggest that each personality factor has different gambling motivational paths
leading to PGSI gambling severity.Discussion and conclusions: The findings of this study contribute to the literature on
behavioral addictions by providing an increased understanding of individual personality factors associated with
likelihood of gambling, overall gambling severity, and gambling motives. Ultimately, these findings suggest that the
honesty–humility dimension may be a target for the prevention efforts against problematic gambling outcomes.
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INTRODUCTION

Disordered gambling is a serious mental health issue
afflicting ∼2%–3% of Canadian adults (Williams, Volberg,
& Stevens, 2012). The term disordered gambling describes
individuals who either meet diagnostic criteria for patho-
logical gambling or display problems associated with their
gambling (i.e., adverse consequences from gambling)
(Nowak, 2017). Disordered gamblers often struggle emo-
tionally, socially, and financially (Langham et al., 2016;
Williams, Rehm, & Stevens, 2011). They are substantially
more likely to be diagnosed with a comorbid psychiatric
illness (Lorains, Cowlishaw, & Thomas, 2011) and display
more family problems (Kourgiantakis, Saint-Jacques, &
Tremblay, 2013). Substantial research has been directed
toward identifying factors that place gamblers at increased
risk for disordered gambling. In particular, the role of
personality traits as predisposing factors in disordered gam-
bling has received increased empirical focus.

The five-factor model (FFM) and gambling

Undoubtedly, the most prominent personality model in the
addictions literature is the FFM (Costa & McCrae, 1992).

In recent years, research has explored associations between
FFM traits and disordered gambling. For instance, a meta-
analysis revealed that individual FFM traits are uniquely
associated with disordered gambling (MacLaren, Fugelsang,
Harrigan, & Dixon, 2011); in particular, higher levels of
neuroticism and lower levels of agreeableness and conscien-
tiousness are seen in disordered gamblers over non-
disordered gamblers. Miller et al. (2013) reported that
heightened neuroticism was associated with disordered gam-
bling in community-recruited gamblers. Similarly, disordered
gambling has been found to be positively correlated with
facets of neuroticism and negatively associated with aspects
of conscientiousness in a Swedish sample (Sundqvist &
Wennberg, 2015). A study using the largest sample of
gamblers to date (over 10,000; Brunborg, Hanss, Mentzoni,
Molde, & Pallesen, 2016) has further delineated the role of
FFM traits in gambling. Disordered gamblers displayed
significantly higher neuroticism and lower conscientious-
ness than low- or moderate-risk gamblers. Furthermore,
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disordered gamblers and moderate-risk gamblers had signifi-
cantly lower agreeableness than low-risk gamblers. In aggre-
gate, these findings indicate that traits involved in negative
emotional regulation (i.e., neuroticism) are especially impli-
cated in gambling.

Gambling motives and personality

In a separate body of literature, motivations for gambling
have been found to contribute to the development and
preservation of disordered gambling. Several motivational
models have been proposed; however, the three-factor
Gambling Motives Questionnaire (GMQ; Stewart & Zack,
2008) has likely received much of the focus. The measure
comprises three distinct motives for gambling: “Coping,”
gambling to relieve negative affect; “Enhancement,”
gambling to augment positive affect; and “Social,” gam-
bling for social connections. The GMQ-Financial (GMQ-F;
Dechant, 2014) extended the model by adding a “Financial”
subscale, which measures the desire to win money from
gambling.

Several studies have explored the association between
the FFM and motivations for gambling. For instance,
Tackett, Rodriguez, Rinker, and Neighbors (2015)
reported that in a sample of college-aged gamblers, low
agreeableness and high neuroticism were each associated
with coping-related motives. In addition, MacLaren,
Ellery, and Knoll (2015) reported that the relationship
between aspects of conscientiousness (i.e., low industri-
ousness) and gambling severity was mediated through
coping motives. In the most comprehensive test,
Mackinnon, Lambe, and Stewart (2016) investigated rela-
tionships between FFM traits and gambling motives using
a longitudinal data set of young adult gamblers. Their
analyses revealed positive associations between extraver-
sion scores and both enhancement and social motives;
whereas, low agreeableness was linked to lower social
and coping scores. No relationships were found between
conscientiousness or openness and gambling motives.

The HEXACO model

While the FFM is the dominant personality framework, the
comprehensiveness of this model has been questioned.
Specifically, Ashton et al. (2004) (see Lee & Ashton,
2008 for an update) proposed the six-dimensional HEXACO
model, which is composed of “honesty–humility,”
“emotionality,” “extraversion,” “agreeableness,” “conscien-
tiousness,” and “openness to experience.” While HEXACO
extraversion, conscientiousness, and openness are nearly
identical to the same-named factors in FFM, HEXACO
agreeableness and emotionality do not mirror FFM’s agree-
ableness and neuroticism. Specifically, HEXACO agreeable-
ness includes anger content on its negative pole, which
typically defines neuroticism in the FFM. Furthermore,
HEXACO emotionality includes sentimentality, which char-
acterizes FFM agreeableness. Consequently, HEXACO
agreeableness and emotionality factors can be understood
as rotational variants of their counterparts in the FFM.

The honesty–humility factor is the unique characteristic
of the HEXACO model distinguishing it from other

personality structures. Honesty–humility is defined as
sincerity and modesty versus manipulativeness, self-
entitlement, and greed. It has been found to influence
approaches to sex (e.g., short-term mating), power
(e.g., craving for power), and money (e.g., conspicuous
consumption) (Lee, Ashton, Wiltshire, Bourdage, Visser, &
Gallucci, 2013). Subsequent research suggests that
HEXACO describes some personality phenomena more
effectively than the FFM (Ashton & Lee, 2007; Ashton,
Lee, & de Vries, 2014).

Pertinent to this study, honesty–humility has been found
to be negatively associated with aspects of risk-taking
(i.e., risk-taking for wealth and status). For example, low
honesty–humility has been found to be associated with
status-driven risk-taking (i.e., risk for possible financial
gains; Ashton, Lee, Pozzebon, Visser, & Worth, 2010) and
financial risk-taking (see Appendix B in Sween, Ceschi,
Tommasi, Sartori, & Weller, 2017). Given that risk-taking
has been significantly linked to gambling behavior and
severity across numerous studies (e.g., Ligneul, Sescousse,
Barbalat, Domenech, & Dreher, 2013; Mishra, Lalumière, &
Williams, 2010), we can expect honesty–humility to signif-
icantly correlate with both constructs [Emotionality in the
HEXACOmodel has also been found to correlate negatively
with risk-taking behaviors (de Vries, de Vries, & Feij, 2009;
Weller & Thulin, 2012; Weller & Tikir, 2011). However,
this personality factor is primarily related to risk-taking
behaviors involving physical dangers, and only secondarily
to financial risk-taking.].

Despite the utility of HEXACO for predicting the types
of risk-taking, studies involving HEXACO and addictive
behaviors are virtually non-existent (Miller & Lynam,
2013). To our knowledge, only one study has examined
HEXACO dimensions and gambling. Laakasuo, Palomäki,
and Salmela (2014) recruited poker players (n= 478) and
measured both levels of poker experience and scores on the
HEXACO Personality Inventory Revised (HEXACO-PI-R).
Lower emotionality was positively correlated with greater
poker experience, suggesting that proficient players may be
more emotionally calm during play. Notably, honesty–
humility was not related to poker experience. While this
study focused on gambling, it did not account for gambling
severity. That is, associations between HEXACO dimensions
were drawn only for poker skill, not for gambling problems.

The present study

Most research on personality and gambling has focused on
FFM characteristics in gambling severity (e.g., Bagby
et al., 2007; Brunborg et al., 2016; MacLaren et al.,
2011). Moreover, only one study (i.e., Mackinnon
et al., 2016) explored associations between FFM traits
and GMQ motives. Research on the utility of HEXACO in
addiction is limited. This is surprising given evidence that
honesty–humility is negatively associated with financial
risk-taking (Ashton et al., 2010; Sween et al., 2017).
Hence, the purpose of this study was to investigate if
HEXACO characteristics are also associated with gam-
bling behavior, gambling severity, and motivations to
gamble. First, we examined which HEXACO factors are
primarily related to a greater likelihood of not gambling
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over gambling in young adults. Second, among partici-
pants who reported gambling in the past 12 months, we
further examined associations between personality and
gambling severity scores. Finally, we shed additional light
on the personality–gambling severity link by conducting
mediational analyses involving gambling motives
(coping, enhancement, social, and financial). Understand-
ing the intervening motives underlying the personality–
gambling link will provide insights into why people with a
certain personality profile are more likely to develop
gambling problems.

METHODS

Participants

The sample consisted of 326 (59.2% female) undergraduate
students with a mean age of 21.0 years (SD= 4.5). Under-
graduate samples are frequently used in gambling research,
as rates of gambling participation are typically high among
college/university students (Engwall, Hunter, & Steinberg,
2004).

Measures

Gambling behavior. Participants were asked if they had
participated in gambling activities during the past 12 months
from a list of 18 different gambling activities. These includ-
ed lottery tickets, daily lottery, instant-win/scratch tickets,
raffles, bingo, video lottery terminals, slot machines, video
games for money, Internet gambling, sport select, sports
pools, outcome of sporting events, horse races, casino
games (in province), casino games (outside of the province),
short-term stock, games of skill, and non-regulated card
games. A similar question has been employed by our
group in the past to assess recent gambling behavior
(e.g., McGrath, Barrett, Stewart, & McGrath, 2012). This
information was used to dichotomize the gamblers (0= non-
gambler, 1= gambler). The gamblers were instructed to
also complete the Problem Gambling Severity Index
(PGSI; Ferris & Wynne, 2001) and GMQ-F (Dechant,
2014; Stewart & Zack, 2008). In total, these measures were
administered to 183 gamblers.

Gambling severity. Levels of gambling severity were
measured using the PGSI (Ferris & Wynne, 2001), a
nine-item instrument of past year gambling severity. Items
are anchored on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from
0 (never) to 3 (almost always). Higher total scores indicate
increased levels of disordered gambling. A cutoff score of
5+ for high-risk/disordered gambling has been recom-
mended based on a recent examination of PGSI categories
(Currie, Hodgins, & Casey, 2013). The PGSI displays
excellent psychometric properties (Holtgraves, 2009). In
this study, internal consistency for PGSI scores was
α= .77.

Gambling motives. The 16-item GMQ-F (Dechant, 2014)
was included to measure scores on four distinct gambling
motives: coping, enhancement, social, and financial. The
GMQ-F is an extension of the original GMQ (Stewart &
Zack, 2008). GMQ-F items are rated on a 4-point scale

from 1 (never or almost never) to 4 (always or almost
always). Research using confirmatory factor analysis has
found that the GMQ-F displays strong psychometric
properties (Schellenberg, McGrath, & Dechant, 2016).
The Cronbach αs in this study were coping (COP; α= .75),
enhancement (ENH; α= .87), social (SOC; α= .71), and
financial (FIN; α= .82).

HEXACO personality traits. Personality was assessed
using the 100-item version of the HEXACO-PI-R (Lee &
Ashton, 2004, 2016). Responses were made on a 5-point
scale (ranging from 1= strongly disagree to 5= strongly
agree). The internal consistency reliabilities for the six
personality factor scales were as follows (self-reports/
observer reports): honesty–humility (α= .83/.77), emotion-
ality (α= .85/.84), extraversion (α= .88/.81), agreeableness
(α= .83/.84), conscientiousness (α= .83/.83), and openness
to experience (α= .78/.77). The self/observer agreement
correlations were .37 for honesty–humility, .58 for emo-
tionality, .50 for extraversion, .38 for agreeableness, .44 for
conscientiousness, and .49 for openness.

Procedure

Participants were recruited through the online research
participation system in the Department of Psychology at
the University of Calgary and through flyers. Following
enrollment, participants were asked to bring a friend with
them to the test session. For the personality measures, both
self- and observer reports of personality were compiled. In
this study, consistent with previous studies of the FFM and
gambling, self-reports of the HEXACO-PI-R and gambling
were of the primary focus. Results from observer reports of
personality were examined to supplement self-report find-
ings. All surveys were administered in a group format and
participants received either course credit or $15 CAD for
their participation.

Statistical analysis

First, we conducted a binary logistic regression to examine
whether personality characteristics are associated with
participants’ decision to gamble in the past 12 months
(N= 326). Second, among participants who indicated that
they had gambled in the past 12 months (N= 183), we
examined the extent to which HEXACO was associated
with gambling severity using multiple regression analyses.
Finally, for each personality factor found to be significantly
associated with gambling severity, we conducted an explor-
atory mediation analysis involving gambling motives to
explicate the nature of the personality–gambling relation-
ship. Hayes’ (2013) PROCESS macro was used for the
mediation analyses and all the variables were standardized
for the analyses.

Ethics

The study procedures were carried out in accordance with
the Declaration of Helsinki. The Conjoint Faculties Re-
search Ethics Board at the University of Calgary approved
the study. All participants were fully informed about the
study and provided informed consent.
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RESULTS

Demographics

Of the total sample, 183 participants reported gambling
during the previous 12 months. A χ2 analysis revealed
that males (71.8%) were significantly more likely to
report gambling than females (45.6%), χ2(1)= 21.69,
p< .001. The average number of activities gambled on
during the previous 12 months was 4.9 (SD= 2.9) and the
average PGSI score was 1.7 (SD= 2.9) [The scores on the
PGSI in this study displayed a non-normal distribution. This
is unsurprising as gambling is a very common recreational
activity; however, disordered gambling occurs at relatively
low base rates in the population. As such, non-normal
distributions in gambling severity scores are commonly
seen. Furthermore, additional regression analyses using
bootstrapping (a non-parametric statistical procedure)
revealed a very similar pattern of results, suggesting that
the non-normality of gambling severity scores had little
influence on the regression results.].

Gambling behavior

Of the gamblers in the study, 177 provided complete data to
calculate a PGSI score. Non-gamblers did not complete the
PGSI. Among the gamblers, only 23 (13.0%) were disor-
dered gamblers (a score of 5+) with 154 (87.0%) being non-
disordered gamblers. No significant differences were found
between males and females on gambling status, χ2(1)= 3.17,
p= .075. The average number of activities participated in
during the last 12 months was 4.9 (SD= 2.9). Most common
gambling activities included lottery (53.6%), raffles (50.8%),
instant-win tickets (45.4%), slot machines (43.7%), and
casino games (41.0%).

Gamblers versus non-gamblers

Next, a binary logistic regression was conducted to examine
associations between HEXACO dimensions and involvement
in gambling. The outcome variable was coded as 0= “no
gambling past 12 months” and 1= “gambled in the past
12 months” (the reference group for the regression model).
The variables included in the model were sex (0=male and
1= female), age, and HEXACO scores. The model was
significant, Cox and Snell Pseudo R2= .14, χ2= 47.94,

df= 8, p< .001. Of the variables included in the equation,
sex (OR= 0.48, 95% CI: 0.27–0.84) and honesty–humility
(OR= 0.38, 95% CI: 0.23–0.62) were significant. Females
were less likely to be gamblers and each unit increase in
honesty–humility scores was associated with a subsequent
62% decrease in the chance of being involved in gambling.
None of the remaining five HEXACO dimensions reached
significance (see Table 1 for full results).

When this analysis was repeated based on observer
reports of the HEXACO-PI-R scales (see Supplementary
Table 2), observer reports of honesty–humility again
emerged as a significant predictor. Unexpectedly, however,
openness also presented as a significant predictor of gam-
bling involvement.

Gambling severity

The correlations among the study variables (e.g., HEXACO,
PGSI scores) are shown in Supplementary Table 1. A
multiple regression was conducted for PGSI severity
scores with gamblers only (n= 177, after listwise deletion).
Total PSGI score was the dependent variable while the
same predictors from the logistic regression (sex, age, and
HEXACO dimensions) were entered into this model
(see Supplementary Table 2). The model was significant,
F(8, 175)= 4.43, p< .001, R2= .18. Significant variables
included sex, honesty–humility, agreeableness, and
conscientiousness. The analysis showed that sex was
associated with PGSI scores, with males having higher
gambling severity on average, B=−0.98, SE= 0.48,
t(167)= 2.02, p< .05. In addition, conscientiousness
[B=−0.87, SE= 0.38, t(167)= 2.27, p< .05], agreeable-
ness [B=−0.96, SE= 0.38, t(167)= 2.53, p< .05], and
honesty–humility [B=−0.89, SE= 0.38, t(167)= 2.33,
p< .05] were all negatively associated with PGSI scores.
No other variables were significant.

The results obtained from observer reports showed that
while agreeableness remained as a significant predictor of
gambling severity, the honesty–humility and conscientious-
ness factors were not significant (see Supplementary
Table 3). These results reflect the fact that cross-source
correlations between two variables are typically smaller than
within-source correlations (e.g., Lee, Ashton, Choi, &
Zachariassen, 2015). Importantly, however, the pattern of
the correlations observed from the cross-source data is
remarkably similar to that from the within-source data.

Table 1. Parameter estimates for binary logistic regression prediction decision to gamble in the past 12 months

Variables Wald χ2 β SE Odds ratio 95% CI

Sex 6.47* −0.74 0.29 0.48 0.27–0.84
Age 2.87 0.07 0.04 1.08 0.99–1.17
Honesty–humility 14.69** −0.96 0.25 0.38 0.23–0.62
Emotionality 0.17 −0.092 0.23 0.91 0.59–1.42
Extraversion 0.08 0.056 0.20 1.06 0.71–1.58
Agreeableness 0.09 −0.07 0.24 0.93 0.58–1.50
Conscientiousness 0.92 −0.21 0.22 0.81 0.52–1.25
Openness 0.72 0.19 0.22 1.21 0.78–1.87

Note. SE: standard error; CI: confidence interval.
*p< .05. **p< .01.
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For example, gambling severity showed correlations with
observer-reported personality (in the order of the HEXACO)
of −.20, −.07, −.06, −.22, −.14, and −.19. The correspond-
ing correlations with self-reported personality are −.29,
−.06, −.03, −.25, −.17, and −.10. These results support
the notion that findings from the within-source data set are
not entirely due to the artifact of common source bias.

Mediation with gambling motives

To explore the motivational paths by which honesty–
humility, agreeableness, and conscientiousness are linked
to gambling severity, mediation analyses were conducted
with the four gambling motives: ENH, SOC, COP, and FIN.
The results of the analyses were summarized in Figure 1.
First, Figure 1a shows the direct and indirect effects of
honesty–humility on gambling severity. Honesty–humility
was negatively associated with all four gambling motives
with three of these motives (with the exception of SOC)
predicting increased gambling severity. The largest indirect
effect was observed for ENH (−.07, 24% of the total effect),

followed by COP (−.06, 20% of the total effect), and by FIN
(−.04, 14% of the total effect) motives. The direct effect of
honesty–humility was also significant (−.13, 42% of the
total effect). Figure 1b shows the mediation analysis for
agreeableness. Two of the four indirect effects were found to
be significant (−.06, 24% of the total effect for COP; −.03,
12% of the total effect for FIN). Agreeableness displayed a
significant direct effect of −.13, which accounted for 52% of
the total effect. Finally, for conscientiousness (Figure 1c),
no indirect effect was found to be significant, and the total
effect remained unexplained by the inclusion of the four
gambling motives. It appears that conscientiousness primar-
ily influences gambling severity through mechanisms not
involving gambling motives.

DISCUSSION

The primary aim of this study was to investigate associa-
tions between the six HEXACO factors and gambling
behavior in a sample of young adults. As expected, high
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Figure 1. Mediation model with honesty–humility scores entered as the independent variable. Note. Standardized coefficients are reported for
each path. *p< .05. **p< .01. (a) Total effect=−0.29 [−0.41 to −0.15]. Direct effect=−0.13 [−0.25 to −0.001]. Indirect effects=−0.07
[−0.16 to−0.03] via GMQ Enhancement, 0.02 [−0.01 to 0.08] via GMQ Social,−0.06 [−0.14 to−0.01] via GMQCoping, and−0.04 [−0.10
to −0.01] via GMQ Financial. 95% Bootstrapped confidence intervals are shown in brackets. (b) Total effect=−0.25 [−0.40 to −0.08].
Direct effect= 0.13 [−0.25 to −0.004]. Indirect effects=−0.03 [−0.09 to 0.01] via GMQ Enhancement, 0.00 [−0.00 to 0.04] via GMQ
Social, −0.06 [−0.14 to −0.01] via GMQ Coping, and −0.03 [−0.09 to −0.00] via GMQ Financial. 95% Bootstrapped confidence intervals
are shown in brackets. (c) Total effect=−0.16 [−0.28 to −0.03]. Direct effect=−0.16 [−0.29 to −0.04]. Indirect effects=−0.02 [−0.09 to
0.01] via GMQ Enhancement, 0.00 [−0.01 to 0.03] via GMQ Social, 0.00 [−0.05 to 0.04] via GMQ Coping, and 0.02 [−0.01 to −0.07] via

GMQ Financial. 95% Bootstrapped confidence intervals are shown in brackets
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scorers on honesty–humility were more likely to be non-
gamblers and also reported lower levels of severity when
they engaged in gambling. It was also found that low
conscientiousness and low agreeableness contributed to the
severity of gambling problems. Finally, an exploratory
examination of the mediating role of gambling motives
indicated that honesty–humility, conscientiousness, and
agreeableness displayed unique motivational paths that lead
to gambling problems.

Gambling engagement and personality

In this study, the sample was composed of both non-
gamblers and gamblers. Having non-gamblers is an advan-
tage as this group serves as a control with which the
personality of gamblers could be compared. The gambler
group was composed of individuals who had very minimal
involvement with gambling. For instance, the average
number of activities participated in over the previous
12 months was under five and the mean PGSI score was
only 1.7. In addition, only ∼13% met the disordered gam-
bling criteria of 5+ on the PGSI (Currie et al., 2013). Yet,
despite low levels of gambling, the logistic regression
analyses of the self-report data revealed a moderately strong
effect of honesty–humility in predicting non-gambling over
gambling. That is, individuals who are high in honesty–
humility were less likely to report gambling in the past
12 months. In addition, observer reports provided by a friend
of the participant were also examined. Importantly, the
observer reports of honesty–humility were also found to be
a significant predictor of non-gambling over gambling, offer-
ing further corroboration of this personality–gambling link.
To our knowledge, this represents the first direct test of the
honesty–humility dimension on likelihood of gambling. The
only previous study of HEXACO and gambling
(i.e., Laakasuo et al., 2014) focused on quality of poker
decision-making as the outcome of interest. Our results are
not only interesting, but may also be especially pertinent to
identifying disordered gambling prior to its development. For
instance, it is conceivable that honesty–humility may repre-
sent a protective personality factor against risky gambling.

Severity of gambling problems and personality

We examined personality correlates of gambling severity
using a subset of gamblers (N= 177). In this analysis,
honest–humility emerged as a significant predictor again,
reaffirming its potential relevance to gambling behavior. As
such, it is not only that people who are low in honesty–
humility were more likely to be involved in gambling, but
those who gambled were also more likely to have gambling
problems. However, unlike the analyses with gambling
involvement, observer reports of honesty–humility did not
hold for gambling severity. That is, honesty–humility in the
supplementary analysis of observer reports was not a sig-
nificant predictor of gambling severity scores. Overall, these
findings are interesting and are worthy of further exploration
in more diverse samples of community-recruited and
treatment-seeking gamblers.

Conscientiousness was also found to be a significant
predictor of gambling severity. One of the main components

of this factor is prudence and self-control (vs. impulsivity)
and therefore it is not surprising that people low on this facet
may struggle with risky behavior, including gambling. Agree-
ableness also significantly contributed to the prediction of
gambling severity. In HEXACO, agreeableness is defined by
contents contrasting gentleness and flexibility versus temper-
amentalness and criticalness. We did not predict a priori that
this personality factor would be related to gambling severity
and therefore this finding requires further replication. With
this caution in mind, we provide a tentative interpretation
about the findings from mediation analyses.

Mediation analyses with gambling motives as
intervening variables

To explore the potential mediating role of gambling motives
in the personality–gambling relationship, we conducted
three separate mediation analyses. The analyses showed
that personality factors may have different mediating path-
ways leading to gambling severity. For honesty–humility,
all GMQ motives, except for SOC, were found to play a role
in mediating the relationship between personality and gam-
bling severity. In particular, people low in honesty–humility
appeared to be attracted to gambling due to its intrinsic
appeal (i.e., ENH motives).

For agreeableness, COP motives were the most important
mediating variable. That is, people low in agreeableness
engaged in gambling to reduce negative affect; however,
unlike honesty–humility, augmenting positive affect was
less relevant. As described earlier, the low pole of
HEXACO agreeableness is defined by anger, hostility, and
criticalness. It is conceivable that the psychological distress
caused by these negative traits may be the contributing
factors behind the decision to excessively engage in
gambling.

Finally, for conscientiousness, no gambling motives
were found to significantly mediate the relationship between
conscientiousness and gambling severity. This indicates that
the association between gambling severity and low consci-
entiousness may not directly relate to gambling motivations,
but rather to a general lack of prudence and impulse control.
In this sense, low conscientiousness may play a more
pervasive role in influencing disordered gambling.

Theoretical and clinical implications

A greater understanding of the nature of the link between
personality and gambling could provide greater theoretical
insight into disordered gambling and may also be useful in
developing more effective prevention and treatment pro-
grams. Our results offer new insight into the personality–
gambling link. In particular, the finding that higher scores on
honesty–humility are robustly associated with lower gam-
bling severity is especially novel. Indeed, low trait honesty
may play a contributing role to disordered gambling, or
conversely, levels of honesty–humility could feasibly be
altered by the experience of gambling itself. That is, disor-
dered gambling may ultimately represent a “hidden addic-
tion.” Specifically, some individuals who gamble may start
gambling simply for recreation, but over time become more
preoccupied by the activity and eventually spend more than
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they can afford. In turn, the possible shame, stigma, or
family/financial repercussions of this behavior could dis-
suade these individuals from disclosing the true extent of
their problem to other people. In other words, they may
intentionally deceive others or omit details of their gambling
as a means to avoid embarrassment or worse. To disentangle
the nature of this relationship, longitudinal research
examining possible temporal associations and/or reciprocal
relations between personality and gambling severity is
ultimately required.

In contrast, high honesty–humility may actually serve as
a potential protective factor against disordered gambling.
Moreover, this dimension could be particularly relevant
among the emerging adults who comprised our sample.
This age group is especially vulnerable to addictive beha-
viors, as such; a greater understanding of the relevant
contribution of personality could help to identify susceptible
individuals. The results of this study also further highlight
the importance of motives in the personality–gambling link.
For example, COP and ENH motives are particularly im-
plicated in disordered gambling and in this study, these
motives served to mediate the relationship between
gambling severity and honesty–humility, as well as agree-
ableness. The possible clinical implications of this knowl-
edge could involve targeting the role of motives, which are
state-like. For instance, reducing the negative affect under-
lying COP motivations may further enhance the protective
aspects of honest–humility against disordered gambling.
This study represents preliminary attempts to explore these
associations and more research on possible prevention and
treatment strategies is required.

Limitations and future research

There are several limitations in this study that must be
addressed. First, the sample of gamblers was entirely com-
posed of undergraduate students. In terms of gambling
research, student samples are known to differ demographi-
cally, behaviorally, and psychologically from the general
population (Gainsbury, Russell, & Blaszczynski, 2014).
Yet, despite this, gamblers in this study differed from
non-gamblers on several key dimensions. However, future
studies should explore HEXACO dimensions in communi-
ty-recruited or even clinical samples. Second, this study
focused on gambling behavior in general, not specific forms
of gambling. For instance, it is conceivable that personality
dimensions differ across strategic (e.g., poker) versus non-
strategic (e.g., slot machines) forms of gambling. Third, the
survey item used to assess participation in recent gambling
activities has not been thoroughly validated. Future research
may benefit from the inclusion of a more extensive assess-
ment of gambling involvement through measures, such as
the Gambling Participation Instrument (Williams, Volberg,
Stevens, Williams, & Arthur, 2017). Finally, the design of
the study was cross-sectional. As such, temporal associa-
tions in these relationships could not be directly assessed.

In conclusion, this study represents the first attempt to
explore associations between HEXACO traits and likeli-
hood of gambling, as well as gambling severity. The
analyses indicated that honesty–humility was uniquely
related to lower gambling involvement and lower gambling

severity. The findings of this study set the stage for future
research with this model. In particular, studies involving
clinical samples of gamblers could serve to further elucidate
the influence of honesty–humility on gambling severity. In
addition, longitudinal designs involving gamblers along the
severity continuum would allow for a test of the predictive
utility of HEXACO dimensions on problematic gambling.
Ultimately, identifying individuals who are low in the
honesty–humility dimension may aid in prevention efforts
against disordered gambling.
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