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Abstract 

This thesis was an empirical investigation of circumstances under which the 

Dark Triad traits may provide some benefit to individuals in the workplace 

or to organisations as a whole. Existing literature has found inconsistent 

relationships between the Dark Triad traits and workplace outcomes. An 

examination of the measurement instruments used to assess the Dark Triad 

in Chapter 2 found that the originally proposed three factor structure of the 

Short Dark Triad may be inaccurate. Further, Chapter 3 found that framing 

and priming participants to think of work during personality assessment 

explained greater variance in job satisfaction and self-report job 

performance. Furthermore, the sometimes negative, positive and non 

significant results found in the literature suggest the existence of moderator 

variables between the Dark Triad traits and work outcomes. Consequently, 

Chapter 4 examined whether the individual difference variables: self-

monitoring, emotional intelligence and resilience, may buffer the negative 

effects of Dark Triad traits on career satisfaction and burnout. Emotional 

intelligence was the only variable found to both amplify the positive effects 

of the Dark Triad traits and attenuate the negative effects. In addition to 

moderator variables, mediator variables help researchers better understand 

the processes that underlie the relationships between personality traits and 

workplace outcomes. Chapter 5 found that network variables, specifically 

centrality and brokerage, mediated the relationship between Primary 

Psychopathy and 360-rated performance, however this effect was not found 

for the other Dark Triad traits. Following this, Chapter 6 found that 

Emotional Stability (Neuroticism) attenuates the negative effects of the 

Dark Triad traits, in particular Secondary Psychopathy and Narcissism, on 

risk-taking behaviour measured using self-report, hypothetical lottery tasks 

and behavioural measures. Furthermore, gender was found to also moderate 

this relationship. The final chapter discusses the implications of the 

potential upsides to the Dark Triad traits in the workplace.     !  
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Impact Statement 
 

Traditionally, dark side personality traits are those traits that are 

often described as maladaptive, negative or socially aversive traits. 

However, research investigating the effects of these traits on work-related 

outcomes has been far from consistent (O’Boyle et al., 2012). Therefore this 

thesis examined a number of variables to understand the mechanisms 

underlying the relationships between the Dark Triad traits and individual 

and organisational outcome variables. The findings from this thesis expand 

the academic literature by identifying emotional intelligence and emotion 

regulation as moderators that attenuate the negative effects of the Dark 

Triad traits and amplify the positive effects of these traits. This suggests that 

individuals with high levels of the Dark Triad traits who also have an ability 

to regulate their emotions may not be detrementially affected by high levels 

of the Dark Triad traits. However, it is unclear as yet if this also allows them 

to be successful in the workplace. 

An exploration of mediator variables identified a potential 

advantageous aspect of the Dark Triad traits, in terms of the ability of 

primary psychopaths and Machiavellians to position themselves in positions 

of influence, centrality and brokerage in the informal networks of an 

organisation. Although a small mediation effect was found for 360-rated job 

performance, further research is needed to understand how the Dark Triad 

traits help individuals to identify and align with influential individuals in 

their organisation and whether moderator variables determine whether those 

network positions contribute positively to job performance.   

Outside of academia the findings of this thesis provide insight to 

practitioners in recruitment, training, talent management and leadership 

development. Managerial and leadership failure is estimated to be on 

average 50% (Hogan, Hogan, & Kaiser, 2011), therefore research that 

provides actionable guidance on individual differences that may increase the 

chances of leadership success is necessary. The current findings, suggest 

that the Dark Triad traits are not inherently detrimental to individuals in the 

workplace, and in some instances provide benefits. Furthermore, combined 

with high levels of emotion regulation and emotional stability the Dark 

Triad traits can be advantageous to individuals and in turn benefit 
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organisations. Psychometrics utilised in recruitment and development can 

identify this beneficial combination of dispositional traits but can also 

identify deficits, which can be improved utilising targeted training and 

coaching interventions.  

!  
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Chapter 1: The Dark Triad: Inherently malevolent or a victim of 

nomenology? 

1.1 Introduction 

Several meta-analyses have established that personality traits are 

predictive of a number of different work related outcomes: job performance 

(Barrick & Mount, 1991; Furnham, 2018), job satisfaction (Bruk-Lee, 

Khoury, Nixon, Goh, & Spector, 2009; Judge, Heller, & Mount, 2002), 

leadership (Bono & Judge, 2004), turnover, absenteeism, job burnout 

(Swider & Zimmerman, 2010), and counterproductive work behaviours 

(Salgado, 2003). This research has spanned over a century and continues to 

grow in the industrial, work and organisational (IWO) psychology domain. 

The determination underlying this continued academic endeavor is 

succinctly described by De Fruyt and Salgado (2003), “because predictive 

validity is ultimately the most important criterion to decide on the 

usefulness of concepts or theories” (p. S124). 

The majority of personality research has focused on the bright side 

of personality, which encompasses socially desirable personality traits that 

are positive predictors of work outcomes. After decades of research the 

bright side of personality is now most often operationalised using two 

models: first, the Big Five or the five-factor model (FFM), which is made 

up of Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism 

(Emotional Stability) and Openness to experience (Intellect) (Goldberg, 

1990; McCrae & John, 1992). The other is the six-factor HEXACO model, 

which measures the same factors from the Big Five but also measures a 

sixth dimension of Honesty and Humility (Lee & Ashton, 2004). With a 

consensus on these bright side models of personality and the momentum of 

the positive psychology movement which began in 1998 (Seligman & 

Csikszentmihalyi, 2000), the majority of personality research in the late 

nineties and early 2000s focused on the positive impact of the Big Five in 

all aspects of our lives: work, social, learning and health. This research has 

been described as the bright side of bright traits (Judge, & LePine, 2007; 

Smith, Hill, Wallace, Recendes, & Judge, 2018) or the "upside to the bright 

side". Although, one notable exception is the organisational research that 
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has examined the relationship between the Big Five and counterproductive 

work behaviours (Salgado, 2003).  

Within the work domain, a number of meta-analyses have been 

conducted between personality and work related outcomes, including job 

performance (see Table 1.1). The model of personality most frequently 

reviewed has been the Big Five with 14 different meta-analyses reviewing 

its relationship with job performance and other organisational outcomes. 

Collectively this research shows that Conscientiousness and Emotional 

Stability (low Neuroticism) are relatively consistent predictors of job 

performance across various domains. The consistent relationship found 

between Conscientiousness and work related outcomes has lead to a meta-

analysis of the factors of Conscientiousness and job performance (Dudley, 

Orvis, Lebiecki, & Cortina, 2006). Dudley et al. (2006) found that the 

underlying factors of Dependability and/or Achievement drive much of the 

relationship between global Conscientiousness and work related outcomes.  

The positive correlation between Emotional Stability and 

performance in the workplace highlights that individuals who are calm and 

able to regulate their emotions perform better than those that struggle with 

anxiety, as they have better coping mechanisms. Although Emotional 

Stability and Neuroticism are used interchangeably throughout the literature, 

there is some conjecture that Emotional Stability is a broader trait and in 

some measures trait Neuroticism is narrower in its definition (Barrick, 

Mount, & Judge, 2001). The summary in Table 1.1 refers to Emotional 

Stability or Neuroticism in the same way it was discussed in the original 

meta-analysis to avoid any confusion around the construct.    

The other three Big Five factors also have positive relationships with 

job performance but their relationships are more nuanced with the role and 

criteria associated with the job (Barrick et al., 2001). For example, 

Extraversion is a consistent positive predictor of leadership above the other 

Big Five traits (Bono & Judge, 2004; Judge, Bono, Ilies, & Gerhardt, 2002) 

but its relationship with job performance is less consistent. Further, 

examining training performance as an outcome variable (Table 1.1), both 

Extraversion and Openness were found to be positively related to training 

performance but not other aspects of workplace performance and this result 
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was validated by a meta-analysis of North American participants (Barrick & 

Mount, 1991) and European participants (Salgado, 1997).  

Although there often fewer studies examining training performance 

compared to job performance this pattern of results suggests that some of 

the Big Five traits are not universally advantageous for workplace 

performance. As an example, Extraversion has been found to be beneficial 

to job performance when interacting with others is a significant part of the 

job (Barrick & Mount, 1991), such as a sales or customer services roles. 

Furthermore, Big Five personality measures combined with cognitive ability 

have been found to account for just over 42% of the variance in job 

performance, however Conscientiousness was the only significant predictor 

alongside cognitive ability (O’Boyle, Humphrey, Pollack, Hawver, & Story, 

2010). Although the sample size in this review was small it highlights two 

points: there is still a large percentage of job variance that is unaccounted 

for and there is scope for the exploration of personality variables outside of 

the Big Five that may further predict job performance. 

A meta-analysis (Huang, Ryan, Zabel, & Palmer, 2014) of the 

relationship between the Hogan Personality Inventory (HPI), which uses a 

seven-factor model that maps on to the Big Five, has found that Emotion 

Regulation (measured as Adjustment) and Ambition, which is a component 

of Extraversion, are most predictive of adaptive performance in the 

workplace. Additionally their results showed that these variables had greater 

positive effects for managers compared to employees, which indicates that 

an individual’s level with an organisation moderates the effect of 

personality traits on performance. However, this is the only meta-analysis 

that has looked at any other model of bright side personality besides the Big 

Five.       

The Big Five amalgamated various models and theories of 

personality that researchers were investigating in parallel. Aspects of the 

Big Five model were derived through two main pathways: a theoretical 

factor analytic approach and a lexical approach. The first pathway involved 

researchers and psychologists, such as Eysenck (Eysenck, 1952), 

developing questionnaire items from theoretical models of individual 

differences that described behaviour and then conducting factor analysis on 
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these items to group the behaviours and establish higher-order dimensions 

or factors of personality. The other pathway, which was utilised by a 

number of personality researchers such as Allport (Allport & Odbert, 1936) 

and Cattell (Cattell, 1943), was based on an English trait lexicon; thousands 

of words from the English dictionary would be presented and were rated by 

participants in relation to whether they were an accurate self-descriptor. 

Following this, factor analysis was utilised to determine higher order factors, 

although Cattell’s work resulted in 16 factors other researchers found the 

lexical approach resulted in clusters of words around five orthogonal factors 

(Goldberg, 1990).  

 



17 

Table 1.1: Summary of meta-analyses between personality and performance related outcomes 
Yr Authors k n Personality 

Variable  
Assessed 
by: 

Work Outcome Measured by True or corrected correlations  

2017 van Aarde, 
Meiring and 
Wiernik 

13 6,872 Big five Various Technical Performance Supervisor/customer ratings 
Administrative ratings 
Research ratings 
Objective measures 

Agr -.04 (.01, .01, .00, -.08) 
Con .22 (.31, .21, .43, .10) 
Emo .11 (.12, .16, .07, .05) 
Ext .15 (.16, .18, .11, .20) 
Ope .02 (.10, .08, .13, .01) 

  4    Academic  Business school GPA Agr -.06, Con .28, Emo -.03, Ext -.38, Ope -.04 
  3    Training   Agr -.07, Con .25, Emo .20, Ext .12, Ope -.05 
  2    Contextual   Agr .18, Con .17, Emo .30, Ext .32, Ope .43 
  2    Counterproductive   Agr -.19, Con .21, Emo .11, Ext -.06, Ope -.32 
  12    Overall performance Supervisor/customer ratings 

Administrative ratings 
Research ratings 
Objective measures 

Agr .00 (-.01, -.06, .28, .04) 
Con .08 (.04, .03, .16, .14) 
Emo .21 (.23, .21, .35, .17) 
Ext .16 (.15, .13, .35, .17) 
Ope .20 (.20, .16, .50, .19) 

2014 Huang, Ryan, 
Zabel and Palmer 

71 7,535 Big five HPI Adaptive Performance Hogan Competency Model Adjustment .16, Ambition .14, Sociability .01, 
Interpersonal Sensitivity .07, Prudence .09, 
Inquisitive .03, Learning Approach .05 

      Reactive Hogan Competency Model Adjustment .20, Ambition .13, Sociability .00, 
Interpersonal Sensitivity .09, Prudence .10, 
Inquisitive .02, Learning Approach .04 

      Proactive Hogan Competency Model Adjustment .12, Ambition .17, Sociability .02, 
Interpersonal Sensitivity .06, Prudence .08, 
Inquisitive .05, Learning Approach .07 

2011 Chiaburu, Oh, 
Berry, Li and 
Gardner 

23 4,455 Big five Various OCB -O  Agr. 17, Con .17, Emo  .12, Ext .02, Ope .19 
 30 5,917   OCB -I  Agr .18, Con .21, Emo  .14, Ext .10, Ope .18 
     OCB - CH  Agr -.03, Con .10, Emo .08, Ext .13, Ope .14 
  16 10,565   Task performance  FFM combined .28 
2009 Alarcon, 

Eschleman and 
Bowling 

144  Various Various Emotional Exhaustion Correlation coefficients 
between a disposition and the 
burnout dimension 

Agr -.17, Con -.21, Emo -.50, Ext -.26, Ope -.01, 
Self-esteem -.34, Self-efficacy -.29, iLOC -.26, Positive 
affectivity -.42, Negative affectivity .49, Optimism -.31, 
Proactive personality -.21, Hardiness -.42, Type A .07 

      Depersonalisation Correlation coefficients 
between a disposition and the 
burnout dimension 

Agr -.35, Con -.26, Emo -.40, Ext -.26, Ope -.06, 
Self-esteem -.26, Self-efficacy -.31, iLOC -.15, Positive 
affectivity -.42, Negative affectivity .43, Optimism -.27, 
Proactive personality -.25, Hardiness -.42, Type A -.09 
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      Personal Accomplishment Correlation coefficients 
between a disposition and the 
burnout dimension 

Agr .23, Con .22, Emo .29, Ext .36, Ope .22, 
Self-esteem .30, Self-efficacy .50, iLOC .26, Positive 
affectivity .50, Negative affectivity -.22, Optimism .23, 
Proactive personality .38, Hardiness .45, Type A .37 

2009 Bruk-Lee, 
Khoury, Nixon, 
Goh and Spector 

187 50,925 Various Various Job Satisfaction Both global and composite 
measures 

Agr .09, Con .07, Neu -.25, Ext .14, Ope .02 
Negative affectivity -.30, Positive Affectivity .40, LOC 
-.13, Type A -.05, Trait Anger -.24, Narcissism -.14, 
Machiavellianism -.26 

2006 Dudley, Orvis, 
Lebiecki and 
Cortina 

85  Con Narrow 
traits 

Job Performance   Achievement .20, Dependability .25, Order .10, 
Cautiousness -.01 

     Task performance  Achievement .25, Dependability .17, Order .16, 
Cautiousness .11 

     Job dedication  Achievement .39, Dependability .46, Order .10, 
Cautiousness .08 

      Interpersonal facilitation  Achievement .11, Dependability .23, Order -.02, 
Cautiousness .00 

      Counterproductive  Achievement .00, Dependability -.34, Order -.07, 
Cautiousness -.11 

2004 Bono and Judge 26  Big five Various Charisma  Transformational and 
transactional leadership 

Agr .21, Con .05, Neu -.17, Ext .22, Ope .22 
      Intellectual Stimulation Agr .14, Con .03, Neu -.12, Ext .18, Ope .11 

      Individualised consideration Agr .17, Con .14, Neu -.10, Ext .18, Ope .11 

      Contingent Reward  Agr .17, Con .02, Neu -.10, Ext .14, Ope .03 
      Management by exception-active  Agr -.11, Con -.02, Neu .02, Ext -.03, Ope -.04 

      Passive Leadership   Agr -.12, Con -.11, Neu .05, Ext -.09, Ope .04 
2002 Judge, Heller and 

Mount 
135  Big five Various Job Satisfaction  Agr .17, Con .26, Neu -.29, Ext .25, Ope .02 

2002 Judge, Bono, Ilies 
and Gerhardt 

78  Big five 
and lower 
order traits 

Various Leadership (overall) 
 
 
Leader emergence 
Leadership effectiveness 

 Agr .08, Con .28, Neu -.24, Ext .31, Ope .24 
LOC .13, Self-esteem .19, Sociability .37, 
Dominance .37, Achievement .35, Dependability .30. 
Agr .05, Con .33, Neu -.24, Ext .33, Ope .24 
Agr .21, Con .16, Neu -.22, Ext .24, Ope .24 

2000 Hurtz and 
Donovan 

26 8,083 Big five Various Job performance  Agr .12, Con .24, Emo .15, Ext .09, Ope .06 

      Training performance  Agr .21, Con .03, Emo .09, Ext .19, Ope .14 
      Task performance  Agr .08, Con .16, Emo .14, Ext .07, Ope -.01 
1997 Salgado 36  Big five Various Performance  Agr -.02, Con .26, Emo .18, Ext .14, Ope .02 
      Training  Agr .31, Con .39, Emo .27, Ext .03, Ope .26 
      Personnel  Agr .02, Con .11, Emo .12, Ext .12, Ope .11 
1991 Barrick and 117 23,994 Big five  Various Job Proficiency Performance ratings and Agr .06, Con .23, Ext .10, Emo .07, Ope -.03 
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Mount productivity data 

      Training Proficiency Training performance ratings 
and productivity data 

Agr .10, Con .23, Ext .26, Emo .07, Ope .25 

      Personnel data Salary, turnover, status 
change and tenure 

Agr .14, Con .20, Ext .11, Emo .09, Ope .01 

1991 Tett, Jackson and 
Rothstein 

494 13,521 Various Various Job Performance  Agr .33, Cons .18, Neu -.22, Ext .16, Ope .27,  
LOC .13, Type A -.16, Misc .10 

Dark side 
2015 Gaddis and Foster  4,372 Dark Side HDS Overall managerial performance Job Evaluation Tool Excitable -.16, Skeptical -.14, Cautious -.16, Reserved -

.11, Leisurely -.20, Bold .01, Mischievous .00, 
Colourful .11, Imaginative -.08, Diligent -.02, Dutiful -
.06 

      Trustworthiness Job Evaluation Tool Excitable .09, Skeptical -.10, Cautious .12, Reserved -
.02, Leisurely -.09, Bold -.21, Mischievous -.16, 
Colourful -.29, Imaginative -.19, Diligent -.05, 
Dutiful .17 

      Work Attitude Job Evaluation Tool Excitable -.24, Skeptical -.23, Cautious -.28, Reserved -
.15, Leisurely -.32, Bold -.11, Mischievous -.03, 
Colourful -.03, Imaginative .00, Diligent -.20, Dutiful -
.11 

      Leading others Job Evaluation Tool Excitable -.08, Skeptical -.11, Cautious -.23, Reserved -
.12, Leisurely -.19, Bold .06, Mischievous .04, 
Colourful .17, Imaginative .01, Diligent .05, Dutiful -
.11 

      Decision making Job Evaluation Tool Excitable -.06, Skeptical -.06, Cautious -.19, Reserved -
.10, Leisurely -.03, Bold .01, Mischievous .08, 
Colourful .12, Imaginative .09, Diligent -.04, Dutiful -
.09 

      Achievement orientation Job Evaluation Tool Excitable -.08, Skeptical -.13, Cautious -.07, Reserved -
.08, Leisurely -.19, Bold -.08, Mischievous -.07, 
Colourful -.01, Imaginative -.19, Diligent .02, Dutiful -
.05 

      Dependability Job Evaluation Tool Excitable -.02, Skeptical -.22, Cautious -.03, Reserved -
.16, Leisurely -.22, Bold -.07, Mischievous -.20, 
Colourful .00, Imaginative -.17, Diligent -.16, Dutiful -
.07 

      Adaptability Job Evaluation Tool Excitable -.14, Skeptical -.12, Cautious .03, 
Reserved .04, Leisurely -.09, Bold -.05, 
Mischievous .01, Colourful -.08, Imaginative -.19, 
Diligent -.01, Dutiful .16 
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      Interpersonal skills Job Evaluation Tool Excitable -.14, Skeptical -.04, Cautious .07, Reserved -
.10, Leisurely -.13, Bold -.01, Mischievous -.04, 
Colourful .03, Imaginative -.09, Diligent -.10, Dutiful -
.01 

2015 Grijalva and 
Newman 

16 4,424 Narcissism NPI CWB  32 (with outlier) or .23 (without influential outlier) 

2015 Grijalva, Harms, 
Newman, Gaddis 
and Fraley 

50  Narcissism NPI, 
HDS-
Bold, 
CPI 

Leadership emergence 
Leadership effectiveness 

 .16 
 
.03 

2012 O'Boyle, Forsyth, 
Banks and 
McDaniel 

186 43,907 Dark Triad Various Job Performance  Machiavellianism -.07 
Narcissism -.03 
Psychopathy -.10 

  9 2,708   CWB  Machiavellianism .25 
Narcissism .43 
Psychopathy .07 

Note. k – number of studies, n = total sample size, Agr = Agreeableness, Con = Conscientiousness, Emo = Emotional stability, Ext = Extraversion, Ope = Openness, Neu = Neuroticism, HPI = Hogan personality 
inventory, FFM = Five factor model, OCB –O = Organisational citizenship behaviour - organisation, OCB –I = Organisational citizenship behaviour - individual, OCB – CH = Organisational citizenship behaviour – 
change oriented, iLOC = Internal locus of control, LOC = Locus of control HDS = Hogan development survey, NPI = Narcissistic personality inventory, CWB = Counterproductive work behaviours, CPI = California 
personality inventory 
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This lexical based derivation of personality has been similarly 

investigated in other languages and an alternative six-factor model has been 

found: the HEXACO model of personality (Lee & Ashton, 2004). However, 

some researchers believe that these models of personality to some extent ignore 

more evaluative lexicons and as such the negative side of personality (Spain, 

Harms, & LeBreton, 2014). Additionally, both of these models largely ignore 

the psychiatric and personality disorders literature. Consequently more recently 

academics and practitioners alike have started to explore the dark side of 

personality when trying to understand what predicts organisational outcomes. 

Although, those academics from a clinical background have been exploring 

personality disorders in the workplace for a number of years (Trimpey & 

Davidson, 1994). The second half of Table 1.1 shows the meta-analyses that 

have investigated the dark side of personality and workplace outcomes. Notably, 

as yet there has been no meta-analytic review of the HEXACO model of 

personality and workplace outcomes.   

Moreover, researchers have begun to look at the “downside of the bright 

side” by examining the extremes of the Big Five factor model and other 

individual differences that are considered to be adaptive (Grant & Schwartz, 

2011). For example consider Extraversion that, as mentioned above, has been 

found to positively correlate with performance in job roles that require 

interaction with others. However, more recent research has found a curvilinear 

relationship between Extraversion and sales performance, with sales 

performance suffering at higher levels of Extraversion. This dark side of 

Extraversion is theorised to stem from the sensation seeking aspect of this trait, 

which limits attention span, and coupled with high levels of enthusiasm and 

assertiveness reduces the listening skills of extraverted sales people (Adam M. 

Grant, 2013). This research alongside others like it (Le et al., 2011) highlight 

that extremes at either end of the spectrum of a personality trait can be negative 

and often a middle ground is most optimal.  

Alongside this researchers also began to examine other personality traits, 

maladaptive traits, which are considered to be detrimental to the individual and 

those around them, and their negative impact on work, life and social outcomes. 
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This research can be coined as the “downside of the dark side”. These 

maladaptive traits are various dispositional traits that are believed to be 

dysfunctional, defective, aversive, counterproductive, subclinical 

manifestations of clinical disorders and traits that contribute to derailment 

(Hogan & Hogan, 2001). The propensity to derail has driven the bulk of the 

research focusing on these traits especially in the industrial-organisational 

domain as managerial and leadership failure is estimated to be on average 50% 

(Hogan, Hogan, & Kaiser, 2011). However as dark side personality research 

becomes more sophisticated and thorough, it is clear the relationship between 

dark side traits and performance in the workplace and leadership is far more 

paradoxical than first hypothesised. 

Although some studies have found corroborating results, such as a 

negative relationship between dark side traits and job performance (e.g. 

Moscoso & Salgado, 2004) and a positive relationship between dark side traits 

and counterproductive work behaviours (e.g. Dahling, Whitaker, & Levy, 2009; 

Michel & Bowling, 2012; Scherer, Baysinger, Zolynsky, & LeBreton, 2013), 

others have found more complex relationships and even opposing relationships 

(Furnham, Trickey, & Hyde, 2012; Grijalva, Harms, et al., 2015; Shultz, 1993). 

This significant variation in results could point to the existence of moderators 

that may attenuate the negative relationship between dark side personality and 

performance in the workplace. Alternatively, these contrasting results could 

also point to some sort of a potential benefit of these dark side traits, either up 

to a certain level implying a curvilinear relationship (Grijalva, Harms, et al., 

2015) or an evolutionary adaptive strategy for success in certain situations 

(Buss, 2009). As such, exploration of moderators that may potentially amplify 

beneficial aspects of these traits is needed. Leading to a potential area of 

research that examines the “upside of the dark side”, which will be the focus 

this current thesis. Furthermore, earlier this year there was a review (Smith et 

al., 2018) of the downsides of bright traits and the upside of dark traits in the 

management domain, and although there has been some work in this space the 

authors urged continued research to advance our understanding of personality. 
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1.2 Literature Review 

1.2.1 Dark side of Personality 

Dark side personality traits are those traits that are often described as 

maladaptive, negative or socially aversive traits. Research has approached dark 

personality from two avenues: a general broad dark trait, such as the low end of 

the honesty-humility scale (Ashton et al., 2004), and a constellation of traits, 

such as the Dark Triad. Within the constellation approach to the dark side of 

personality there are two main streams of investigation: the Dark Triad 

(Paulhus & Williams, 2002) and the Hogan Development Survey (HDS) 

(Hogan & Hogan, 2001, 2009). Before discussing these in more detail, an 

important distinction must be made between clinical personality disorders and 

dark side personality traits derived from personality disorders. The HDS and 

two traits from the Dark Triad: Psychopathy and Narcissism are based, 

originated from and/or share nomenology with clinical personality disorders, 

however neither the HDS nor the majority of measures used to assess the Dark 

Triad traits are assessments for clinical personality disorders. Therefore high 

scores on these assessments in no capacity suggest the existence of personality 

disorders. Instead they assess the individual differences associated with these 

traits in the subclinical population. This distinction is necessary as there is a 

literature that examines personality disorders in the workplace (e.g. Goldman, 

2006) but that is not related to this thesis and will not be discussed. Furthermore 

the difference between these separate research domains is pertinent in 

organisational research as many individuals and organisations can be blinded 

by terminology and labeling, which can prevent a clear presentation of the 

impact of these dark personality traits in the workplace. Even the term ‘dark’, 

suggests a hidden or negative aspect of personality and prevents many 

organisations and HR professionals from exploring or understanding the effects 

of these traits on their workforce.  

1.2.2 HDS  

Hogan's avenue of research focuses on dark side traits that have been 

derived from Axis II disorders from the 4th edition of the Diagnostic and 
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Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM IV: American Psychiatric 

Association, 1994). In this manifestation the dark side traits are seen as 

development areas or traits that appear when an individual is under pressure. 

During times of pressure or stress an individual may not have adequate access 

to the cognitive and emotional processes that constrain their behaviour to 

adhere to social norms. The mere presence of high scores on the HDS may not 

necessarily lead to derailment but during times of stress they are likely to 

negatively impact performance. The HDS was specifically derived for 

organisational settings and for individuals in senior management/leadership 

positions (Hogan & Hogan, 2001, 2009), as such they are used widely by many 

practitioners but their prevalence in the research community is outweighed by 

the Dark Triad.  

Although, as Table 1.1 shows there was a meta-analysis conducted 

between the HDS and a number of work outcomes which included data for 256 

managerial and executive jobs (Gaddis & Foster, 2015). When examining the 

effect of the HDS on overall managerial performance, a number of traits were 

found to significantly negatively relate to performance, including Excitable, 

Sceptical, Cautious, Reserved, Leisurely and Imaginative, but Colourful, which 

describes individuals that are expressive and enjoy being the center of attention, 

was found to have a significant positive correlation; r = .11, p < .05. This 

research highlights that not all traits classified as derailers or dark personality 

traits have negative relationships with workplace outcomes.  

These divergent relationships have been studied further by not only 

examining the impact at the scale level but also the three clusters of the HDS. 

These clusters are based on the higher order classification of personality 

disorders, the DSM clusters are labeled; Cluster A (odd disorders): Paranoid, 

Schizoid, Schizotypal, Cluster B (dramatic, emotional or erratic disorders): 

Antisocial, Borderline, Histrionic, Narcissistic and Cluster C (anxious or fearful 

disorders): Avoidant, Dependent and Obsessive-compulsive personality 

disorder. However, the HDS clusters are named based on Karen Horney’s 

taxonomy (Horney, 1950) of interpersonal mechanisms to deal with anxiety, 

which aligns with the DSM clusters, there are three ways in which individuals 
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tend to react under pressure: they Move Away from others (Cluster A), they 

Move Against others (Cluster B) or they Move Towards others (Cluster C), and 

the HDS subscales cluster on these three profiles (Furnham, 2017). The 

research examining the HDS has found that the Moving Away cluster, which 

constitutes Excitable, Sceptical, Cautious, Leisurely and Reserved, has a 

detrimental effect on leadership performance and behaviours. These traits are 

often associated with individuals that become highly anxious and volatile under 

pressure who then isolate themselves and are indecisive. However, the Moving 

Against profile, which includes Bold, Mischievous, Colourful and Imaginative, 

describes behaviour that although manipulative can be characterised as 

establishing alliances with others during times of stress (Gaddis & Foster, 2015; 

Hogan & Holland, 2003).  

1.2.3 Dark Triad 

In 2002 Paulhus and Williams coined the term the Dark Triad of 

personality. The impetus for their paper was to determine whether Psychopathy, 

Machiavellianism and Narcissism were equivalent constructs in normal 

populations. Initial research exploring pairings of these traits had found overlap 

and as a result discussions ensued that the traits were one and the same in non-

clinical populations. However, Paulhus and Williams found that although there 

is substantial inter-factor correlation between the traits they have distinct 

relationships with external correlates including the Big Five factors of 

personality, self-enhancement and cognitive ability. Furthermore, a review of 

the Dark Triad literature a decade later confirmed the distinctiveness of these 

traits (Furnham, Richards, & Paulhus, 2013), alongside this further research 

(Furnham, Richards, Rangel, & Jones, 2014) reviewing the intercorrelations 

among the three traits, across measurement instruments, and their different 

external correlations with the Big Five traits, quantified there is overlap 

between the traits that researchers need to be cognisant of but the three traits are 

separate constructs rather than the same construct with different names and 

derivations.  

In order to understand the Dark Triad in terms of the other dark side 

literature on the HDS, Spain et al. (2014) mapped the Dark Triad on to the HDS, 
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Psychopathy and Narcissism are relatively straightforward as the HDS contains 

Bold and Mischievous which are based on the Narcissistic and Antisocial 

personality disorders from the DSM III. As Machiavellianism is not derived 

from a clinical personality disorder there is no clear mapping of this trait to the 

HDS. The authors suggested the Sceptical scale in the HDS for 

Machiavellianism as it is based on the Paranoid personality disorder and 

encompasses cynicism and distrust of others. Although these are underlying 

facets of Machiavellianism, they do not encompass the entirety of the trait.  

Research conducted on the Dark Triad as been extensive in both 

personality psychology and organisation studies as a result a number of meta-

analyses have been conducted examining the relationship between the Dark 

Triad and job performance (O’Boyle et al., 2012), counterproductive work 

behaviour (O’Boyle et al., 2012), intelligence (O’Boyle, Forsyth, Banks, & 

Story, 2013) and psychosocial variables (Muris, Merckelbach, Otgaar, & Meijer, 

2017). Comparing the sample size used in the meta-analysis of the HDS, n = 

4,372 to that of the Dark Triad and work performance, n = 43,907, it is clear 

that a considerable amount of academic research has investigated the Dark 

Triad. However, the majority of this research looked at the traits independently 

or in pairs rather than a triad and as discussed above very little focused on the 

beneficial aspects of these traits.  

Therefore, this thesis will focus on the Dark Triad traits to assess the 

upside or beneficial aspects of dark side personality traits in the workplace. 

Before further discussing the Dark Triad in aggregate, the next section will 

discuss each of the traits in isolation: specifically focusing on their origins, 

theoretical foundations and underlying structure.     

1.2.3.1 Psychopathy. 

Psychopathy is one of the oldest studied modern personality disorders, it 

was described as a moral insanity by Prichard in 1835 and was labeled the 

affectionless personality in Schneider's 1950 taxonomy of personality disorders. 

Schneider actually used the term, psychopathic, as an umbrella term to describe 

personality disorders. He distinguished 10 different psychopathologic 

personalities from observations of patients, although it was only the 



27 

affectionless personality that described a typical psychopathic personality 

disorder. His work was in Germany and coincided with the work of Cleckley in 

America. In his seminal work, Cleckley (1941) identified a number of attributes, 

through observation and interaction with a number of institutionalised adult 

males, that he described as characteristics of psychopaths. Cleckley’s original 

work consisted of 21 characteristics but as he continued his exploration of the 

disorder these characteristics were refined to 16 in 1976. The 16 attributes of a 

prototypical psychopath are listed in the top left corner of Figure 1.1.  

Following this, Hare in 1980 utilised Cleckley's work (1941; 1976) as a 

framework to create a systematic process for assessing Psychopathy in criminal 

populations. He devised a 22-item checklist that could be used by clinicians to 

assess whether an inmate could be classified as a psychopath. A semi-structured 

interview, access to patient files and criminal records would provide the 

clinician with the information needed to complete the Psychopathy Checklist 

(PCL). If an individual scored above a certain threshold they could be classified 

as a psychopath. In this first iteration, the items from the PCL loaded on five 

factors: Factor 1: impulsive and unstable life-style, Factor 2: self-centeredness 

and lack of empathy, Factor 3: superficial relationships with others, Factor 4: 

antisocial behaviour and Factor 5 which delineated criminal activity. These 

factors were found to correlate highly with the factors extracted from 

Cleckley’s criteria, r = .90, p < .001.  

However, further investigation of the factor structure with larger 

samples from differing populations and a more sophisticated analysis technique 

established that the PCL and its revised edition (PCL-R) had a two-factor 

structure (Hare et al., 1990; Harpur, Hakstian, & Hare, 1988). Factor 1 

representing the core personality traits of a psychopath: selfishness, callousness 

and lack of empathy and remorse, where as Factor 2 encompassed the chronic 

antisocial behaviour that is associated with a psychopath: the chronically 

unstable and antisocial lifestyle (see top right corner of Figure 1.1). Although, 

many researchers describe the PCL-R as the gold standard measure of 

Psychopathy, some researchers do not and disagree with whether it accurately 

encompasses the traditional psychopathic personality. 
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Figure 1.1: Summary of development of assessment of Psychopathy 

 
For example, Lilienfeld (1994) discusses how the differing 

conceptualisations of Psychopathy contribute to issues with its measurement. 

Some researchers believe it should be conceptualised as a constellation of 

personality traits, such as Cleckley and Hare, while others conceptualise it in 

terms of antisocial behaviours. These behaviours form the basis of the 

Antisocial Personality Disorder (ASPD) diagnosis criteria in DSM-III 

(American Psychiatric Association, 1980) and following iterations of the 

manual, though DSM-II highlighted traits as diagnostic criteria. The shift by 

DSM from traits to behaviours is likely due to the high inference and clinical 

interpretation needed for a trait-based diagnosis, which inevitably will reduce 

inter-rater reliability. Contrastingly, behaviour-based diagnosis is more 

categorical in determination and therefore results in very high inter-rater 

reliability.  

Regardless, the competing conceptualisations result in over- and under-

inclusiveness problems (Lilienfeld, 1994). In some instances individuals who 

score high on Factor 1, the core psychopathic personality traits, do not fulfill 

Concomitant 
antisocial behaviours 

Personality traits 
of psychopathy 

Antisocial 
behaviour 

1.  Superficial charm and good “intelligence” 
2.  Absence of delusions and other signs of irrational 

thinking  
3.  Absence of “nervousness” or psychoneurotic 

manifestations  
4.  Unreliability  
5.  Untruthfulness and insincerity 
6.  Lack of remorse or shame 
7.  Inadequately motivated antisocial behavior 
8.  Poor judgment and failure to learn by experience 
9.  Pathologic egocentricity and incapacity for love 
10.  General poverty in major affective reactions 
11.  Specific loss of insight 
12.  Unresponsiveness in general interpersonal relations  
13.  Fantastic behavior with drink and sometimes 

without 
14.  Suicide rarely carried out 
15.  Sex life impersonal, trivial, and poorly integrated 
16.  Failure to follow any life plan.    

1. Glibness/superficial charm 
2. Grandiose sense of self-worth 
3. Need for stimulation 
4. Pathological lying  
5. Conning/manipulative  
6. Lack of remorse or guilt 
7. Shallow affect 
8. Callous/lack of empathy 
9. Parasitic lifestyle 
10. Poor behavioral controls 

Factor 1 

11. Promiscuous sexual behavior  
12. Early behavior problems 
13. Lack of realistic goals 
14. Impulsivity 
15. Irresponsibility 
16. Failure to accept responsibility 
17. Many short-term relationships  
18. Juvenile delinquency 
19. Revocation of conditional release 
20. Criminal versatility   

Factor 2 

Secondary psychopathy 

Emotional 
detachment 

Primary psychopathy 
Interpersonal – 

pathological lying 

Affective – shallow 
affect, remorseless 

Lifestyle – impulsivity, 
stimulus seeking 

Antisocial – poor 
behavioural controls 

Low anxiety 
Fearlessness 

High anxiety 
Impulsivity 

Factor 1 

Factor 2 
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the diagnosis criteria for APSD, as they have not engaged in antisocial 

behaviour potentially because they have alternative outlets, higher intelligence 

or buffering factors. On the other hand, individuals who fulfill the diagnosis 

criteria for APSD do not always score high on Factor 1 because their antisocial 

behaviour may be caused by other personality disorders, such as schizophrenia.   

An explanation that somewhat coalesces these operational issues is the 

distinction between primary and secondary psychopaths. Investigated by 

Lykken in 1957, primary psychopaths were found to manifest little anxiety and 

reduced fear when exposed to anxiety inducing events, which leads to inhibited 

avoidance learning. This aligns with Cleckley’s theory (1941;1976) that 

Psychopathy is caused by a deficit in emotional reactivity. On the other hand, 

secondary psychopaths scored higher on various anxiety scales compared to the 

primary psychopaths and normal controls, suggesting divergent underlying 

mechanisms behind their behaviour. However, this study did not explore what 

deficit or etiological pathway in Secondary Psychopathy may contribute to their 

impulsive or antisocial behaviour. Based on this structure of Psychopathy, 

Levenson, Kiehl, and Fitzpatrick (1995) devised a self-report measure 

specifically for noninstitutionalised individuals that provided scores for Primary 

and Secondary Psychopathy. Investigating a normal population sample in this 

study was important to demonstrate the continuous dimensionality of 

Psychopathy. As expected, their results demonstrated that a sample of normal 

individuals did not reach the threshold for psychopathic classification; however, 

participants did endorse the Psychopathy items, providing support for 

Psychopathy as a continuous construct.     

Although, categorising psychopaths as primary and secondary 

psychopaths neatly parallels factor 1 and factor 2 of the measurement models, 

such as the PCL-R, to assess Psychopathy (see Figure 1.1), many researchers 

still do not separate or consider underlying factors when examining correlates 

of Psychopathy. This is surprising given that this distinction of Primary and 

Secondary Psychopathy is supported by recent work on the dual process model 

that suggests alternative etiological pathways for the development of factor 1 

and factor 2 within Psychopathy (Fowles & Dindo, 2009). Research 
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investigating criminal psychopaths and their startle reflexes (Patrick, Bradley, 

& Lang, 1993) and physiological responses to fear imagery (Patrick, Cuthbert, 

& Lang, 1994), found that psychopaths with high Factor 1 scores lacked startle 

responses when shown aversive imagery which supports the low-fear 

hypothesis. Contrastingly, criminals high in Factor 2 showed deficits in 

cognitive processing of fear images, which manifested in no change in heart 

rate or skin conductance compared to normal controls who showed increases in 

both. In conjunction with differing personality correlates and symptomatology, 

it is clear that factor 1 and factor 2 psychopaths have different patterns of 

behaviour that are caused by diverging development pathways (Fowles & 

Dindo, 2009).    

Regardless, there is continued debate around the structure of 

Psychopathy. More recent work in both clinical and nonclinical samples 

examining the structure of the PCL-R suggests that a four-factor model may be 

a more appropriate representation of the construct. Essentially both factor 1 and 

factor 2 are further divided into two factors. The emotional detachment factor 

splits into callous affect and interpersonal manipulation and the antisocial 

behaviour factor splits into erratic lifestyle and antisocial behaviour (Hare & 

Neumann, 2008). This is depicted in Figure 1.1. Additionally, a triarchic model 

of Psychopathy (Patrick, Fowles, & Krueger, 2009) has been suggested and 

builds on the original two-factor structure. It suggests that the two-factor model 

does not account for the callousness and meanness associated with Psychopathy 

and suggests three factors: boldness (which accounts for dominance, self-

assurance and resilience), meanness (which accounts for callousness and lack of 

empathy/guilt) and disinhibition (which accounts for impulsivity and low 

frustration tolerance) (Patrick et al., 2009).  

Furthermore, another self-report measure of Psychopathy designed for 

normal populations has been created by Lilienfeld and Andrews (1996) called 

the Psychopathic Personality Inventory (PPI). It provides individuals with a 

total score which is their global index of Psychopathy and provides scores on 

eight subscales: impulsive nonconformity, blame externalisation, Machiavellian 

egocentricity, carefree nonplanfulness, stress immunity, social potency, 
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fearlessness and coldheartedness. In order to align this scale to the overarching 

two-factor structure discussed above, a factor analysis was conducted on these 

subscales to extract a higher dimensional structure (Benning, Patrick, Hicks, 

Blonigen, & Krueger, 2003). Although a two-factor structure was found, 

coldheartedness did not load on either of the two factors. Additionally, when 

this factor was left out, carefree nonplanfulness had a loading of only .39 on 

factor 2 (its expected factor) and fearlessness loaded .34 on factor 2 and .50 on 

factor 1 (its expected factor).  

Regardless of the wealth of research underlying the construct of 

Psychopathy in the clinical, forensic and normal population literature, debates 

around the construct and its measurement continue, see (Ruchensky et al., 

2018; Lilienfeld et al., 2012; Lynam & Miller, 2012; Miller & Lynam, 2012). 

Figure 1.2 attempts to summarise the various constructs of Psychopathy. This 

review is by no means exhaustive but provides a summary of the most pivotal 

models and debates within Psychopathy. The factors depicted in Figure 1.2 are 

not identical or equivalent but factor 1 (emotional detachment), Primary 

Psychopathy, meanness, boldness and fearless dominance can be perceived as 

measuring similar aspects of Psychopathy. On the other hand, factor 2 

(antisocial behaviour), Secondary Psychopathy, disinhibition, and self-centered 

impulsivity can be seen to be assessing similar aspects of Psychopathy. Though, 

as yet no review or meta-analysis has investigated the equivalence of these 

structures across numerous measures and every author of each individual 

measure stresses the uniqueness of their measures.    

Based on the research that supports the distinct etiological pathways for 

the development of Primary and Secondary Psychopathy and the plethora of 

research that has found these two factors to have divergent relationships with 

external correlates, this thesis will utilise this model of Psychopathy when 

investigating the effect of this trait in the workplace. Therefore, this research 

will examine the potential beneficial effects of both Primary Psychopathy and 

Secondary Psychopathy in organisational settings.    
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Figure 1.2: Summary of most popular constructs of Psychopathy 
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cult or religious leaders and political figures. They even asked students to 

describer their supervisors. From this initial work they established four aspects 

that they believed were characteristics that contributed to effective 

manipulation: (1) low affect in interpersonal relationships, (2) a lack of concern 

with morality, (3) a lack of psychopathology and (4) lack of ideological 

commitment. 

Following this, Christie and Geis (1970) began researching theories 

around power, both social and political power, and political personalities to 

further understand individuals who were likely to be in positions to control and 

manipulate others. Although, they explored a number of historic texts, 

Machiavelli’s theories in The Prince and his other work, not only described 

techniques to manipulate others but also discussed the underlying assumptions 

of the behaviour and attitudes of individuals that would lead to successful 

control. Two key assumptions were highlighted by a number of theorists: first 

assumption: individuals are gullible and weak and because of this rationale, the 

second assumption: individuals should take advantage of this weakness for their 

own gain.   

The authors then identified statements from Machiavelli’s work that 

echoed the work of other theorists and aligned psychologically to their 

assumptions. Once the statements were updated to be relevant and applicable to 

life in the 1960s. Christie and Geis shared these statements with individuals 

around them and asked them to rate their agreement for each statement, to 

establish whether the statements would discriminate among a population 

sample. The researchers observed that agreement with Machiavelli’s statements 

potentially related to each individual’s ability or propensity to interpersonal 

manipulation. Consequently, Christie and Geis spent a decade developing their 

measure of Machiavellianism, with a number of iterations of items finally 

resulting in the Mach-IV. Although, treated as a unidimensional measure the 

items based on content were classified as either: tactics, views on human nature 

or abstract morality. High Mach scorers agree with Machiavelli’s ideology: 

they are cynical of the individuals around them; and they are amoral and willing 

to adopt the necessary tactics to achieve their goal. 
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Although the Mach-IV is considered the original measurement 

instrument for Machiavellianism that propagated research on the construct, it 

was derived to discriminate between high and low scorers and researchers have 

struggled to confirm the three-factor structure of interpersonal tactics, views on 

human nature and abstract morality, that was hypothesised post-hoc by Christie 

and Geis (1970) to underlie the measure. Some have found a four-factor 

structure fits the items with the four factors being: negative interpersonal tactics, 

positive interpersonal tactics, cynical view of human nature and positive view 

of human nature (Corral & Calvete, 2000; Andrew, Cooke, & Muncer, 2008). 

However, there are some concerns that the source of this four-factor structure is 

the direction of wording of the items, suggesting issues with the underlying 

construct. In response, others have suggested a two-factor structure that consists 

of Machiavellian views and Machiavellian tactics using only 10 items of the 

original 20-item Mach-IV (Monaghan, Bizumic, & Sellbom, 2016, 2018). Due 

to these issues, a handful of other researchers have developed alternative 

multidimensional models of Machiavellianism as well as associated self-report 

measures.  

Figure 1.3 provides a summary of some alternative constructs of 

Machiavellianism and the dimensions that are theorised to underlie them. The 

review by Rauthmann and Will (2011) was extensive and their 

conceptualisation of Machiavellianism is insightful for determining the 

nomological network underlying Machiavellianism, however it was difficult to 

summarise their entire review in one figure, therefore please see Rauthmann 

(2012) for a more detailed diagrammatic view of their literature analysis. 

Although, Rauthmann and Will discussed development of a scale to reflect their 

work, one has not yet been published. But Rauthmann has created a shortened 

version of the Mach-IV (Rauthmann, 2013). Figure 1.3 highlights that similar 

themes exist across each conceptualisation: cynical view and distrust of others, 

manipulation and a focus on self. Therefore there is no particular contest 

between the models of Machiavellianism and methodological merit, 

investigated in Chapter 2, will determine which measurement tool will be 

utilised to assess Machiavellianism in this thesis.    
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Figure 1.3: Summary of constructs of Machiavellianism 
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mixed, with researchers now suggesting that Machiavellian interpersonal 

strategies are part of a repertoire of strategies that successful individuals utilise. 

It is not successful in all instances but in some situations the exploitation of 

others is fruitful from an evolutionary perspective (Bereczkei, 2018; Wilson et 

al., 1996).     

Even before the establishment of the Dark Triad, there has been 

discussion about the overlap of Machiavellianism with Psychopathy. Some 

researchers investigating the relationship between the two constructs have 

found that Machiavellianism correlates more highly with Primary Psychopathy 

than Secondary Psychopathy (McHoskey, Worzel, & Szyarto, 1998; Skinner, 

1988). However the positive correlation between Machiavellianism and anxiety 

that has been found opposes the relationship between Primary Psychopathy and 

Machiavellianism, as anxiety is associated with Secondary Psychopathy and not 

Primary Psychopathy. The similarities between the constructs have led some 

researchers to suggest that psychopaths are Machiavellians who have 

encountered the law or psychopaths who experience remorse (Fehr, Samsom, & 

Paulhus, 1992). The overlap between these two constructs is a fundamental 

aspect of the Dark Triad literature and will be discussed in more detail in 

Chapter 2, which discusses the measurement issues associated with the 

assessment of the Dark Triad traits.      

1.2.3.3 Narcissism. 

Narcissism is another clinically derived personality trait, although its 

origins lie in Greek mythology, the construct and term played a central role in 

Freud’s clinical thinking. From a clinical pathology perspective it has been 

studied for over a century as Narcissistic Personality Disorder (NPD). It is 

classified in the DSM-5 (American Psychiatric Association, 2013) as follows: 

"a pervasive pattern of grandiosity (in fantasy and behavior), need for 

admiration, and lack of empathy, beginning by early adulthood and present in a 

variety of contexts” (p. 645). Although this is a clinical definition, it is 

representative of Narcissism as a personality trait. As with Psychopathy, the 

trait falls on a continuum: on one extreme it is considerably maladaptive and on 

the other its manifestations are rather mild and have limited impact on 
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functioning (Raskin & Hall, 1979). However, research comparing a clinical 

measure of Narcissism, the Personality Diagnostic Questionnaire, to a 

personality measure, the Narcissist Personality Inventory (NPI), of Narcissism 

found that the measures are related and overlap in terms of antagonistic 

interpersonal style but display divergence with external correlates, such as other 

personality traits. The authors suggest that these measurement tools reflect 

differing views held by the clinical domain versus the social-personality 

domain (Miller & Campbell, 2008). 

The core of Narcissism is an inflated view of self and a sense of 

entitlement. Consequently, individuals high on this trait display behaviour that 

exaggerates their abilities and they are not receptive of criticism. As expected 

others view high narcissists as egotistical and arrogant (O’Boyle et al., 2012). 

Although there has been a surgence in literature investigating Narcissism since 

2010, there is continued debate about the construct in terms of what it truly 

represents and what sub-factors underlie the conceptualisation. Much of this 

controversy is a result of the bifurcation of Narcissism into grandiose 

Narcissism and vulnerable Narcissism. These two groups may not appear 

dissimilar but on closer inspection they diverge both conceptually and 

behaviourally (Miller, Lynam, Hyatt, & Campbell, 2017). An extensive review 

of the topic has highlighted key words that have been used to describe these 

two types of Narcissism: overt, manipulative, and oblivious are some examples 

that describe Grandiose Narcissism whereas covert, craving and hypervigilant 

describe Vulnerable Narcissism.  

Clinical perceptions of Narcissism seem to focus on the grandiose 

component; although, some personality psychologists have embraced both 

types (Cain, Pincus, & Ansell, 2008). However the majority of research 

investigating these two aspects of Narcissism has established that they share 

very low intercorrelations (e.g. the Leadership/Authority and 

Exploitativeness/Entitlement factors of the NPI correlated r = -.04, ns and r 

= .11, ns, with the hypersensitive Narcissism scale an established measure of 

Vulnerable Narcissism), they have distinct empirical correlations and manifest 

behaviours in different ways, with some researchers suggesting that Vulnerable 
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Narcissism is a separate condition rather than a subtype of Narcissism (Miller 

& Campbell, 2008; Miller et al., 2017, 2018). One study that assessed a number 

of different measures of Grandiose and Vulnerable Narcissism found that the 

pattern of correlations between the Big Five personality traits and Grandiose 

Narcissism was not correlated with the pattern found for Vulnerable Narcissism, 

r = .01, ns (Miller et al., 2011).  

The most common measure used to assess Narcissism in the 

organisational psychology literature is that devised by Raskin and Hall in 1979. 

It was based on the clinical diagnosis criteria of NPD but was devised to assess 

individual differences in Narcissism in a non-clinical population. The authors 

created over 200 dyadic items that they believe reflected narcissistic tendencies 

and created a final inventory with 54 items. Although the authors created a 

unidimensional measure of Narcissism, a post-hoc analysis of its factor 

structure suggested four factors labeled: Exploitativeness/Entitlement, 

Leadership/Authority, Superiority/Arrogance and Self-absorption/Self-

admiration (Emmons, 1987). However, further examination by one of the 

original authors suggests that 40 items of the NPI, which is now the most 

utilised form of this measure, give a seven-factor structure with the following 

components: Authority, Self-sufficiency, Superiority, Exhibitionism, 

Exploitativeness, Vanity and Entitlement (Raskin & Terry, 1988). Regardless 

of the continuing debate around its factor structure (Ackerman et al., 2011; 

Kubarych, Deary, & Austin, 2004), the NPI is the most common measure of 

Narcissism utilised in the organisational and personality psychology domain. 

Furthermore it is a measure of Grandiose Narcissism; therefore, this thesis will 

focus on Grandiose Narcissism and not Vulnerable Narcissism. 

The comorbidity of Narcissistic Personality Disorder and Antisocial 

Personality Disorder has been well established and documented in the clinical 

literature (Gunderson & Ronningstam, 2001; Nioche et al., 2010), with 

correlations ranging from r = .36 to .63. Consequently, it would be expected 

that their equivalents in the social-personality domain would also share some 

aspects of comorbidity (this overlap will be discussed in more detail in the next 
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section). However, the treatment of Narcissism in the personality and 

organisational literature has been different to that of Psychopathy.  

For a number of years there has been exploration of healthy narcissists 

(e.g. Constructive Narcissists; de Vries & Miller, 1985) especially in the 

leadership and management literature. As a result there are some studies that 

have investigated the benefit or upside to Narcissism. This research has focused 

on the sub-clinical manifestations of Narcissism and has shown that Narcissism 

is positively correlated with leadership emergence, although much of this is 

explained by the shared variance between Narcissism and Extraversion 

(Grijalva, Harms, et al., 2015), pitching of creative ideas and group creativity 

(Goncalo, Flynn, & Kim, 2010) and good psychological health (Sedikides, 

Rudich, Gregg, Kumashiro, & Rusbult, 2004). Furthermore, Narcissism has 

also been found to be indirectly related to salary and career satisfaction (Hirschi 

& Jaensch, 2015). Compared to the investigation of Psychopathy and 

Machiavellianism, Narcissism, relatively, has seen the most focus on its 

potential upside and it appears this trait may provide some benefit to 

individuals in certain settings within the workplace.  

Additionally, researchers have explored whether there is an optimal 

level of Narcissism in relation to the workplace. Specifically Grijalva, Harms, 

et al. (2015) investigated the nonlinear effects of Narcissism on leadership 

effectiveness and found evidence of a curvilinear relationship. At high levels 

and low levels of Narcissism, the trait has a detrimental effect on leadership 

effectiveness but at moderate levels close to the population mean, Narcissism 

has a positive relationship with leadership effectiveness. Although these results 

are promising in terms of showing that traditionally viewed dark traits are not 

detrimental in all instances, these findings were based on a meta-analysis of 

only 6 studies with a total sample size of 1,713.   

1.2.3.4 Overlap between the Dark Triad traits. 

Although the origins and conceptualisations of each of the Dark Triad 

traits are unique and there is a plethora of academic research that has 

investigated these traits individually, there have been researchers for a number 

of years before Paulhus and Williams (2002) declaration of the Dark Triad, 
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discussing their overlap. As mentioned above, Skinner (1988) examined the 

relationship between Machiavellianism and Psychopathy and found that high 

Machs reported significantly higher levels of Psychopathy in general but their 

levels of Primary Psychopathy were greater than those of Secondary 

Psychopathy. Although he used the Mach-V to measure Machiavellianism, 

which has had issues with reliability, the author suggested future research 

should explore the interaction between these two traits. Additionally, despite 

Christie and Geis (1970) theorising that Machiavellians would be without 

psychopathology, a study investigating Machiavellianism and personality 

disorders (McHoskey, 2001) found that a number of personality disorders were 

positively related to manipulative behaviour including Borderline, Paranoid, 

Passive-aggressive and Antisocial. In this study both Antisocial Personality 

Disorder, r = .33, and Narcissistic Personality Disorder, r = .22, had positive 

correlations with the Mach-IV.  

Furthermore, due to their common origins researchers have examined 

the comorbidity between Psychopathy and Narcissism, with some researchers 

suggesting Narcissism is a dimension of Psychopathy, especially as two of its 

factors: leadership and authority, were words also used to describe a 

prototypical psychopath (Cleckley, 1976). In one paper (Zágon & Jackson, 

1994) that investigated the relationship between Psychopathy and Narcissism in 

a normal population, the correlation between the variables was found to be r 

= .62, p < .01, which would be considered a large effect. However, when 

examining the factors of each construct a divergent pattern of correlations was 

found for males and females. For males, factor 1 of Psychopathy, as measured 

by the Self Report Psychopathy scale version 2 (SRP-II), only significantly 

correlated with the Leadership/Authority factor of Narcissism but for females, 

factor 1 correlated significantly with Leadership/Authority, 

Superiority/Arrogance and Self-absorption/Self-admiration. On the other hand, 

factor 2 in the male sample correlated significantly with 

Exploitativeness/Entitlement, Leadership/Authority and Superiority/Arrogance 

but for females, factor 2 only correlated with Exploitativeness/Entitlement and 

Superiority/Arrogance. The results of this study show that, although there is 
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overlap between the constructs at a high level, it is masking a divergent pattern 

of relationships at the factor level and highlights the importance of examining 

these traits with measurement tools that discriminate at the factor level.  

However very few papers examined the three traits of Psychopathy, 

Machiavellianism and Narcissism together before Paulhus and Williams (2002) 

paper defining them as the Dark Triad traits. Their paper urged researchers to 

examine these traits together and subsequently two avenues of empirical 

research burgeoned: the first looked to identify what was at the core of the Dark 

Triad and better understand how and why these traits overlapped with one 

another. The second stream of research examined the distinct influences and 

relationships these traits have with other variables. It is only when these three 

traits are entered together in multiple regression analysis can researchers begin 

to understand and observe the independent contributions of each trait (Furnham 

et al., 2013).  

1.2.3.5 The core and origins of the Dark Triad. 

In their initial publication introducing the Dark Triad Paulhus and 

Williams (2002) found that the factor of Agreeableness from the Big Five was 

significantly inversely correlated with all three of the Dark Triad traits. As a 

result low Agreeableness or disagreeableness has been postulated as a potential 

core of the Dark Triad and this relationship has been substantiated by a number 

of studies (Jakobwitz & Egan, 2006; Vernon, Villani, Vickers, & Harris, 2008). 

However as research in to the Dark Triad has continued other variables that 

could potentially constitute the core of Dark Triad have been investigated. 

Within the personality domain, low Honesty-Humility from the HEXACO six-

factor model of personality has been found to correlate significantly with all 

factors of the Dark Triad. Some authors have dubbed this the “evil” core of the 

Dark Triad (Book, Visser, & Volk, 2015). The typical adjectives that provide 

the lexical foundation to this factor from a negative perspective are greedy, 

conceited, deceitful, and pretentious. Although a similar relationship is seen at 

the factor level when examining the sub-factors: fairness, sincerity, greed 

avoidance and modesty, the Dark Triad show differing results. Narcissism was 

found to correlate strongly with only two of the sub-factors: greed avoidance 
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and modesty, and showed relatively weak correlation with the other two sub-

factors. In contrast both Psychopathy and Machiavellianism showed strong 

negative correlations with all of the sub-factors of Honesty-Humility (Lee & 

Ashton, 2005). 

However further research has found that it is not just disagreeableness 

that is the core of the Dark Triad traits, callousness from a theoretical basis has 

been suggested to form the core and this has been supported by evidence that a 

lack of empathy is a consistent feature across each of the Dark Triad traits 

(Giammarco & Vernon, 2014; Jones & Paulhus, 2010; Wai & Tiliopoulos, 

2012). Following this Jones and Figueredo (2013) found support for two 

variables: callousness and manipulation, at the heart of the Dark Triad. This 

research supports the theory that all three traits occupy the same quadrant in the 

interpersonal circumplex, specifically high agency, which is described as 

striving for autonomy, dominance and status, and low communion, which is the 

desire to connect with and help others. This quadrant is termed the hostile-

dominant quadrant and encompasses individuals that are egotistical, devious, 

callous and manipulative (Jones & Paulhus, 2010).  

Further research on this topic has found that simple correlations place 

the Dark Triad traits in the same quadrant of the interpersonal circumplex but 

once controlling for what is core to these traits, the residuals of each trait reside 

in different quadrants. Narcissism becomes the friendly-dominant, 

Machiavellianism is the hostile-submissive and Psychopathy is the hostile-

dominant (Rauthmann & Kolar, 2013). Although, this research utilised a short 

measure of the Dark Triad: the Dirty Dozen, which has some issues with 

construct validity (which will be discussed in the next chapter), the results 

provide evidence for an overlapping core of the Dark Triad traits but unique 

residual relationships for each individual trait.     

To further understand what is core to these traits, academics have 

investigated how the Dark Triad traits develop in individuals. Studies have 

shown that the Dark Triad traits are evident in adolescents (Muris, Meesters, & 

Timmermans, 2013) and these traits contribute to delinquency and aggression. 

Furthermore investigation of their genetic and environmental influences shows 
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that while Psychopathy and Narcissism have a moderate-to-large heritable 

component, Machiavellianism was found to have a smaller heritable component 

and unlike the other Dark Triad traits and Big Five personality traits, it showed 

a significant influence from the shared environment (Vernon et al., 2008). 

These results were supported by a follow up study that also investigated moral 

development (Campbell et al., 2009). The researchers found that the 

correlations that were found between the Dark Triad traits and moral 

development were not genetic but rather a result of correlated environmental 

factors. Furthermore, high moral development had no genetic influence, which 

suggests that this trait is developed through influential factors in our 

environment, such as our parents, teachers and/or role models.  

This research ties to the theory that some aspects of behaviour are due to 

features of our upbringing and shared environment: that prosocial behaviour is 

something we learn and some individuals do not learn this behaviour or that 

they learn that antisocial behaviour is acceptable. A study of African American 

children found that antagonistic social environments, such as those that exposed 

children to community crime, deviant peers and discrimination, as well as lack 

of exposure to positive environments, such as community collective efficacy 

and supportive parenting, resulted in an increased likelihood of developing a 

social schema that encompassed a hostile view of relationships, a focus on 

immediate rewards and gratification and a lack of commitment to social norms, 

and this positively related to crime (Simons & Burt, 2011). Although this study 

did not investigate the Dark Triad traits, it provides evidence that there may be 

aspects in the social environment that encourage behaviour associated with 

these traits. Furthermore a work environment may also have the same effect; 

individuals enter the workforce and organisational environments as young 

adults when aspects of personality and behaviour are still malleable (Leikas & 

Salmela-Aro, 2014). They learn quickly what behaviour and attitudes are 

acceptable and encouraged in the workplace, so the presence of Dark Triad 

traits in the working population may be influenced by aspects of the 

environment. This theory will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 3.  
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Another theory that potentially explains the existence and an adaptive 

aspect of the Dark Triad traits is an evolutionary theory that examines the traits 

within a reproductive framework, specifically a fast life history strategy. A fast 

life strategy is defined as one that is focused on mating, reproduction and 

immediate outcomes whereas a slow life strategy is one that emphasises 

parenting and investment in children and a focus on long-term survival. All of 

the Dark Triad traits have been found to positively correlate with a short-term 

mating strategy (Jonason, Li, Webster, & Schmitt, 2009; Jonason, Valentine, Li, 

& Harbeson, 2011).  

In light of this relationship, some researchers suggest that there is an 

evolutionary advantage or benefit of these traits in terms of their ability to 

facilitate exploitation of the resources around them for survival needs (Mealey, 

1995). However, more extensive analysis of the relationship between the Dark 

Triad traits and life strategies across a number of different countries (Jonason et 

al., 2017) has found that Psychopathy more than the other two traits is related to 

a fast life strategy. Additionally, Machiavellianism seemed to show no 

relationship with either a fast or a slow life strategy, this is potentially due to 

the shared variance between Psychopathy and Machiavellianism which 

correlates with a fast life strategy and other aspects of Machiavellianism 

correlating with a slow life strategy. Furthermore, Narcissism was associated 

with a slow life strategy. Although, this research was based on a cross-sectional 

design, utilised a composite measure of the Dark Triad and there were some 

issues with internal consistency for some of the measures, the results highlight 

that on the surface similar correlations may exists between the Dark Triad traits 

and external variables but further investigation elaborates on those correlations 

and demonstrates divergent relationships. Additionally, it highlights that 

although the terminology associated with these traits often has negative 

connotations, research has found correlations between these traits and strategies 

that benefit individuals. The next section examines the relationship between 

dark personality and workplace outcomes.       
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1.2.4 Dark Personality in the workplace 

Table 1.2 summarises the research published between 2016 and 2010 

investigating dark side personality in the workplace. This review included the 

HDS alongside the Dark Triad because a significant number of work-related 

studies have utilised the HDS and the subscales of Bold and Mischievous 

provide some insight in to the possible effects of Narcissism and Psychopathy 

on work-related outcomes. The goal with this review was to examine what 

work related variables have been examined by previous research and also the 

effects of dark personality on those variables, specifically if the effects are 

beneficial or detrimental to the individual that possess the dark traits or the 

organisation that individual works for. The review, albeit not exhaustive, 

highlights that for the majority of the dependent variables investigated, dark 

personality traits do not have a consistent and significant negative effect.  

Of the 57 studies reviewed, 13 investigated the dark side (HDS), 14 

examined the Dark Triad, 9 assessed Machiavellianism, 10 assessed Narcissism 

and 11 assessed Psychopathy. Of those measuring the Dark Triad, 8 used the 

Dirty Dozen (DD), 3 used the Short Dark Triad (SD3), 1 used both the SD3 and 

DD, and 2 used separate measures of the Dark Triad. It is unexpected that such 

a large portion of studies have examined the Dark Triad traits separately after 

Paulhus and Williams (2002) discussed the importance of them being 

investigated together and this was reiterated by Furnham et al. (2013) in their 

10-year review. 

Nearly all of the studies reviewed examined the effects of the Dark 

Triad traits at the trait level, however six did investigate the sub-factors the 

Dark Triad traits and all of them found divergent relationships between the sub-

factors and outcome variables (Grijalva & Newman, 2015; Maynard, Brondolo 

& Connelly, 2015; Schütte et al., 2018; Miller & Konopaske, 2014; Meurs, Fox, 

Kessler & Spector, 2013; Akhtar, Ahmetoglu & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2012). 

However, all of these only investigated a single trait within the Dark Triad, the 

majority examined Narcissism, one examined Machiavellianism and two 

Psychopathy. Therefore it is unclear if these sub-factor relationships would still 

be significant once the other Dark Triad traits have been controlled for. Not one 



46 

study between 2016 and 2010 investigated the sub-factors of all the Dark Triad 

traits related to work outcomes. As Table 1.2 shows, various different outcome 

variables were investigated including those related to the individual such as 

satisfaction and well-being and those related to the organisation such as task 

performance, organisational citizenship behaviours and counterproductive work 

behaviours.  

A handful of studies investigated the relationship between an 

individuals’ level of Dark Triad traits and their own job or career satisfaction 

(Spurk, Keller & Hirschi, 2015; Jonason, Wee & Li, 2015; Hirschi & Jaensch, 

2015; Michel & Bowling, 2013). Additionally, another group of studies 

investigated supervisors’ levels of the Dark Triad traits and subordinates level 

of satisfaction (Mathieu & Babiak, 2016; Volmer, Koch & Göritz, 2016; 

Sanecka, 2013; Mathieu, Neuman, Hare & Babiak, 2014). A number of studies 

investigated negative work variables such as counterproductive work 

behaviours (Grijalva and Newman, 2015; Schütte et al., 2018; DeShong, Grant 

& Mullins-Sweatt, 2015; Michel & Bowling, 2013; Meurs et al., 2013; Den 

Hartog & Belschak, 2012), bullying (Pilch & Turska, 2014; Baughman, 

Dearing, Giammarco & Vernon, 2012) and fraudulent activity (Zhao, Zhang & 

Xu, 2016).  

Although the majority of the studies examining counterproductive work 

behaviours have found positive relationships between the Dark Triad traits and 

these negative work behaviours, one has found the opposite result. Grijalva and 

Newman (2015) found that when examining the factors of Narcissism, 

Leadership/Authority had a negative relationship with CWBs, which is a 

beneficial effect and Entitlement/Exploitativeness had a positive relationship 

and therefore detrimental effect, increasing CWBs, where as the other factors 

had no significant relationships. This research highlights that although at the 

trait level there is a detrimental effect of the Dark Triad traits this may not be 

consistent at the sub-factor level and suggests the need for research that 

examines both the traits and sub-factors of the Dark Triad. 
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Table 1.2: Overview of research published investigating dark side personality in the work place between 2016 and 2010. 
Year Author N % 

Male 
Type Personality Measure Work outcome Measure Sig Beneficial 

effect 
Sig detrimental 
effect 

2016 Palaiou, 
Zarola and 
Furnham 

451 11% Employees Dark side HDS Positive 
Organisational 
Attitudes 

Various Bold 
Diligent 
Dutiful 

Excitable 
Sceptical 
Leisurely 

       Negative 
Organisational 
Attitudes 

Various Reserved 
Bold 

Excitable 
Sceptical 
Cautious 

2016 Treglown, 
Palaiou, 
Zarola and 
Furnham 

451 11% Employees Dark side HDS Burnout Copenhagen 
Burnout Inventory 
– Self-report 

Reserved 
Bold 

Excitable 
Cautious 

       Resilience Resilience Scale – 
Self-report 

Bold 
Imaginative 
Diligent 

Excitable 
Cautious 

2016 Crossley, 
Woodworth, 
Black and 
Hare 

206 36% Students Dark Triad SRP-III 
Mach-IV 
NPI 

Negotiation - face 
to face 

Buyer/seller 
negotiation form 

Machiavellianism  

       Computer mediated Buyer/seller 
negotiation form 

 DT composite 

2016 Mathieu and 
Babiak 

97 34% Employees Psychopathy B-scan 360 - 
Psychopathy of 
supervisor 

Abusive supervision Abusive 
Supervision Scale 

 Psychopathy 

       Job satisfaction 
(subordinate) 

Minnesota 
Satisfaction 
Questionnaire 

 Psychopathy 

       Turnover intentions 
(subordinate) 

Adaptation of 
Intention to Leave 

 Psychopathy 

2016 Volmer, Koch 
and Göritz 

811 44% Employees Dark Triad Dirty Dozen of 
supervisor 

Objective career 
success 

Salary and 
promotions 

Narcissism Machiavellianism 

       Subjective career 
success 

Career satisfaction 
scale 

Narcissism Machiavellianism 
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       Psychological well-
being 

German 
Oldenburg 
Burnout Inventory 
Index of Affective 
Job Satisfaction 

 Psychopathy 
Machiavellianism 

2016 Roczniewska 
and Bakker 

126 18% Employees Psychopathy Eysenck ENP Job crafting Job Crafting Scale  Psychopathy 

  135 78% Employees Dark Triad Dirty Dozen  Job crafting Job Crafting Scale Narcissism Psychopathy 

2016 Woo, Chae 
and Jebb 

617 48% Employees Dark side HDS Turnover speed Survival time 
Turnover reasons 

Moving toward Moving against 
Moving away 

2016 Wisse and 
Sleebos 

740 42% Employees Dark Triad Dirty Dozen  Abusive supervision Subordinate rating 
of Supervisor 

 Psychopathy 
Machiavellianism 

2016 Gøtzsche-
Astrup, 
Jakobsen and 
Furnham 

264 78% Employees Dark side HDS Job-level 3 groups: entry�
level supervisors, 
middle managers, 
and executives 

Imaginative 
Colourful 
Bold 

Cautious 
Dutiful 

2016 Zhao, Zhang 
and Xu 

404 41% Employees Dark Triad SD3 Bribe-offering 
behaviour 

Bribe-offering 
scenario – Self-
report 

 Machiavellianism 
Narcissism 
Psychopathy 

  386 49% Employees Dark Triad SD3 Bribe-taking 
behaviour 

Bribe-taking 
scenario– Self-
report 

 Machiavellianism 
Psychopathy 
Narcissism 

2016 Furnham, 
Treglown, 
Hyde and 
Trickey 

1,458 
2,548 

60% 
68% 

Employees Dark side HDS Alturism MVPI Imaginative 
Diligent  
Dutiful 

Excitable 
Sceptical 
Reserved 

2015 Grijalva and 
Newman 

433 28% Employees Narcissism NPI CWB WDS – Self-report Leadership/ 
Authority 

Exploitative/ 
Entitlement  

2015 Spurk, Keller 
and Hirschi 

934 54% Employees Dark Triad Dirty Dozen Objective career 
success 
 
Subjective career 
success 

Salary and 
leadership position 
(status) 
Career satisfaction 
scale 

Narcissism 
Machiavellianism 
 
Machiavellianism 

 
 
 
Psychopathy 
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2015 Smith, 
Wallace and 
Jordan 

549 >90% Employees Dark Triad Dirty Dozen Task performance 
Helping behaviours 

Supervisor-rated  Narcissism 
 
Psychopathy 

2015 Jonason, Wee 
and Li 

361 56% Employees Dark Triad Dirty Dozen Job satisfaction 
Thinking of quitting 

Self-report  Machiavellianism 
 
Machiavellianism 

2015 Kaiser, 
LeBreton and 
Hogan 

4,906 71% Employees Dark side HDS Forceful Leadership 
 
Enabling 
Leadership 
 
Strategic 
Leadership 
 
Operational 
Leadership 

Leadership 
Versatility Index 
360-ratings 

Excitable 
 
Dutiful 
 
Imaginative 
 
Imaginative 

Cautious 
Dutiful 
Excitable 
 
Cautious 
 
Diligent 

2015 Schütte, 
Blickle, 
Frieder, 
Wihler, 
Schnitzler, 
Heupel and 
Zettler 

161 45% Employees Psychopathy PPI-R CWB-I  
 
 
 
 
Contextual 
performance 

 WDS – Self-
report 
 
 
Job performance 
rating scale – Self-
report 

 Machiavellian 
egocentricity 
Blame 
externalisation  
Self-centered 
impulsivity 
Rebellious 
nonconformity 

2015 DeShong, 
Grant and 
Mullins-
Sweatt 

163 28% Students 
(employed) 

Dark Triad Elemental 
Psychopathy 
assessment, Five 
Factor Narcissism 
Inventory, 
Machiavellianism 
Personality Scale 

CWB WDS – Self-report  Psychopathy 
Narcissism 
Machiavellianism 

2015 Akhtar, 
Humphreys 
and Furnham 

194 66% Employees Dark side HDS Business 
intelligence 

HBRI – Self-
report 

 Excitable 

2015 Hirschi and 
Jaensch 

314 32% Employees Narcissism NPI Career satisfaction 
Salary 

Career satisfaction 
scale – Self-report 

Narcissism  
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2015 Mathieu and 
Babiak 

423 53% Employees Psychopathy Corporate 
Psychopathy - B-
Scan 360 ratings of 
supervisor 

Job satisfaction 
 
 
Turnover intentions 
 
Work motivation 
Job neglect 

Minnesota 
Satisfaction 
Questionnaire – 
Self-report 
Motivation at 
work scale – Self-
report 
Withholding effort 
scales 

 Psychopathy 

2015 Maynard, 
Brondolo and 
Connelly 

292 55% Employees Narcissism NPI Perceived 
overqualification 
Job satisfaction 
Work stress 

Scale of Perceived 
Overqualification  
Job in General 
Stress Diagnostic 
Survey 

 Exploitiveness/ 
entitlement 
 
All facets 

2015 Furnham 5,337 79% Employees Dark side HDS Abstract thinking 
 
 
 
Divergent thinking 

Graduate and 
managerial 
assessment: 
abstract  
 
Consequences  

Mischievous 
Colourful 
Imaginative 

Cautious 
Diligent 

2015 Wisse, 
Barelds and 
Rietzschel 

306 43% Employees Dark Triad Dirty Dozen Perceived employee 
innovative 
behaviour 

Scale of individual 
innovative 
behavior in the 
workplace 

Narcissism Machiavellianism 

2015 Belschak, Den 
Hartog and 
Kalshoven 

115 
141 

59% 
53% 

Employees Machiavellianism 8-item Mach-IV Transformational 
leadership 
Challenging 
citizenship 

Subordinate-rated 
 
Supervisor-rated 

 Machiavellianism 

2014 Reina, Zhang 
and Peterson 

97 87% CEOs Narcissism NPI-16 Prior firm 
performance  
CEO organisational 
identification  
TMT behavioural 
integration 
Firm performance  

Return on assets 
Organisational 
identification  
Top management 
team integration – 
self-report 

 Narcissism 
 
Narcissism 
 
Narcissism 
 
Narcissism 

2014 Pilch and 117 44% Employees Machiavellianism Mach-IV Involvement in Unethical  Machiavellianism 
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Turska  bullying Behavior 
Questionnaire – 
self-report 

2014 Miller and 
Konopaske 

270 
214 

51% 
54% 

Employees Machiavellianism Mach-IV 
MPS 

Work ethic 
Perceived work 
entitlement 

Equity preference 
questionnaire – 
self-report 

Desire for Status Machiavellianism 
Machiavellianism 
Amorality 
Desire for Status 
Distrust of Others 

2014 Woodley and 
Allen 

829 29% Students Dark Triad Dirty Dozen 
SD3 

Equity sensitivity Equity preference 
questionnaire – 
self-report 

 Psychopathy  
Machiavellianism 
Narcissism (but 
only with DD) 

2014 Kuyumcu and 
Dahling 

121 23% Employees Machiavellianism MPS Career self-interest 
Organisational 
constraint 
Task performance 

Self-report 
 
 
Supervisor-report 

Machiavellianism  

2014 Mathieu, 
Neumann, 
Hare and 
Babiak 

116 
476 

14% 
63% 

Employees Psychopathy B-scan 360 ratings 
of corporate 
Psychopathy of 
Supervisor 

Psychological well-
being 
Work-family 
conflict 
Job satisfaction 

General Health 
Questionnaire 
Work-Family 
Conflict 
Questionnaire 
Minnesota 
Satisfaction 
Questionnaire -  
Self-report 

 Psychopathy 
 
Psychopathy 
(only in Sample 
2) 
Psychopathy 

2013 Park, Ferrero, 
Colvin and 
Carney 

70 63% Students 
(employed) 

Narcissism NPI Economic gain 
Empathic accuracy 
Trust evaluation 

Negotiation 
outcomes and 
counterpart 
evaluations 

Narcissism 
 

 
Narcissism 
Narcissism 
 

2013 Mathieu and 
St-Jean 

655 11-
53% 

Students 
and 
Employees 

Narcissism NPI-16 Intention to start a 
business  

 Narcissism 
 

 

2013 Michel and 
Bowling 

381 46% Employees Narcissism NPI Job satisfaction 
Organisational 
commitment 
CWB 

Self-report Narcissism 
Narcissism 

 
 
 
Narcissism 

2013 Sanecka 153 29% Employees Psychopathy Triarchic Satisfaction with   Psychopathy 
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Psychopathy 
Measure of 
Supervisor 

Supervisor 
Negative mood 
Positive mood  
Job satisfaction 
Organisational 
Commitment 

 
Job affect 
 

 
Psychopathy 
Psychopathy 
Psychopathy 
Psychopathy 

2013 O'Reilly, 
Doerr, 
Caldwell and 
Chatman 

32 97% CEOs Narcissism Adjectives from 
NPI – other rated 

CEO total 
compensation 
CEO- compensation 
gap 
CEO total 
shareholding value 

Databases Narcissism 
 
 
 
Narcissism 

 
 
Narcissism 

2013 Zettler and 
Solga 

235 49% Employees Machiavellianism MPS Task performance 
OCB-O 
OCB-I 
OCB-CH 

Other-rated  
Machiavellianism 
Machiavellianism 
Machiavellianism 

Machiavellianism 
Machiavellianism 
Machiavellianism 
Machiavellianism 

2013 Westerlaken 
and Woods 

115 37% Students Psychopathy SRP-III-R Transformational 
leadership 
Transactional 
leadership 
Laissez-faire 
leadership 

Multifactor 
leadership 
questionnaire – 
self-report 

 Psychopathy 
 
 
 
Psychopathy 

2013 Meurs, Fox, 
Kessler and 
Spector 

515 19% Employees Narcissism NPI Interpersonal 
conflict 
 
Organisational 
constraints 
 
 
CWB-O 
 
CWB-P 

Self-report  
 
Leadership/ 
Authority 
Grandiose 
Exhibitionism 
Leadership/ 
Authority 
Leadership/ 
Authority 
 

Entitlement/ 
Exploitiveness 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Grandiose 
Exhibitionism 

2012 Akhtar, 
Ahmetoglu 
and 
Chamorro-

435 51% Employees Psychopathy LSRP Entrepreneurial 
awareness  
Entrepreneurial 
creativity  

Measure of 
entrepreneurial 
tendencies and 
abilities – self-

Primary 
Psychopathy 
Primary 
Psychopathy 
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Premuzic Opportunism  
 
Vision  
 
Corporate 
Entrepreneurship  
Inventive 
Entrepreneurship  
Traditional 
Entrepreneurship  
Social 
Entrepreneurship  

report 
 
Entrepreneurial 
success – self-
report 
 

Primary 
Psychopathy 
Primary 
Psychopathy 
 
 
 
 
Primary 
Psychopathy 

Secondary 
Psychopathy 

2012 Stevens, 
Deuling and 
Armenakis 

272 31% Students Psychopathy SRP-III Moral 
disengagement 
Unethical decision 
making 

4-items, 4-
scenarios – self-
report 

 Psychopathy 
 
Psychopathy 

2012 Den Hartog 
and Belschak 

200 53% Employees Machiavellianism 8-item Mach-IV Ethical leadership 
Work engagement 
Manager-rated 
initiative 
CWB 

Subordinate-rated 
Ethical leadership 
behavior scale 
Utrecht Work 
Engagement Scale 

  
 
 
 
Machiavellianism 

2012 Baughman, 
Dearing, 
Giammarco 
and Vernon 

657 31% - Dark Triad SD3 Bullying Aggression scale 
Cyber bullying 

 Psychopathy  
Machiavellianism 
Narcissism 

2012 Jonason, 
Slomski and 
Partyka 

419 30% Various Dark Triad Dirty Dozen Manipulation tactics Self-report  Machiavellianism 
Psychopathy  
Narcissism 

2012 Carson, 
Shanock, 
Heggestad, 
Andrew, Pugh 
and Walter 

1,796 58% Employees Dark side HDS Derailment 
potential behaviours 
Involuntary 
turnover 
Voluntary turnover 

360 reports 
 
Employee records 

  
 
 
Moving against 

2012 Furnham, 
Trickey and 
Hyde 

4,943 43% Employees Dark side HDS Managerial 
potential 

HPI Bold 
Mischievous 
Colourful 
Diligent 

Excitable 
Skeptical 
Cautious 
Reserved 
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Leisurely 
Imaginative 
Dutiful 

2011 Harms, Spain 
and Hannah 

919 81% Army 
Officer 
Cadets 

Dark side HDS Development of 
leadership 
competence and 
character 

Periodic 
development 
review reports 
(longitudinal data) 

Cautious 
Bold 
Colourful 
Dutiful 

Skeptical 
Imaginative 

2011 Zettler, 
Friedrich and 
Hilbig 

154 51% Employees Machiavellianism German 
Machiavellianism 
Scale 

Career commitment 
Other-orientated 
commitment 
Organisational 
commitment 
Supervisor 
commitment 
Team commitment 

Affective 
commitment scale 

Machiavellianism 
 
 
 

 
Machiavellianism 
 
Machiavellianism 
 
 
 
Machiavellianism 

2011 Shultz and 
Zedeck 

1,148 57% Employees Dark side HDS Lawyer 
effectiveness 

Law school 
admission test 

 Excitable 
Reserved 

2011 Zagenczyk, 
Restubog, 
Kiewitz, 
Kiazad and 
Tang 

199 
156 
152 
259 

56% Various Machiavellianism 5-items based on 
Mach – IV 

OCB 
Task Performance 

Peer-reported 
 
Supervisor-
reported 

 Machiavellianism 

2010 Boddy 346 54% Employees Psychopathy Psychopathy 
Measure – 
Management 
Research Version 

Corporate Social 
Responsibility 

4 statements - self-
report 

 Psychopathy 

2010 Kiazad, 
Restubog, 
Zagenczyk, 
Kiewitz and 
Tang 

107 
200 

51% 
32% 

Employees Machiavellianism Mach IV Abusive supervision 
Authoritarian 
leadership 
Organisation-based 
self-esteem 

Subordinates  
 

Machiavellianism  
Machiavellianism 
 
Machiavellianism 

2010 Clark, 
Lelchook and 
Taylor 

323 27% Students 
(employed) 

Narcissism NPI Workaholism Work addiction 
risk test 

 Naricissism 

2010 Babiak, 
Neumann and 
Hare 

203 78% Employees Psychopathy PCL-R Communication 
skills 
Creative/innovative 

360-ratings Psychopathy 
Psychopathy 
Psychopathy 
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Strategic thinking 
Management style 
Team player 
Leadership skills 
Performance 
appraisal 

 Psychopathy 
Psychopathy 
 
Psychopathy 

2010 Burch and 
Foo 

103 55% Employees Dark side HDS Creativity 
 
 
 
Customer Focus 

Annual 
Performance 
Review rated by 
Supervisor 

Skeptical 
Bold 
Mischievous 
Imaginative 
Cautious 
Dutiful 

 

Note. HDS=Hogan Development Survey, HPI=Hogan Personality Inventory, MVPI=Motives, Values and Preferences Inventory, HBRI=Hogan Business Reasoning Inventory, SRP-III= 
Self-Report Psychopathy Scale, PCL-R=Psychopathy Checklist-Revised, LRSPS = Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy Scale, PPI= Psychopathic Personality Inventory, NPI = Narcissitic 
Personality Inventory, SD3=Short Dark Triad, CWB=Counterproductive work behaviours, CWB-P=Counterproductive work behaviours – directed at persons, CWB-O=Counterproductive 
work behaviours – directed at organisation, OCB=Organisational citizenship behaviour, OCB-O= Organisational citizenship behaviour – organisation, OCB-I = Organisational citizenship 
behaviour – individual, OCB-CH=Organisational citizenship behaviour – change oriented, WDS=Workplace Deviance Scale, Schütte et al., 2015 was an advanced online publication it 
was physically published in 2018 and this is year used in References. 
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However, other negative behaviours have shown a consistent positive 

and therefore detrimental effect with all of the Dark Triad traits. One such study 

investigated the effect of the Dark Triad traits on bribe offering and bribe taking 

behaviour (Zhao et al., 2016). The study showed that all of the Dark Triad traits 

positively related to both of these behaviours. Individuals are more likely to 

offer bribes and take bribes if they have high levels of Narcissism, 

Machiavellianism and Psychopathy. However, the authors examined the effects 

of the Dark Triad traits separately rather than controlling for the effects of the 

Dark Triad traits so it is unclear if the significant negative effects of the three 

traits was due to the shared variance between them and once controlled for 

some of these effects may not be significant. This highlights the importance of 

analysing the Dark Triad traits together rather than separately.   

However even with consistent effects, some research does show there is 

still a distinction between the Dark Triad traits: so all of the traits show a 

significant correlation in the same direction but the strength of that correlation 

varies. When examining bullying (Baughman et al., 2012) although all of the 

Dark Triad traits had a significant positive relationship with bullying, the 

correlation between Psychopathy and bullying was higher than for the other two 

traits. However, when examining the use of manipulation techniques (Jonason, 

Slomski, & Partyka, 2012) Machiavellianism had the strongest correlation 

compared to the other two traits. Although these studies used different 

composite measures of the Dark Triad and the data was all self-report, it does 

support the distinction between the three traits and in particular 

Machiavellianism and Psychopathy. 

Nearly all of these studies examined simple linear relationships, some 

also examined moderators and mediators but one study (Zettler & Solga, 2013) 

examined a curvilinear relationship between Machiavellianism and task 

performance and organisational citizenship behaviours. The results showed a 

linear negative effect for task performance but a significant curvilinear 

relationship across all of the organisational citizenship behaviours. The results 

showed that intermediate levels of Machiavellianism correlated with the highest 

levels of organisational citizenship behaviours compared to the higher and 
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lower levels of Machiavellianism. These findings suggest more research should 

investigate curvilinear relationships to identify the optimal levels of the Dark 

Triad traits. 

Only two studies investigated gender differences in the Dark Triad traits 

(Jonason et al., 2015; Jonason et al., 2012), however both of these studies 

examined whether the Dark Triad traits mediated the relationship between 

participants gender and the outcome variable investigated. Neither study looked 

at whether the Dark Triad traits had the same relationship with outcome 

variables for both males and females. Although research (Muris et al., 2017) 

has found gender differences among the Dark Triad traits very few studies have 

extensively examined the effect of gender differences on the Dark Triad traits 

relationships with work outcomes.     

1.2.5 Gender differences and Dark Personality 

Research from psychopathology suggests that there are gender 

differences in Antisocial Personality Disorder (Cale & Lilienfeld, 2002) and 

Narcissistic Personality Disorder (Stinson et al., 2008). Men on average are 

more likely than women to suffer from these types of personality disorders and 

these results have been evidenced extensively in the clinical literature. 

Extrapolating these findings to the general population would suggest that in 

non-clinical samples men on average would tend to score higher on all of the 

Dark Triad compared to women. However, it is important to note here that the 

clinical literature has not explored the Dark Triad simultaneously in clinical or 

forensic samples at yet. On the other hand, the personality disorder literature 

has examined gender differences and shown that men and women differ in the 

presentation of these disorders; men are more likely to be Schizoid and 

Antiocial and women are more likely to be Avoidant (Furnham & Trickey, 

2011). 

However, this exploration of gender differences has not extended to the 

relationship between personalities: bright or dark side, in the workplace. 

Although, research has established that there are gender differences in the Big 

Five and bright side of personality through meta-analytic review (Giudice, 

Booth, & Irwing, 2012; Weisberg, DeYoung, & Hirsh, 2011), no meta-analysis 
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as yet has investigated whether personality traits differentially impact 

performance for males and females. Notably, only two of the meta-analyses 

(Huang et al., 2014; van Aarde, et al., 2017) that examined personality and 

work outcomes in Table 1.1 even reported the percentage of male and female 

participants included in their reviews. Nevertheless, a handful of individual 

studies have shown that personality traits can have a different impact on work 

outcomes for males and females (Bausch, Michel, & Sonntag, 2014; Huszczo & 

Endres, 2017). In one such study (Huszczo & Endres, 2017), the authors found 

that Conscientiousness and Openness were more strongly related to leadership 

self-efficacy in women than men and Extraversion was more influential for men.  

Furthermore, a meta-analysis of the Dark Triad has found consistent 

differences between the sexes. Muris et al. (2017) found a medium effect size 

for Psychopathy (r = .29) and small effect sizes for Machiavellianism (r = .16) 

and Narcissism (r = .15) in the expected direction across 65 samples with 

25,930 participants. These gender difference effects were found across all of the 

Dark Triad measurement scales used in this review. However, once they 

controlled for the shared variance between the traits they found that only 

Psychopathy (r = .24) remained significant. Suggesting that Psychopathy is 

potentially what is driving the differences between men and women in the Dark 

Triad. The antisocial and aggressive facets of Psychopathy may be what is 

driving this difference between men and women but further exploration at the 

sub-factor level is needed to understand why there are gender differences and 

what effect, if any, these gender differences may have on work outcomes.     

Although, there are some methodological issues with composite 

measures of the Dark Triad traits (which will be discussed in Chapter 2), 

research (Chiorri, Garofalo, & Velotti, 2017; Pechorro et al., 2018) has shown 

that there is measurement invariance between the genders for the Short Dark 

Triad and the Dirty Dozen. Consequently, previous research that has utilised 

these measures and found differences between the genders is evidence that 

there are genuine group differences for the Dark Triad. Furthermore, a meta-

analytic review of gender differences in Narcissism (Grijalva, Newman, et al., 

2015) found that in 355 studies utilising the NPI men on average were more 
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narcissistic than women (d = .26). The facets driving this difference were found 

to be the Exploitative/Entitlement facet (d = .29) and the Leadership/Authority 

facet (d = .20). The Exploitative/Entitlement facet of the NPI has also been 

found to have the strongest correlation with negative outcomes, such as 

aggression (Reidy, Zeichner, Foster, & Martinez, 2008) and counterproductive 

work behaviour (Grijalva & Newman, 2015).  

Research examining gender differences in Machiavellianism is more 

scarce. However, some studies have shown that men on average tend to score 

higher than women on this trait (Austin, Farrelly, Black, & Moore, 2007; 

Christie & Geis, 1970; Tang & Chen, 2008). In their 2008 study, Tang and 

Chen found that Machiavellianism was a mediator between love of money and 

unethical behaviour for male students but not for female students. Although the 

relationship between love of money and Machiavellianism was significant for 

males and females, the relationship between Machiavellianism and unethical 

behaviour was not significant for females. This is only a single study but 

potentially suggests that Machiavellianism may have a differential effect on 

work outcomes for men compared to women.  

Due to the lack of research investigating gender differences in the Dark 

Triad traits related to workplace outcomes, gender differences will be examined 

in this thesis. Specifically, to investigate whether the Dark Triad traits have a 

consistent influence in both males and females when predicting workplace 

outcomes and in addition, whether moderator variables have the same effect on 

the Dark Triad traits for males and females when predicting work outcomes.  !
1.2.6 Moderators of the Dark Triad 

 There are limited studies that have examined all three of the Dark Triad 

traits related to workplace outcomes, therefore there are very few that have 

examined moderators of the relationship between the Dark Triad traits and 

work-relevant outcomes. However, some of the few are discussed below.  

1.2.6.1 Authority. 

In their 2012 meta-analysis of the Dark Triad and job performance and 

counterproductive work behaviours, O’Boyle et al. examined the moderating 

effects of authority, defined as an individual's level within the hierarchy of their 
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organisation, and in-group collectivism, which focuses on the cultural 

environment within an organisation. They expected authority to attenuate the 

relationship between Psychopathy and Machiavellianism and work behaviour 

and amplify the relationship between Narcissism and work behaviour. High 

narcissists in positions of authority were expected to dominate their 

subordinates and engage in self-serving behaviour that would increase the 

negative effects of this trait on work behaviour. However, those high in 

Psychopathy and Machiavellianism and in positions of authority are likely to 

have developed an ability to suppress or hide the negative effects of these traits 

in the workplace. O’Boyle et al. (2012) found that there was partial support for 

authority as a moderator of Psychopathy and Narcissism but not for 

Machiavellianism. Those in roles of authority had a weaker relationship 

between Psychopathy and counterproductive work behaviours and the negative 

relationship between Narcissism and job performance was greater. However, 

their analysis of authority was based on individuals in positions of power, 

which included managers, leaders, CEOs but also police officers and correction 

officers, the later group are unique in the authority they have over individuals 

but they do not necessarily have the same authority within their organisation, 

this may have masked the true effect of authority as a moderator of the Dark 

Triad.    

These results (O’Boyle et al., 2012) suggest that the negative effects of 

Machiavellianism are not moderated by authority but psychopaths in authority 

positions have either developed a way to suppress their negative behaviour: 

control their impulses and antisocial tendencies, or they have found alternative 

avenues to expel these behaviours that does no relate to counterproductive work 

behaviours. As expected narcissists, take advantage of their position in 

authority to bully their subordinates and look out for only themselves. However, 

it is important to highlight that the effect sizes of the Dark Triad traits on 

performance and the moderation effects of authority were small and, therefore, 

add little in terms of a further understanding of the relationship between the 

Dark Triad traits and workplace outcomes. More recent research (Wisse & 

Sleebos, 2016) has found supervisors who perceive their position as powerful 
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have a stronger relationship between their level of Machiavellianism and their 

subordinate’s rating of abusive supervision. However, the results for 

Psychopathy and Narcissism were not significant. Although this study utilised 

the Dirty Dozen, it does suggest that authority may moderate Machiavellianism 

in terms of amplifying its negative effects rather than attenuating them as 

suggested by O’Boyle et al. (2012).     

1.2.6.2 Culture. 

The other moderator investigated in the meta-analysis (O’Boyle et al., 

2012): in-group collectivism, measured by the culture of the organisation, was 

expected to increase the negative effects of the Dark Triad on work behaviour. 

Those cultures that are higher in in-group collectivism are likely to be less 

tolerant of behaviour that violates the interpersonal relationships between 

colleagues. This type of antisocial behaviour is prevalent among those with 

high levels of the Dark Triad traits. However, in-group collectivism only 

partially moderated the relationship between Narcissism and both work 

outcomes, though the direction of moderation was the opposite direction for 

CWBs. Additionally these moderations were only significant at p < .10 and 

there were no significant moderation effects between culture and Psychopathy 

and Machiavellianism. Both moderators in this meta-analysis, culture and 

authority, appear to have a greater effect on Narcissism and little to no effect on 

Psychopathy and Machiavellianism, but again low effect sizes for Narcissism 

and work performance and the moderators suggests that the these moderators 

provide little insight in to the relationship between the Dark Triad traits and 

work performance. However, the authors stated that the effect sizes found in the 

meta-analysis do indicate moderation but the moderators tested did not explain 

the variance in effect sizes adequately and therefore they suggested exploration 

of other moderator variables. 

1.2.6.3 Promotion focus. 

In more recent organisational research (Smith et al., 2015), promotion 

focus has been found to moderate the relationship between the Dark Triad and 

supervisor rated task-performance and helping behaviours. The authors found 

that the negative effects of Psychopathy and Narcissism but not 
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Machiavellianism were increased for those individuals that scored high in 

promotion focus. Promotion focus is one of two aspects of regulatory focus and 

encompasses the motivation systems, either approach or avoidance behaviour 

that individuals utilise to achieve their goals, it was measured using the 

Regulatory Focus Questionnaire. Promotion-focused individuals are interested 

in opportunities for gain: approach, where as those individuals motivated by the 

second aspect of regulatory focus: prevention, are attentive to preventing loss: 

avoidance (Higgins, 1998). Although traditionally promotion focus has been 

examined as a positive predictor of job performance, when interacting with 

Psychopathy and Narcissism the authors believe the risk element of the 

motivation is intensified by the inherent impulsivity and careless risk taking 

associated with both Psychopathy and Narcissism. Additionally, the callousness 

of Psychopathy is also likely to create a “win at all costs” attitude that will 

negatively effect supervisor-rated helping behaviours and task performance. 

Although significant moderation effects were found for Psychopathy and 

Narcissism no moderation effect or direct effect of Machiavellianism was found 

for either dependent variable. 

The work by Smith et al. (2015) helps to understand what motivational 

and situational factors make the Dark Triad traits more or less impactful on 

performance. The study utilised supervisor-rated performance which as the 

authors mentioned shows how the undesirable aspects of the Dark Triad can 

lead to negative ratings. However, the authors did use a short measure of the 

Dark Triad, the Dirty Dozen, which has received a number of criticisms about 

the number of items (Miller et al., 2012) and the unintended overlap between 

the traits (Kajonius, Persson, Rosenberg, & Garcia, 2016; Miller, Hyatt, 

Maples-Keller, Carter, & Lynam, 2016; Muris et al., 2017). Although the 

authors conducted a CFA to confirm the factor structure of the measure they did 

not appear to control for the other Dark Triad traits when examining each 

moderation so it is unclear whether the moderation effects would remain 

consistent once controlling for the shared variance of the Dark Triad traits. 
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1.2.6.4 Perceived organisational support. 

When examining perceived organisational support (POS) as a moderator 

between the Dark Triad and counterproductive work behaviours, Palmer, 

Komarraju, Carter, and Karau (2017) found that once they controlled for the 

shared variance of Psychopathy and Narcissism, Machiavellianism had 

significant negative relationships with all aspects of CWBs contrary to 

expectations. Furthermore, perceived organisational support had the opposite 

effect on Machiavellianism and CWBs, at higher POS the negative relationship 

became weaker. This suggests that the shared component of the Dark Triad may 

contribute to counterproductive behaviour rather than what is unique to 

Machiavellianism. However, the counterproductive work behaviours were 

measured using self-report and it could be that Machiavellians are more likely 

to lie when asked to report such behaviour in the workplace. Regardless of the 

results, this study highlights the importance of examining moderation effects 

will controlling for the commonality between the Dark Triad traits. However, 

the moderation effects were tested in independent models so it is unclear 

whether all these moderation effects would remain significant if entered into a 

single model. 

1.2.7 Mediators of the Dark Triad 

 There is a scarcity of research that has examined mediators between the 

Dark Triad traits and work related outcomes. However there are a few 

exceptions, Zhao et al. (2016) examined belief in good luck as a mediator 

between the Dark Triad traits and corrupt behaviour. Their study found that the 

relationship between bribe offering is fully mediated for Narcissism and 

partially mediated for the other traits by belief in good luck. A similar pattern of 

results was found for bribe taking behaviour, again, belief in good luck fully 

mediated the relationship for Narcissism and partially mediated for 

Psychopathy but no mediation was found for Machiavellianism.     

Furthermore, research has explored occupational self-efficacy and 

career engagement as mediators between Narcissism and career satisfaction and 

salary (Hirschi & Jaensch, 2015). The authors theorised that narcissists’ inflated 

view of self and their abilities would increase their occupational self-efficacy 
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and the associated attitudes and behaviours would improve career success. 

Furthermore, narcissists’ desire to be recognised and have authority was 

thought to predict career engagement, which again is a positive career 

behaviour that will improve career success. Their results showed support for 

both mediators on career satisfaction and for occupational self-efficacy 

mediating between Narcissism and salary. However, the authors only examined 

Narcissism and did not control for the effects of the other Dark Triad traits, 

additionally all of the measures were self-report which may have inflated the 

associations between variables.  

 Another exception examined the mediating role of perception of 

organisational politics (POP) between the Dark Triad traits and CWB (Baloch 

et al., 2017). The authors theorised that due to the inherent manipulative and 

exploitative behaviours and attitudes of the Dark Triad traits that individuals 

with these traits would be more aware of the informal organisational 

environment that is fundamental to organisational politics and that would 

explain the relationship between the traits and CWB. The authors also believed 

that political skills, the ability to influence others around you for personal or 

organisational gain, would moderate the relationship between the Dark Triad 

traits and POP. Their results showed partial mediation, though the indirect 

effect through POP was larger than the direct effect of the Dark Triad traits on 

CWBs. The findings also support the moderation effect, that individuals higher 

in political skills show a stronger relationship between the Dark Triad traits, but 

only Narcissism and Machiavellianism, and perceived organisational politics.   

 Although the study (Baloch et al., 2017) utilised the Dirty Dozen to 

measure the Dark Triad and the sample size was relatively small (n = 149) and 

from a single hospitality company in China, the results provide insight in to the 

mechanisms that may underlie the relationships between the Dark Triad traits 

and work outcomes. Due to the positive relationship between perceived 

organisational politics and the Dark Triad traits, in this thesis the attributes 

associated with an individuals’ informal network in the organisation will be 

investigated as potential mediators between the Dark Triad traits and job 

performance.   
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Chapter 2: An Empirical investigation of the measurement of the Dark 

Triad: A composite measure vs. separate measures 

2.1 Introduction 

With the burgeoning research investigating the Dark Triad, researchers 

have begun to scrutinise the measurement instruments used to assess these traits. 

Composite measures like the Short Dark Triad (SD3: Jones & Paulhus, 2014) 

and Dirty Dozen (DD: Jonason & Webster, 2010) have fewer items and reduce 

the time burden on participants. However, the short number of items per trait 

can reduce alpha reliability as well as their criterion validity, and the high inter-

correlations between the factors calls in to question the discriminate validity of 

each individual trait (Kajonius et al., 2016; Miller et al., 2012; Persson, 

Kajonius, & Garcia, 2017).  

If researchers are not accurately measuring the constructs they are 

investigating then their results, however statistically significant, are useless in 

furthering our understanding of personality traits, their influence on workplace 

outcomes and the processes that underlie those influences (Jackson & Paunonen, 

1985). Therefore, before beginning this current exploration of the processes that 

underlie the relationship between the Dark Triad traits and workplace outcomes 

it is of the upmost importance to investigate and select the most valid and 

reliable measurement tools.  

This chapter will review existing measures of the Dark Triad traits, 

including composite measures and measures that have been developed for each 

trait individually. Following this the first study will examine the factor structure 

underlying the dominant composite measure of the Dark Triad traits. The 

second study will examine the viability of using three separate measures of 

Psychopathy, Machiavellianism and Narcissism. The aim of this chapter is to 

select a measurement tool that fulfills the following criteria: 

• Items and wording that is appropriate for organisational settings 

• Concise as possible, while maintaining the identity of the traits and 

their underlying factors 

• Appropriate reliability and validity 



66 

2.1.1 Criterion for instrument selection 

Research conducted within organisations, albeit essential for 

organisational psychology can be difficult for academics. Although a 

continuous supply of undergraduate students and paid participants on sites such 

as Amazon MTurk or Prolific are available, such samples can often only be 

used to pilot and test an initial theory but add little value in terms of 

generalising findings to employees and organisational settings. Therefore it is 

important for academics to have access to organisations and their employees. 

However, these participants are often not compensated for the time taken to 

complete a survey, are time-poor and are concerned with how data collected on 

their personality, behaviour and attitudes may be used by their organisation. 

Consequently, many HR managers, who are most often the point people 

between academics and organisations, ask to review surveys and questionnaire 

items before they are sent to employees. As the main goal of this thesis is to 

explore the potential beneficial aspects of the Dark Triad traits it is imperative 

that as many samples as possible are made up of employees. Therefore the 

following criterion was established in order to assess the measurement 

instruments utilised in this thesis:   

• !Items/wording that is appropriate for organisational settings. 

During a pilot study within an organisation individuals complained that 

certain items from the SD3 were inappropriate for employees to answer 

such as “I enjoy having sex with people I hardly know” and “I have 

never gotten into trouble with the law” The reference to the law suggests 

criminal activity and the majority of large institutions such as banks and 

law firms do not higher individuals that have undertaken any type of 

criminal activity.   

• Short measures. 

Time is a limited resource within organisational settings and attention 

spans are short so it is important that personality measures do not take 

too long to complete. Furthermore a lack of incentives or compensation 

means the brevity of surveys is essential. Consequently, 75 items is the 

absolute maximum threshold for the combined Dark Triad measure. 
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• Subscales/factors. 

This is imperative for the Psychopathy and Machiavellianism scales as 

sub-factors may provide insight in to how/why these measures appear to 

overlap empirically. Furthermore, previous research reviewed in 

Chapter 1 showed that overlap at the overall trait level can mask 

divergent patterns at the factor level. Reducing the dimensionality of 

personality traits reduces their predictive power.  

• Good reliability and validity. 

These three traits have been studied independently for a number of years 

and a multitude of measures have been developed, tested and utilised in 

previous research. Consequently, measures with good alpha and 

relatively stable factor structures will be considered necessary. 

2.2 Measurement of the Dark Triad 

When the term the Dark Triad was established in 2002 by Paulhus and 

Williams, the most popular measures, according to the authors, used to assess 

each individual trait: Self-Report Psychopathy scale (SRP-III) (Paulhus, 

Neumann, & Hare, in press), Mach-IV (Christie & Geis, 1970) and the 

Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI) (Raskin & Hall, 1979), were used 

together to measure the Dark Triad. Although each of these traits is 

theoretically multidimensional they are not always measured as such and in this 

original paper only the high level traits were discussed and measured. To 

elaborate, the SRP-III consists of 64 items measuring four factors: interpersonal 

exploitation, callous affect, erratic life style and antisocial behaviour. However, 

in their 2002 paper Paulhus and Williams only used 31 items of the SRP-III and 

it is not clear if this was an earlier version of the assessment that did not 

measure these factors or whether they only used specific factors of Psychopathy. 

Regardless of the intent behind each measurement instrument, their use in this 

paper established their role as the benchmark measurement tools for the 

assessment of the Dark Triad traits.   

However, other measures of Psychopathy, Machiavellianism and 

Narcissism were available at the time and others have been created since. 

Additionally, depending on the area of investigation, some researchers have 
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used alternative individual trait measures in tandem to assess the Dark Triad. 

For example, some authors (Jakobwitz & Egan, 2006; Wai & Tiliopoulos, 

2012) have used an alternative measure of Psychopathy, the Levenson Self-

Report Psychopathy scale (LRSP), alongside the standard Machiavellianism, 

Mach-IV and Narcissism measures, NPI. This choice of instrument is likely 

driven by the need to examine the two factors of Psychopathy individually and 

their results showed divergent relationships with the two factors of Psychopathy 

and the variables under investigation. Although, the factors underlying the high 

level Dark Triad traits are useful in understanding these traits better, there is a 

considerable cost of using them: participant time. The term parsimonious is 

used to describe the trade off between length of assessment and alpha of 

assessment. Although a single item measure is quick to complete, its reliability 

is incredibly poor. The most commonly used separate measures of the Dark 

Triad traits combine to 124 items, which raises concerns about deterring 

participation and for those individuals that do take part, response fatigue may 

be an issue. Consequently, this led to the creation of composite measures of the 

Dark Triad traits, specifically the Dirty Dozen (DD) by Jonason and Webster in 

2010 and soon after the Short Dark Triad (SD3) by Jones and Paulhus in 2014.   

Notably, some authors rather than utilising the three individual trait 

scores of Psychopathy, Machiavellianism and Narcissism, they have calculated 

and used a Dark Triad total score (averaged across all of the items of the Dirty 

Dozen, Short Dark Triad or even separate measures) (e.g. Aghababaei, 

Mohammadtabar, & Saffarinia, 2014; Baughman et al., 2012; Crysel, Crosier, 

& Webster, 2013). The rationale is that this overall Dark Triad composite score 

accounts for the majority of the variance and reflects participants’ dark 

tendencies. However, a number of researchers disagree with this approach as it 

completely overlooks any nuances effects of each individual trait (Glenn & 

Sellbom, 2015) and using a broad personality measure has reduced predictive 

power compared to more specific personality trait measures (Watts, Waldman, 

Smith, Poore, & Lilienfeld, 2017). Nonetheless, there are trade offs and 

advantages for using a composite score, individual scores and factors scores. 

The different levels of dimensionality give greater insight to the processes and 
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mechanisms that underlie the relationships between the Dark Triad and external 

variables.  

Table 2.1 summarises the assessments available to measure the Dark 

Triad as a composite as well as other frequently utilised measures for each 

individual trait. It is not an exhaustive list but covers those assessments that are 

frequently utilised in organisational psychology research. A column including 

the number of citations (taken from Google scholar) associated with each 

measure’s original paper is included to give an indication of how popular the 

assessment measure is with academic researchers. As a point of reference the 

paper by Paulhus and Williams (2002) that first introduces the Dark Triad 

concept currently has 2145 citations. In addition, a column detailing factors 

assessed by each tool and the number of assessment items shows the granularity 

of each measure and also the time burden for participants, quantifying the trade 

off.  
Table 2.1: Summary of measures available to assess the Dark Triad traits 
Measure Authors # 

Citations 
Traits / Factors # 

Items 
Composite     

Dirty Dozen 
(DD) 

(Jonason & 
Webster, 2010) 

589 Psychopathy  
Machiavellianism 
Narcissism 

T = 12 
4/F 

Short Dark 
Triad (SD3) 

(Jones & 
Paulhus, 2014) 

436 Psychopathy  
Machiavellianism 
Narcissism 

T = 27 
9/F 

Separate Measures: Psychopathy 
Self-report 
Psychopathy 
scale (SRP-III) 

(Paulhus et al., 
in press) 

532 Interpersonal exploitation 
Callous affect 
Erratic life style 
Antisocial behaviour 

T = 64 
16/F 

Psychopathy 
checklist revised 
(PCL-R) – 
measured 
through 
interview 

(Hare, 1991) 599 F1: callous/manipulative 
interpersonal style 
F2: antisocial action 
F1a: Interpersonal manipulation 
F1b: Cold affect 
F2a: Impulsive thrill-seeking 
F2b: Antisocial behaviour 

T = 20 

Psychopathic 
personality 
inventory –
revised (PPI-R) 

(Lilienfeld & 
Andrews, 1996; 
Lilienfeld & 
Widows, 2005) 

1566 Fearless dominance 
Self-centered impulsivity 
Lower order scales: social 
influence, fearlessness, stress 
immunity, rebellious 
nonconformity, blame 
externalization, carefree 

T = 154 
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nonplanfulness, Machiavellian 
egocentricity and 
coldheartedness 

Levenson self-
report 
Psychopathy 
scale (LSRP) 

(Levenson et al., 
1995) 

1322 Primary Psychopathy 
Secondary Psychopathy 

P1 = 16 
P2 = 10 

Eysenck 
Personality 
Questionnaire 

(Eysenck & 
Eysenck, 1975) 

5837 Psychoticism T = 25 

Separate Measures: Machiavellianism 
Mach-IV (Christie & 

Geis, 1970) 
1487 Machiavellianism T = 20 

Trimmed 
MACH 

(Rauthmann, 
2013) 

50 Machiavellianism T = 5 

Mach VI (Jones & 
Paulhus, 2008) 

N/A Machiavellianism T = 9 

Organisational 
Machiavellianis
m scale 

(Kessler et al., 
2010) 

117 Maintaining power 
Management practices 
Manipulativeness 

T= 18 
6/F 

Machiavellian 
personality scale 
(MPS) 

(Dahling et al., 
2009) 

333 Amorality 
Control 
Distrust 
Status 

T = 16 

Separate Measures: Narcissism 
Narcissistic 
personality 
inventory (NPI) 

(Raskin & Hall, 
1979) 

1616 Narcissism T = 40 

NPI-16 (Ames, Rose, & 
Anderson, 
2006) 

802 Narcissism T = 16 

NPI-13 (Gentile et al., 
2013). 

119 Narcissism 
Leadership/Authority 
Grandoise Exhibitionism 
Entitlement/Exploitativeness 

T = 13 
LA = 4 
GE = 5 
EE = 4 

California 
psychological 
inventory (CPI) 

(Wink & 
Gough, 1990) 

127 Narcissism T = 49 

Single item 
Narcissism scale 
(SINS) 

(Konrath, 
Meier, & 
Bushman, 2014) 

78 Narcissism T = 1 

Psychopathy has the largest variety of measurement tools, where as with 

Machiavellianism and Narcissism only a few alternatives have been created. 

With Narcissism the NPI and its variants are the most commonly used 

assessment methods. Although, the CPI was included in this table it is a 

propriety assessment method and currently is not commonly used in the 

literature. The Machiavellian Personality Scale is short and is the most 

commonly used alternative for the Mach-IV, especially in non-American 

samples. The Psychopathic Personality Inventory although well cited, has a 

large number of items and suffers from construct creep as the measure is too 
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broad and includes factors that are similar to Machiavellianism and Narcissism 

(Furnham et al., 2013).   

Although the Dirty Dozen has a greater number of citations, its use has 

declined over the last couple of years as a number of researchers have 

challenged the convergent validity of its factors and found troubling results 

(Kajonius et al., 2016; Miller et al., 2012).  Although the Short Dark Triad has 

also garnered some criticism over its factor structure, with some authors 

suggesting that the factors of Psychopathy and Machiavellianism overlap too 

much. However, this criticism is not just focused on the composite measures 

and the debate encompasses all of the literature on Machiavellianism (Miller et 

al., 2016). Therefore, for this first study the factor structure of the Short Dark 

Triad will be examined.  

Although a three-factor solution was proposed and found by Jones and 

Paulhus (2014), more recent statistical investigation suggests that a two-factor 

solution, with Machiavellianism and Psychopathy loading on the same factor 

and Narcissism on a separate factor is a better fit for the SD3 (Miller et al., 

2016; Persson et al., 2017). A two-factor model for the SD3 reduces the validity 

of using the instrument to assess the impact of the Dark Triad traits, as it is 

unable to distinguish between Psychopathy and Machiavellianism. Therefore 

the aim of the first study is to examine the factor-structure of the SD3 in order 

to determine if it can be used a valid tool for assessing all three of the Dark 

Triad traits.   

2.3 Study 2.1 

The first goal of this study was to replicate the original factor structure 

that was found for the SD3 by Jones and Paulhus (2014) by replicating the 

exploratory factor analysis (EFA) process utilised by the authors in their first 

study. Following this, alternative factor structures will be explored, including 

but not limited to: a two-factor structure with Psychopathy and 

Machiavellianism loading on a single factor and Narcissism on a separate factor 

as well as a one-factor solution with all of the three factors loading on to a 

single Dark Triad factor. This two-factor structure, which combines 

Psychopathy and Machiavellianism has been proposed and explored recently in 
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two studies (Miller et al., 2016; Persson et al., 2017). Consequently, it is 

hypothesized that the original three-factor solution will be the best fitting 

solution for the data. 

H1: The 3-factor solution of the SD3 will be the best fitting model tested. 

Following this EFA analysis, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) will 

be conducted to compare the one-factor, two-factor, three-factor, and four-

factor solutions found. Additionally, bifactor solutions that were examined by 

Persson et al. (2017) will also be examined utilising CFA. Bifactor solutions, as 

described by (Reise, 2012), have been around for a number of decades but have 

not been readily used when investigating personality scales, however recently 

they have seen a resurgence in the psychometric domain. Bifactor models are 

used when there is some sort of communality between subscales. From a 

theoretical perspective there is a broad target concept, such as a Dark Triad core, 

and within this concept there are specific narrow subdomains. The bifactor 

model consists of a general factor on to which every item loads and a group of 

orthogonal subscale factors. The general factor depicts what is common to the 

items and the group factors represent that which is not accounted for the general 

factor. This type of model is ideal in situations where multidimensionality is 

present (Reise, 2012; Reise, Moore, & Haviland, 2010).  

H2: A bifactor solution of the SD3 will be the best fitting model tested. 

2.4 Method 

2.4.1 Sample and Procedure 

The sample for this study consisted of 1101 individuals with 612 males 

and 470 females (18 individuals reported their gender as “other”). Participants 

were asked to report their age in brackets and just over half (62%) reported that 

they were between 18 and 24 years old, the next largest group was aged 25 to 

29 years (21%), and then 30 to 34 years (9%). The range of ages extended to 65 

years or more. The data was collected using an online survey that was 

advertised on the message board of a social platform in a group specifically for 

individuals interested in taking part in surveys. The group has 50,000 

subscribers. Participants were incentivised to take part in the survey in order to 

get feedback on their dark side personality scores. 



73 

2.4.2 Measures. 

2.4.2.1 Short Dark Triad. 

The Short Dark Triad (SD3) (Jones & Paulhus, 2014) is short measure 

of the Dark Triad and consists of 27 items rated on a 5-point Likert scale 

ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). It contains items that 

assess Machiavellianism: “It’s not wise to tell your secrets”, Narcissism: 

“People see me as a natural leader”, and Psychopathy: “I like to get revenge on 

authorities”. The reliability of the scale in this sample was: .78 for 

Machiavellianism, .71 for Narcissism and .72 for Psychopathy. The Cronbach’s 

alpha for all 27 items of the SD3 was .84. These results are inline with those 

found in the original paper (Cronbach's alpha!=!0.75 for Machiavellianism; 0.72 

for Psychopathy, 0.73 for Narcissism: Jones & Paulhus, 2014). It has been used 

by a number of authors to investigate the effects of the Dark Triad traits on a 

number of variables including insomnia symptoms (Akram et al., 2018), well-

being (Aghababaei & Błachnio, 2015) and interpersonal guilt (Giammarco & 

Vernon, 2015). 

2.5 Analysis 

In line with Jones and Paulhus (2014), to determine the number of 

factors to extract two tests were used: Velicer’s MAP criteria and a parallel 

analysis on the polychoric correlation matrix. Both were conducted in R using 

the psych package (Revelle, 2017). This was also the same method used by 

Persson et al. (2017). However the method of extraction used in the EFA was 

different in Persson et al. (2017) to Jones and Paulhus (2014): Jones and 

Paulhus used mean and variance adjusted weighted least squares extraction, 

Persson et al. used a minimum residual method for their EFA. Although both 

studies used a polychoric correlation matrix, which is the most appropriate 

correlation matrix to use for likert data and produces a more accurate model 

than factor analysis using a pearson correlation matrix (Holgado–Tello, 

Chacón–Moscoso, Barbero–García, & Vila–Abad, 2008). A number of 

different extraction processes are available for factor analysis and their 

appropriateness often depends on the underlying data. The maximum likelihood 

method is a commonly used extraction method but it may result in biased 
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estimates if the underlying data violates multivariate normality (Fabrigar, 

Wegener, MacCallum, & Strahan, 1999) or if outliers are present (Yuan & 

Zhong, 2008). However, many researchers do not employ a decision process to 

select the most suitable EFA extraction rather they are confined to an extraction 

method they know or are limited by the software they are familiar with 

(Zygmont & Smith, 2014). 

There are a number of robust techniques that have been developed to 

deal with data that violates normality distributions, has missing values or 

outliers, etc (Zygmont & Smith, 2014). However, some academics have 

expressed concern (Lloret, Ferreres, Hernández, & Tomás, 2017) that these 

robust techniques can hide concealed problems with the data, which might 

suggest factor analysis should not be conducted, as there may be a fundamental 

problem with the theory underlying the data. Therefore, it is important to check 

underlying data thoroughly and utilise a factor extraction method that will 

provide the most accurate solution. Consequently, the data will be examined for 

missing values, outliers using Mahalanobis’ distance (d2), and the assumption 

of multivariate normality, before determining the factor extraction method.  

No missing values are present in the dataset so no imputation is 

necessary. For outliers, the outlier function in the psych package in R was used. 

It calculates the Mahalanobis squared distances for each case. Examining the 

output of this analysis showed that 14 cases exceeded the Chi Square cut off 

(55.48; df =27, p = .001). The factor analysis will be conducted with and 

without these outliers to investigate whether they have any significant impact 

on the results. Multivariate normality was assessed using the mvn function in 

the MVN package in R for assessing multivariate normality. It runs a number of 

different tests and generates output that includes Mardia’s multivariate 

skewness and kurtosis coefficients as well as their corresponding statistical 

significance, as well as Shapiro-Wilk’s univariate test of normality. The sample 

with and without outliers was found to violate the assumption of multivariate 

normality: for all items and cases Mardia’s test resulted in skewness 6862.34, p 

< .001 and kurtosis 19.21, p < .001. Consequently, the maximum likelihood 

method cannot be used for factor extraction.  
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Another consideration for extraction method is the type of underlying 

data; the use of Likert scales to assess the SD3 gives ordinal data that ranges 

from 1 to 5. Although often ordinal data it treated as continuous variables, 

another approach is to assume that the ordinal variables are samples of a 

normally distributed continuous variable that cannot be observed directly. This 

assumption is why a polychoric correlation matrix is used as it can estimate the 

correlations of the underlying variables using the ordinal data. However, 

polychoric matrices are not always positive definite, which can cause problems 

for certain extraction methods. One method that can deal with this is ordinary 

least squares (OLS) (Lee, Zhang, & Edwards, 2012), which is also known as 

unweighted least squares (ULS) and is equivalent to the minimum residuals 

method (Harman, 1960). Consequently, the minres estimation in the fa function 

in the psych package in R was used. This is the same procedure used by Persson 

et al. (2017), although the procedure used by Jones and Paulhus (2014) is also 

suitable for ordinal data that is not normally distributed, however simulation 

studies have shown the ULS method (minres) to be more accurate than the 

DWLS (which is equivalent to the extraction method used by Jones and 

Paulhus) (Forero, Maydeu-Olivares, & Gallardo-Pujol, 2009). Furthermore, it is 

worth noting that polychoric correlation matrices can often have zero frequency 

cells, the majority of programs automatically replace these cells with the 

value .5, however some research has showed that such a correction should only 

be made for binary data and no adjustment needs to be made for data with a 

greater number of categories (Savalei, 2011). Therefore, no adjustment was 

made for these cells in the following exploratory factor analysis.   

Following this EFA analysis, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) will 

be conducted to compare the one-factor, two-factor, three-factor, and any other 

interpretable factor solutions found by the EFA. Additionally CFA will be used 

to investigate bifactor variations of each of the interpretable EFA models. CFA 

will be conducted using the lavaan package in R. The lavaan package in R has 

a cfa command and when the inputted data is specified as ordered lavaan treats 

the data as ordinal endogenous variables and estimates polychoric correlations 

and uses a more robust estimator for the test statistics. The robust estimator 
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“WLSM” was utilised, as this is an appropriate estimator when dealing with 

data that violates multivariate normality. This estimator uses diagonally 

weighted least squares (DWLS) estimation with robust standard errors and a 

scaled test-statistic (Satorra-Bentler scaled). This aligns with the analysis 

procedure implemented by Persson et al. (2017); Jones and Paulhus (2014) did 

not conduct a CFA in their paper.   

2.6 Results 

2.6.1 EFA results 

The two methods for determining number of factors provided differing 

results: Velicer’s MAP suggested a 3 factor solution which mirrors the result of 

Jones and Paulhus (2014) and Persson et al. (2017). However, parallel analysis 

suggested a 7-factor solution, which opposes what Jones and Paulhus found but 

agrees with the more recent findings of Persson et al. The seven eigenvalues 

from the parallel analysis were: 5.90, 1.86, .91, .43, .38, .24 and .19.  

Table 2.2 shows goodness of fit statistics for each EFA model and the 

variance accounted for in the items by each solution. As expected the model fit 

increases as the number of factors increases. Table 2.3 shows the same statistics 

and models for the data but with outliers removed. It is clear that the removal of 

outliers had no significant effect on the factor analysis. Consequently the 

following tables will be display the results found for the total sample.   

 
Table 2.2: Model fit statistics for EFA of SD3 

!
Model 
1 

Model 
2 

Model 
3 

Model 
4 

Model 
5 

Model 
6 

Model 
7 

Factors 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Chi Sq 3629 2259 1645 1401 1104 902 726 
df 324 298 273 249 226 204 183 
TLI .587 .733 .796 .812 .843 .860 .879 
RMSEA .097 .078 .068 .065 .060 .056 .052 
Lower 
Bound 

.093 .074 .064 .061 .056 .052 .048 

Upper 
Bound 

.099 .080 .071 .068 .063 .060 .056 

Variance 
Accounted 

21.9 29.6 33.8 36 38.4 40.5 43.7 
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Table 2.3: Model fit statistics for EFA of SD3 with outliers removed 

 

Model 
1 

Model 
2 

Model 
3 

Model 
4 

Model 
5 

Model 
6 

Model 
7 

Factors 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Chi Sq 3570 2243 1639 1400 1100 903 729 
df 324 298 273 249 226 204 183 
TLI .591 .733 .795 .811 .842 .860 .878 
RMSEA .097 .078 .068 .066 .060 .057 .053 
Lower Bound .093 .075 .065 .062 .056 .052 .048 
Upper Bound .099 .081 .071 .069 .063 .060 .056 
Variance 
Accounted 21.9 29.6 33.8 36.0 38.5 40.5 44.0 

Table 2.4 and Table 2.5 show the EFA factor loadings for each item 

with increasing number of factors up to the five-factor solution. It is worth 

noting here that the factors are displayed in terms of variance accounted for, i.e. 

the first factor regardless of ordinality accounts for the largest variance once the 

rotation was applied. Examining Model 5 in Table 2.5, the order of factors is 

not consecutive because the variance accounted for by the first factor is less 

than that accounted for by the forth factor which is contrasting to the previous 

four models. 

Additionally, alongside the factor loadings in Tables 2.4 and 2.5 are the 

communalities (h2), the communality of each item is the variance of that item 

that is accounted for by the factors in the factor-solution. It is important to note 

here that the communalities are the row sum of the squared orthogonal factor 

loadings. As a promax rotation was utilised for this EFA process the factor 

loadings in the tables are the result of an oblique solution and the 

communalities are a result of the initial orthogonal factor extraction prior to 

rotation. Some authors (e.g. Child, 2006) suggest that items with communalities 

below .20 should be dropped as these items share little common variance with 

the rest of the items being examined. 

 

 

 

 

 



78 

Table 2.4: EFA loadings for one to three factor solutions for SD3 
! Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
! F1 h2 F1 F2 h2 F1 F2 F3 h2 
M1 .347 .121 .529 -.255 .237 .492 -.192 .027 .245 
M2 .676 .457 .630 .104 .460 .581 .136 .121 .473 
M3 .609 .372 .564 .100 .373 .681 .247 -.150 .508 
M4 .313 .098 .392 -.105 .132 .592 .090 -.335 .314 
M5 .698 .488 .763 -.055 .551 .656 -.034 .191 .552 
M6 .675 .456 .735 -.051 .513 .599 -.058 .244 .509 
M7 .456 .208 .591 -.176 .297 .613 -.074 -.050 .343 
M8 .505 .255 .590 -.102 .311 .510 -.078 .133 .311 
M9 .432 .186 .363 .127 .185 .261 .079 .213 .186 
N1 .249 .062 -.117 .598 .315 -.007 .620 -.084 .348 
N2 .192 .037 -.236 .694 .406 -.123 .688 -.069 .425 
N3 .446 .199 .151 .496 .329 .174 .483 .062 .337 
N4 .328 .108 .009 .527 .282 .051 .505 .034 .285 
N5 .419 .176 .159 .436 .271 .286 .528 -.137 .354 
N6 .164 .027 -.089 .407 .144 -.044 .391 -.002 .147 
N7 .334 .112 .042 .483 .251 .031 .427 .119 .248 
N8 .338 .115 .049 .479 .251 -.023 .377 .225 .255 
N9 .369 .136 .255 .195 .143 .217 .177 .113 .143 
P1 .544 .296 .494 .103 .295 .190 -.095 .590 .427 
P2 .328 .108 .096 .383 .185 -.139 .191 .486 .304 
P3 .527 .278 .613 -.101 .337 .372 -.212 .430 .385 
P4 .459 .211 .360 .176 .211 .092 -.010 .528 .321 
P5 .485 .235 .523 -.034 .261 .277 -.167 .452 .325 
P6 .723 .523 .668 .121 .525 .471 .037 .387 .534 
P7 .255 .065 .086 .277 .103 -.135 .097 .444 .208 
P8 .325 .106 .180 .243 .126 .067 .153 .251 .140 
P9 .697 .486 .674 .071 .497 .558 .060 .230 .494 
Note. h2 (shaded column) = communalities, communalities under .20 have been bolded and loadings 
under .30 have been greyed out for ease of comprehension. 

The primary loadings of the majority of the items in the three-factor 

SD3 solution in Table 2.4 shows item-loading inline with the three expected 

traits, however the cross-loadings indicates some issues with certain items:  

• M4 has a negative cross-loading > .30 on the Psychopathy factor,  

• M9 does not load > .30 on any of the factors and its highest loading .26 

is on the Machiavellianism factor  

• N9 does not load > .30 on any of the factors and its highest loading .22 

is on the Machiavellianism factor  

• P3 has a cross-loading > .30 on the Machiavellianism factor 

• P4 has a higher loading on Machiavellianism, .47 than Psychopathy .39 

• P8 does not load > .30 on any of the factors and its highest loading .25 is 

on the Psychopathy factor 
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• P9 has a higher loading on Machiavellianism, .56 than Psychopathy .23 

Jones and Paulhus (2014) did not provide any item retention criteria in 

their paper; the only information reported was that each item loaded greater 

than .30 on its primary factor. However, no information was provided in regard 

to cross-loadings. Examining the final EFA loadings from their 2014 paper the 

following items also had cross-loadings greater than or equal to .30: M4, N4, 

N6, P2, P3, P6, P7 and P8. Examining the EFA loadings for the three-factor 

SD3 solution from Persson et al. (2017) the following items also had cross-

loadings ≥ .30: M3, M5, M6, N9, P3, P6 and P9 and N8 only had a loading 

of .29 on Narcissism and a .24 loading on Psychopathy. Together with the 

findings of the current EFA, the items M4, N9, P3, P6, P8 and P9 show 

repeated issues with cross-loadings or poor loadings on their intended factors. 

Although, this information does not provide evidence for the goodness of fit of 

a three-factor solution for the SD3 over other factor solutions, it does raise 

concerns about the appropriateness of the scale for accurately distinguishing 

between the three Dark Triad traits. 

When examining the factor loadings (Tables 2.4 & 2.5) for the items as 

the number of factors increased the following was noted: the first eight 

Narcissism items (N1 to N8) load consistently on a Narcissism factor until the 

six factor solution. Not one of the N1 to N8 items show any cross-loadings of 

above .30 on any of the other factors. However, N9, which is the item: “I insist 

on getting the respect I deserve”, does not seem to have high loadings on any 

factors until the five-factor solution (excluding the unidimensional solution in 

which it has a loading of .37), where it has a loading of .36 but even then it does 

not load with the other Narcissism items, rather it loads with some Psychopathy 

and Machiavellianism items. 
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Table 2.5: EFA loadings for four and five factor solutions for SD3 
 Model 4 Model 5 
 F1 F2 F3 F4 h2 F4 F1 F2 F3 F5 h2 
M1 .467 -.193 .042 .040 .243 .270 .307 -.174 -.106 .019 .241 
M2 .614 .166 .113 -.085 .494 -.003 .667 .069 .223 -.203 .576 
M3 .583 .201 -.126 .294 .554 -.109 .756 .118 .068 .178 .595 
M4 .590 .095 -.335 .045 .314 -.142 .609 .046 -.155 -.040 .318 
M5 .722 .011 .178 -.168 .605 .431 .416 .026 -.068 -.176 .601 
M6 .624 -.030 .244 -.096 .526 .583 .248 .032 -.134 -.069 .547 
M7 .624 -.057 -.049 -.029 .350 .245 .425 -.043 -.169 -.056 .347 
M8 .390 -.142 .183 .288 .377 .316 .337 -.132 .023 .244 .372 
M9 .394 .161 .182 -.345 .310 .224 .173 .151 .048 -.331 .308 
N1 .035 .642 -.106 -.064 .362 -.121 .044 .627 -.013 -.054 .361 
N2 -.101 .692 -.083 -.016 .426 -.216 .006 .658 .075 -.021 .422 
N3 .161 .476 .066 .041 .335 .136 .083 .495 -.017 .057 .344 
N4 .051 .503 .032 .012 .284 .095 -.023 .535 -.045 .044 .301 
N5 .207 .489 -.121 .240 .385 -.056 .283 .472 -.033 .201 .382 
N6 -.101 .359 .014 .153 .165 -.033 -.030 .360 .041 .152 .165 
N7 .055 .441 .111 -.061 .253 .139 -.048 .468 .002 -.028 .263 
N8 .040 .419 .207 -.177 .288 .227 -.138 .458 .024 -.123 .302 
N9 .081 .110 .162 .324 .231 .359 -.023 .182 -.089 .379 .288 
P1 .229 -.061 .592 -.182 .448 .639 -.101 -.004 .139 -.118 .454 
P2 -.157 .184 .493 -.004 .303 -.114 .103 .040 .715 -.075 .481 
P3 .299 -.240 .469 .107 .403 .786 -.077 -.142 -.074 .191 .480 
P4 .042 -.027 .554 .047 .330 .390 -.026 -.023 .298 .057 .321 
P5 .262 -.160 .464 -.030 .322 .461 .085 -.141 .164 -.020 .318 
P6 .413 .020 .415 .086 .538 .674 .091 .099 -.037 .134 .579 
P7 -.161 .087 .455 .012 .211 .036 -.014 .011 .488 -.019 .257 
P8 .014 .128 .273 .101 .152 .045 .122 .077 .291 .067 .165 
P9 .484 .032 .261 .152 .506 .062 .632 -.077 .348 .045 .588 
Note. h2 (shaded column) = communalities, communalities under .20 have been bolded and loadings under .30 have been greyed out for ease of comprehension
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Persson et al. (2017) were unable to interpret any of factor solutions 

above three-factors. The four-factor solution shows very similar loadings to 

the three-factor solution but the additional factor loads two of the 

troublesome items: M9 and N9. However, on inspection of the five-factor 

solution there are some clear patterns of factor loadings especially when 

examined alongside the items. Table 2.6 shows the item wording in the first 

column and then the factor loadings from the five-factor solution. Looking 

at F4 (the first factor in Table 2.6) and those items that have loadings 

greater than .42 there is a clear theme of retaliation and meanness: 

• M5: It’s wise to keep track of information that you can use against 

people later. 

• M6: You should wait for the right time to get back at people. 

• P1: I like to get revenge on authorities. 

• P3: Payback needs to be quick and nasty. 

• P5: It’s true that I can be mean to others. 

• P6: People who mess with me always regret it."
Although the two Machiavellianism items fall under planning 

according to the theoretical origins (Jones & Paulhus, 2014) and the three 

Psychopathy items are from antisocial behaviour (P1 & P6) and callous 

affect (P3 & P5), there are not significant cross-loadings (>.30) on any of 

the other factors except for M5, which loads quite heavily, .42, on the next 

factor. Following this, F1 (second factor column in Table 2.6) which is the 

factor that accounts for the greatest variance after F4, examining the items 

that have loadings greater than .42 there is a theme of manipulation and 

impression management: 

• M2: I like to use clever manipulation to get my way. 

• M3: Whatever it takes, you must get the important people on your 

side. 

• M4: Avoid direct conflict with others because they may be useful in 

the future. 

• M7: There are things you should hide from other people to preserve 

your reputation. 

• P9: I’ll say anything to get what I want. 
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Table 2.6: SD3 items alongside factor loadings for five-factor EFA 
 Model 5 
 F4 F1 F2 F3 F5 
M1 It's not wise to tell your secrets. .270 .307 -.174 -.106 .019 
M2 I like to use clever manipulation to get my 
way. -.003 .667 .069 .223 -.203 
M3 Whatever it takes, you must get the important 
people on your side. -.109 .756 .118 .068 .178 
M4 Avoid direct conflict with others because they 
may be useful in the future. -.142 .609 .046 -.155 -.040 
M5 It’s wise to keep track of information that you 
can use against people later. .431 .416 .026 -.068 -.176 
M6 You should wait for the right time to get back 
at people. .583 .248 .032 -.134 -.069 
M7 There are things you should hide from other 
people to preserve your reputation. .245 .425 -.043 -.169 -.056 
M8 Make sure your plans benefit yourself, not 
others. .316 .337 -.132 .023 .244 
M9 Most people can be manipulated. .224 .173 .151 .048 -.331 
N1 People see me as a natural leader. -.121 .044 .627 -.013 -.054 
N2 I hate being the center of attention. -.216 .006 .658 .075 -.021 
N3 Many group activities tend to be dull without 
me. .136 .083 .495 -.017 .057 
N4 I know that I am special because everyone 
keeps telling me so. .095 -.023 .535 -.045 .044 
N5 I like to get acquainted with important people. -.056 .283 .472 -.033 .201 
N6 I feel embarrassed if someone compliments 
me. -.033 -.030 .360 .041 .152 
N7 I have been compared to famous people. .139 -.048 .468 .002 -.028 
N8 I am an average person. .227 -.138 .458 .024 -.123 
N9 I insist on getting the respect I deserve. .359 -.023 .182 -.089 .379 
P1 I like to get revenge on authorities. .639 -.101 -.004 .139 -.118 
P2 I avoid dangerous situations. -.114 .103 .040 .715 -.075 
P3 Payback needs to be quick and nasty. .786 -.077 -.142 -.074 .191 
P4 People often say I’m out of control. .390 -.026 -.023 .298 .057 
P5 It’s true that I can be mean to others. .461 .085 -.141 .164 -.020 
P6 People who mess with me always regret it. .674 .091 .099 -.037 .134 
P7 I have never gotten into trouble with the law. .036 -.014 .011 .488 -.019 
P8 I enjoy having sex with people I hardly know. .045 .122 .077 .291 .067 
P9 I’ll say anything to get what I want. .062 .632 -.077 .348 .045 

Note. Loadings under .30 have been greyed out and those greater than .42 are in bold for ease of 
comprehension 
 

The next factor F2 is clearly the Narcissism factor as items N1 to N8 

load almost perfectly on this factor. The only item that does not reach 

the .42 loading is N6 is “I feel embarrassed if someone compliments me. (R)” 

which loads only .36 on this factor. N9 as discussed above does not load on 

any of the factors in this solution. Its theoretical origins are entitlement but 

it seems to have little overlap with any of the other Narcissism items or any 

of the Psychopathy or Machiavellianism items. The forth factor within this 

solution, F3, seems to be tapping into the erratic lifestyle component of 

Psychopathy potentially describing impulsive and sensation seeking type 

behaviour: 



83 

• P2: I avoid dangerous situations (reverse scored). 

• P7: I have never gotten into trouble with the law (reverse scored). 

P4 loads somewhat on this factor with a loading of .30 and it fits in 

with the erratic lifestyle theme: “People often say I’m out of control.” 

Additionally, the item P9, has a cross loading of .35 on this factor, however 

its loading on F4 was considerably higher (.63). 

As mentioned above, alongside the factor loadings in Tables 2.4 and 

2.5 are the communalities (h2), the communality of each item is the 

variance of that item that is accounted for by the factors in the factor-

solution. Examining the communalities for the five-factor solution items P8 

and N6 fall below the .20. For the six-factor and seven-factor solutions, 

which are not displayed, interpretability becomes difficult. The final factor 

in the five-factor solution only has no items that have a loading greater 

than .42. As a result these factor structures, six and seven, will not be 

explored in the CFA analysis that follows this section. 

Table 2.7 shows the factor intercorrelations for each factor in each 

model. The three-factor solution intercorrelations are similar to those found 

by the authors Jones and Paulhus (2014) and are in-line with those found in 

previous research examining the Short Dark Triad (Furnham et al., 2014). 

The five-factor solution intercorrelations can be interpreted in terms of F2, 

which is the Narcissism factor. This factor correlates with F4 (retaliation 

and meanness), r = .31, and F1 (manipulation), r = .24 at a similar level to 

that seen between Machiavellianism and Narcissism. F3 (impulsivity) has 

relatively high correlation with F4 (retaliation and meanness), r = .43, and 

F2 (Narcissism), r = .43 and very little with the manipulation factor (F1), r 

= .08. This makes sense from a theoretical perspective: the manipulation 

items discuss long-term manipulation and planning, which should not 

correlate very highly with impulsive items. This can be considered the core 

of Machiavellianism, factors F3 and F4 seem to align with a two-factor 

Psychopathy model and F2 represents Narcissism.  
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Table 2.7:Factor intercorrelations for two to five factor solutions 
 F1 F2 
F1   
F2 .400  
 F1 F2 F3 
F1    
F2 .213   
F3 .391 .410  
 F1 F2 F3 F4 
F1     
F2 .186    
F3 .410 .421   
F4 .298 .196 .215  
 F1 F2 F3 F4 
F1     
F2 .239    
F3 .080 .426   
F4 .615 .313 .434  
F5 .045 .074 .075 -.065 

 

The majority of these findings expand on the previous work by 

Jones and Paulhus (2014) and Persson et al. (2017), specifically neither 

explored nor considered a model with a four or five-factor solution for the 

Short Dark Triad. Although the majority of the analysis procedure has been 

in line with Persson et al. this is where this study begins to diverge from 

Persson et al. when examining a potential bifactor solution. Persson et al. 

conducted an exploratory bifactor analysis with the omega command in R, 

which uses Schmid-Leiman (SL) transformations before calculating the 

saturation of the general factor. A problem with this analysis is that if items 

have cross-loadings, the loadings produced by the SL transformation can be 

inflated for the general factor. This is especially a concern when the group 

factors are correlated. Additionally, the SL process assumes proportionality 

for items within a cluster. Essentially it assumes an equal group to general 

factor loadings ratio for all the items within a subscale. If these conditions 

are not satisfied the loadings from SL may not be an accurate representation 

of loadings in the population regardless of the fit of the model. As a result it 

is recommended to conduct omega analyses after a confirmatory model has 

been ascertained (Reise et al., 2010). 

Consequently the next step in our analysis is a confirmatory factor 

analysis – the models to be tested are shown in Figure 2.1 and 2.2. They 
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consist of a one-factor solution, a two-factor solution, a two-factor with 

general factor solution, a three-factor solution, a three-factor with general 

factor solution, a four-factor solution and a four-factor with general factor 

solution. Models A through E are the same ones that were tested by Persson 

et al. (2017) but models F and G are unique to this study. The four-factor 

solution was modeled on the factor loadings for the five-factor EFA 

discussed above with the factors of retaliation and meanness, manipulation, 

Narcissism and impulsivity. Each item was loaded on to the factor that they 

had the greatest loading for excluding the last column (F5) in Table 2.6. 

However, after examining the item wording it was clear that P4 is more 

related to the impulsive factor rather than the retaliation/meanness factor 

and as the loadings were close in magnitude; it was loaded on to the 

impulsive factor. Model G is the same four-factor structure but as a bifactor 

solution so has the Dark Triad factor, which has all the items loading on to it. 

Figure 2.3 shows Model F with the items for clarity. 

"
"  
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Figure 2.1: Models A, B, C & D tested with CFA
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Figure 2.2: Models E, F & G tested with CFA
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Figure 2.3: Model F with items  
Model F 

M1 It's not wise to tell your secrets. 
M2 I like to use clever manipulation to get my way. 
M3 Whatever it takes, you must get the important people on your side.  
M4 Avoid direct conflict with others because they may be useful in the future.  
M5 It’s wise to keep track of information that you can use against people later.  
M6 You should wait for the right time to get back at people.  
M7 There are things you should hide from other people to preserve your reputation.  
M8 Make sure your plans benefit yourself, not others.  
M9 Most people can be manipulated.  
N1 People see me as a natural leader. 
N2 I hate being the center of attention.  
N3 Many group activities tend to be dull without me.  
N4 I know that I am special because everyone keeps telling me so.  
N5 I like to get acquainted with important people.  
N6 I feel embarrassed if someone compliments me.  
N7 I have been compared to famous people.  
N8 I am an average person.  
N9 I insist on getting the respect I deserve.  
P1 I like to get revenge on authorities.  
P2 I avoid dangerous situations.  
P3 Payback needs to be quick and nasty.  
P4 People often say I’m out of control.  
P5 It’s true that I can be mean to others.  
P6 People who mess with me always regret it.  
P7 I have never gotten into trouble with the law.  
P8 I enjoy having sex with people I hardly know.  
P9 I’ll say anything to get what I want.  
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2.6.2 CFA results 

Table 2.8 shows the model fit statistics for the CFA models 

examined. Model fit is most often ascertained by examining CFI, TLI and 

RMSEA statistics. Some researchers also use chi-square difference tests but 

this statistic is reported as potentially leading to higher likelihood of Type I 

errors, essentially “false positives” and therefore will not be used to identify 

the best fitting model. CFI and TFI thresholds of .95 and above indicate a 

good model fit alongside RMSEA values that are .06 or below (Hu & 

Bentler, 1999). The only CFA model that fulfilled all of these three criteria 

was Model D, however Model E and Model G both came close to these 

thresholds and show borderline good model fit. Notably, all of these models 

are a bifactor solution, which suggests such a model may be a better 

representation for the SD3. Persson et al. (2017) concluded that Model D 

was the best fitting model for their data. However, before coming to the 

same conclusion in regards to acceptability of the model fit it is important to 

examine the modification indices that are produced by this model. 
Table 2.8: Model fit statistics for CFA of SD3 

!
Model 
A 

Model 
B 

Model 
C 

Model 
D 

Model 
E 

Model 
F 

Model 
G 

Chi Sq 3399.10 2300.74 2134.42 1202.10 1372.17 1782.49 1383.70 
Chi Sq 
SB 

4821.51 3186.84 2982.38 1891.16 2088.76 2517.06 2075.71 

df 324 323 321 297 297 318 297 
CFI .870 .915 .922 .958 .952 .936 .951 
TLI .859 .908 .914 .951 .943 .929 .942 
RMSEA .094 .076 .073 .056 .060 .067 .060 
Lower 
Bound 

.092 .074 .071 .053 .058 .064 .058 

Upper 
Bound 

.097 .079 .076 .058 .062 .069 .063 

 
Modification indices are important to consider when examining a 

bifactor model as they can highlight covariances, which can allude to model 

misspecification. The latent variables in a bifactor model are assumed to be 

orthogonal. This makes sense from a theoretical perspective as the general 

factor is essentially supposed to represent all the commonality between the 

subscales and should therefore leave no residual covariance between the 

group factors. When conducting a bifactor CFA the covariances between the 

latent factors are set to zero so examining modification indices can tell us if 

the bifactor model is a correct simulation of the data. 
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The modification indices for Model D show that there is a 

considerable covariance between the latent factors F1 and F2. It is the 

highest value modification for the model (MI = 92.75, MIscaled = 145.91). 

This finding shows that there is still correlation between the factors even 

after controlling for the general factor. In addition, there are high 

modification indices that indicate cross-loading of items M3, P3 and M1 on 

the Narcissism factor and N5 and N2 on the combined Machiavellian and 

Psychopathy factor. These cross-loadings weaken any conclusions that can 

be made about the parameter estimates. It is unclear whether Persson et al. 

(2017) examined the modification indices during their CFA analysis, they 

did not report or mention the modification indices in relation to the bifactor 

solutions specifically but as the data is publically available it is possible to 

do so now. 

Table 2.9 shows the top modification indices from the current data 

set (first half of Table 2.9) and the data set used by Persson et al. (2017) 

(second half of Table 2.9). It is clear that both datasets show a significant 

covariance between the two group factors of Narcissism (F2) and the 

combined Machiavellianism and Psychopathy factor (F1). Additionally both 

datasets show that there are considerable cross-loadings for items from both 

factors. It is worthwhile noting that the magnitude of the modification 

indices is higher in the Persson et al. data because the Chi square statistic is 

very sensitive to sample size and with an n=17,740 this also impacts the 

magnitude of the modification indices. 

Investigating modification indices for Model E and G show that both 

these models also violate the assumption of orthogonal group factors after 

controlling for a general factor and have cross-loadings of items. These 

results provide evidence that a bifactor solution is not the best model for the 

SD3 because each bifactor model tested here violates a basic assumption of 

bifactor models, so the goodness of fit statistics cannot be interpreted and 

must be disregarded. Therefore hypothesis 2 is not supported, furthermore 

these results provide support for the opposing hypothesis: that a bifactor 

model is not the best solution for the Short Dark Triad. 
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Table 2.9: Modification indices for Model D (current dataset & Persson et al.) 
Variable Relationship Variable MI MI Scaled 
F1 Mach & Psych covariance F2 Narc 92.7 145.9 
M5 covariance M6 73.5 115.6 
M3 covariance N5 59.1 93.0 
F2 cross-loading M3 45.7 71.8 
F2 Narc cross-loading P3 43.7 68.8 
F2 Narc cross-loading M1 43.0 67.6 
F1 Mach & Psych cross-loading N5 40.0 62.9 
F1 Mach & Psych cross-loading N2 38.4 60.5 
Variable Relationship Variable MI MI Scaled 
M3 covariance  N5 2599 5136 
F1 Mach & Psych covariance  F2 Narc 2102 4153 
F1 Mach & Psych cross-loading N5 1215 2400 
M1 covariance  M7 1030 2034 
F1 Mach & Psych cross-loading N2 1024 2022 
F2 cross-loading M3 848 1675 
F2 cross-loading P2 683 1349 
M4 covariance  N5 670 1323 

 
However, looking back at Table 2.8 and examining the fit statistics 

for the simple factor models: Model A (1 factor), Model B (2 factors), 

Model C (3 factors) and Model F (4 factors), none of these models achieves 

the thresholds for good fit. The closest one is Model F, which is the four-

factor solution interpreted from the EFA analysis in the preceding section. 

However, after examining the modification indices for Model C and Model 

F, as well as reviewing the EFA results in Tables 2.4 and 2.5 it is clear the 

model statistics could be improved by dropping some of the items and 

allowing items within the same factor to covary. Consequently, two new 

models were created for the three-factor solution (Model H) and the four-

factor solution (Model I). Figure 2.4 shows which items were dropped 

(shaded in grey), those that were allowed to share residual covariance 

(dashed double headed arrows) and which were retained and the relevant 

factor each item loads on.   
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Figure 2.4: Models H & I tested with CFA  

 
The model fit statistics for Model H and Model I can be found in the 

first 2 columns of Table 2.10. Both models achieve the threshold for good 

model fit, however Model I, which is the four-factor solution does show 

better model fit over the three-factor solution. In order to compare these fit 

statistics to the fit statistics found by Persson et al. (2017) the models were 

tested using the same dataset. Model H and Model I were analysed but also 

Model F was tested as this was the original four factor solution with all the 

items from the SD3, it would be useful to compare the fit of this model with 

the three-factor model tested by Persson et al. (2017) to determine across 

both datasets which is the unequivocally the best fitting model for the SD3.  

Examining the model fit statistics for the three new models derived 

in this study (that do not include a bifactor structure, as discussed above): 

Model F (four-factors, all items), Model I (four-factor with dropped items) 

and Model H (three-factor with dropped items), in the current dataset 

against previously proposed models: Model B (two-factor) and Model C, 

the new models have better fit statistics. However, Model F (four-factor), 

although it has better fit statistics compared to Model B (two-factor) and 
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Model C (three-factor), it does not reach the criteria for good model fit. 

Nonetheless, this result refutes hypothesis 1 that a three-factor solution 

would be the best fitting model for the SD3.  
Table 2.10: Model fit statistics for CFA of Model F, H & I with different samples 

!
Model H 
n=1101 

Model I 
n=1101 

Model F 
n=17740 

Model H 
n=17740 

Model I 
n=17740 

Chi Sq 888.48 712.00 29720.76 11864.08 9431.76 
Chi Sq SB 1269.16 1030.24 52401.84 20998.21  16929.13 
df 204 183 318 204 183 
CFI .956 .960 .953 .972 .975 
TLI .950 .954 .949 .968 .971 
RMSEA .058 .054 .072 .076 .072 
Lower Bound .055 .051 .072 .075 .071 
Upper Bound .061 .057 .073 .077 .073 
 

Notably, removing items for Model H (three-factor with dropped 

items) and Model I (four-factor with dropped items) did improve the model 

fit statistics (see Table 2.10) and both models reached the threshold for good 

model fit. The fit statistics for the four-factor solution were marginally 

better than those for the three-factor solution. However as both fulfill the 

criteria the parsimonious model can be taken as the model that is a plausible 

representation of the data. Therefore Model H can be considered the best 

fitting model for the SD3 and although, five items were dropped from the 

SD3 this results provides some support for hypothesis 1 that a three-factor 

solution may best fit this measure of the Dark Triad. Though, it is worth 

mentioning that the factor correlation between Machiavellianism and 

Psychopathy in Model H was .80, albeit this is smaller than the .83 

correlation for Model C (three-factor with all items), it is still considerably 

large.  

Finally, comparing these model fit statistics to Persson et al. (2017) 

(last 3 columns of Table 2.10), Model F (four-factors, all items) was close to 

reaching good model fit and had better model fit than that found for Model 

C (three factor, all items). Model H and Model I both achieved good fit (the 

high RMSEA results are the results of local strain, please see Persson et al. 

2017 for discussion, so were not used as fit criteria). Persson et al. found 

Model D to be the best fitting model and reported the following statistics: 

Chi-squared = 16651.80, Chi-squaredSB = 32897.71, df = 297, CFI = .971, 

TLI = .966, and RMSEA = .079 (.079 - .080). Comparing these results to 
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those in the last two columns of Table 2.10, it is clear that both the three-

factor and four-factor models, with dropped items, have a better model fit 

than the bifactor model. 

2.7 Discussion 

The results of this study call in to question the proposed bifactor 

solution for the Short Dark Triad. The investigation of the bifactor models 

showed that even with a general Dark Triad trait there was residual 

covariance between the factors, which from the assumptions underlying a 

bifactor model should not exist. In practice the group factors should be 

orthogonal to one another, as all the shared variance between them should 

be accounted for by the general factor. This was not the case for any of the 

bifactor models, regardless of number of group factors. Consequently, these 

findings contrast to those found previously in the literature (Persson et al., 

2017), and although the results were replicated in this dataset and the 

dataset used by Persson et al. for their CFA, further replication is necessary 

to conclusively determine the factor structure of the Short Dark Triad.  

Removing items from the SD3 did improve the model fit of the 

three-factor solution providing some support that this structure underlies the 

Short Dark Triad. However, it also highlights an area of considerable 

concern. Examining cross-loadings > .30 and items loading < .30 on their 

primary factor was a mechanism utilised to assess the items to be dropped, 

alongside modification indices. However, the issues with cross-loading and 

poor-loading seems to be inherent to this measurement scale. Reviewing the 

three-factor EFAs in the results of this study, the Jones and Paulhus (2014) 

study and the Persson et al. (2017) study, 16 out of the 27 items of the Dark 

Triad were found at least once to show cross-loadings or poor primary 

loading. Furthermore, 6 of those 16 items have shown issues repeatedly 

across studies. That is nearly one third of the total items of the Short Dark 

Triad that show empirical issues.    

The four-factor model proposed in this study was promising as it 

was derived for an empirical investigation but the cluster of items also 

aligned theoretically. However, the model fit for this solution was only 

adequate. Although, the fit statistics improved considerably with the 
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removal of items, as discussed above, the model may not reach the same 

goodness of fit in another sample.   

2.7.1 Limitations and Future Research 

A significant limitation with the current study was that both EFA 

and CFA were conducted on the same sample. Simulation research has 

recently highlighted the issues associated with such a practice (Fokkema & 

Greiff, 2017). However the results were replicated on a separate dataset (n = 

17,740, which is available publically at the following site: 

http://www.personality-testing.info/_rawdata) before any goodness of 

model fit determinations were made. Future investigations should randomly 

split datasets or utilise separate samples for EFA and CFA.  

In addition, although the sample size was large and relatively evenly 

split by gender, over half of the participants (62%) were aged between 18 

and 24 years. This large group of young participants may have skewed the 

analysis. Research (Barlett & Barlett, 2015) has found that younger adults 

have higher levels of the Dark Triad traits; in one study age was found to 

negatively correlate with all of the Dark Triad traits, ranging from r -.10 for 

Narcissism to r -.23 for Primary Psychopathy. Follow-up research should 

acquire a more diversified sample of individuals and record more 

demographic information such as education level and country, etc.  

Furthermore, group differences between model fit were not 

investigated in this study, however this was an initial investigation of an 

alternative factor structure of Short Dark Triad. Follow up analysis could 

investigate whether different factor models have greater goodness of fit in 

different groups, such as males and females. Especially, as a number of 

studies have found sex differences in Short Dark Triad when using the Dirty 

Dozen (Jonason & Webster, 2010).  

2.7.2 Conclusion 

Jones and Paulhus (2014) created the Short Dark Triad and proposed 

a correlated-traits three-factor model. Since then other researchers have 

concluded that the subscales of Machiavellianism and Psychopathy have 

considerable overlap and are redundant as two subscales of the Dark Triad 

preferring to subsume them to a single factor (Miller et al., 2016; Persson et 

al., 2017). Furthermore, exploration of a general trait underlying the Short 
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Dark Triad has been far from conclusive although researchers have 

suggested using a composite score instead of subscale scores (Persson et al., 

2017). A composite score with 27 items seems rather impractical. Although 

this study prosposed a four-factor model that could provide subscale scores, 

the model fit statistics for this model were far from ideal and even dropping 

a handful of items did not drastically improve model fit. 

Unfortunately, the Short Dark Triad items neither share enough 

common variance to satisfy a unidimensional model nor are they distinctive 

enough to form a bifactor model with any number of discrete subgroups 

(two, three or four). With such issues related to structure it seems far from 

sensible to interpret relationships between these factors and external 

variables. Furthermore, the high correlation and overlap between the 

Machiavellianism and Psychopathy factors prevents research from 

investigating the individual effects of these traits while controlling for the 

other Dark Triad traits. Although the number of items is small and it would 

reduce the time burden on participants who are time poor, the SD3 does not 

fulfill the other criteria established at the start of this chapter. It does not 

have the ability to discriminate sub-factors of the Dark Triad and has poor 

reliability and validity. Additionally, some participants have complained 

about wording of items, in particular “I enjoy having sex with people I 

hardly know”. Consequently, this study concludes that the Short Dark Triad 

is fundamentally flawed and is an insufficient measurement tool for 

researchers investigating the impact of Psychopathy, Machiavellianism and 

Narcissism in any sort of nuanced study. It will not be the primary tool used 

in this thesis to examine the Dark Triad. The next study in this chapter will 

review alternative assessment tools for measuring the Dark Triad and 

assessing their suitability in the same way that this study examined the Short 

Dark Triad.   

2.8 Study 2.2 

This study replicates the analysis conducted in the previous study 

with separate measures of the Dark Triad. The previous study has shown 

considerable empirical issues with the Short Dark Triad. There is significant 

overlap between some items from Psychopathy and Machiavellianism and it 

is unclear whether the bi-factor model, which demonstrates a Dark Triad 
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core, is a valid depiction of the SD3. These issues are empirical 

measurement issues rather than issues with the theoretical concept of the 

Dark Triad, its core and the distinct nuances of Psychopathy, Narcissism 

and Machiavellianism. Consequently, three separate but short measures 

were selected to constitute a holistic Dark Triad measurement tool. The 

following criteria, which were discussed at the start of this chapter, drove 

the selection process: 

• Items/wording that is appropriate for organisational settings. 

• Short measures. 

• Subscales/facets. 

• Good reliability and validity. 

The original measures that have used by researchers to individually 

measure the Dark Triad traits, as discussed above, are the NPI (40 items), 

the SRP-III (64 items) and the Mach-IV (20 items). Furthermore, these 

measures also formed the foundation of the SD3. Combined these measures 

are 124 items however; there are short forms of these measures that bring 

the total item count to 82 (this is if using the NPI-13 and the short form of 

SRP (Paulhus et al., in press), which is 29 items). Using the short-forms the 

number of items approaches an acceptable threshold but there are other 

concerns with these measures. The SRP short form contains items that are 

completely inappropriate for organisational settings: “I like to have sex with 

people I barely know” and “Every now and then I carry a weapon (knife or 

gun) for protection”. 

Additionally, there are cultural concerns with some of the Mach-IV 

items, for example one item is very specific to a westernised predominantly 

American population saying: “Barnum was very wrong when he said there’s 

a sucker born every minute”. This type of statement may be difficult for 

non-native English speakers to interpret but also makes it virtually 

impossible to translate to other languages. Furthermore, as with some of the 

Psychopathy items, the majority of the Mach-IV items are not applicable to 

organisational settings, such as “Most people forget more easily the death of 

a parent than the loss of their property”, and this makes it difficult for these 

items to be used in such settings. Often items like this are highlighted by 

human resources and consequently have to be removed from surveys. 
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Alongside the SRP-III are two other measures of Psychopathy that 

are utilised heavily in the academic research: the Psychopathic Personality 

Inventory (PPI) and the Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy scale (LSRP). 

The PPI was developed to assess psychopathic traits in the normal (non-

clinical and non-criminal) population, which makes it very suitable for 

organisational settings. It has good internal consistency, test-retest reliability, 

convergent and discrimant validity. However, the number of items for this 

instrument are rather large: the orginal had 187 items and the revised has 

154 in total. Furthermore, it contains a subscale labelled "Machiavellian 

egocentricity", which is likely to overlap considerable with any measure of 

Machiavellianism. However, the LSRP is shorter in number of items, only 

26 items, and it also distinguishes between Primary and Secondary 

Psychopathy. Consequently, the LSRP will be investigated as a potential 

measure of Psychopathy in this study.  

Besides the Mach-IV, the Machiavellian Personality Scale (MPS) 

(Dahling et al., 2009) has been used as an alternative scale of 

Machiavellianism with four factors: Amorality, Desire for Status, Desire for 

Control and Distrust of Others. The factor structure of this instrument has 

been tested and is as expected. The measure also has good reliability as a 

total measure of Machiavellianism but also shows good reliability with the 

sub-factors (Miller, Smart, & Rechner, 2015). Although the Organisational 

Machiavellianism Scale (OMS) (Kessler et al., (2010) was created 

specifically to measure Machiavellianism in organizational settings it is a 

slightly longer measure (18 items) and is made up of three factors: 

maintaining power, management practices and manipulativeness. Two of 

the factors of the OMS are not part of the original construct of 

Machiavellianism and no research studies outside of the original paper have 

used the scale to measure Machiavellianism. Consequently, the MPS was 

investigated in this study as a potential measure of Machiavellianism.   

For Narcissism, a short form of the NPI was selected, the NPI-16 has 

fewer items than the long form and has been utilised by a number of studies 

to assess Narcissism. Although the NPI-13 is a slightly shorter measure 

there are fewer studies that have examined its factor structure and reliability. 

Therefore the NPI-16 will be used in the current study.  
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2.9 Method 

2.9.1 Sample and Procedure 

The sample for this study consisted of 556 individuals with 274 

males and 274 females (8 individuals reported their gender as “other”). The 

average age of participants was 36.88 years with a minimum age of 18 years 

and a maximum age of 83 years; the standard deviation for age was 12.62 

years. In terms of education 2% of the sample had less than a high school 

education, 14% had completed high school, 27% had some college or 

university, 36% of participants had a university degree, 18% had a masters 

degree, and 3% had further postgraduate education. The data was collected 

using an online survey that was advertised on the message board of a social 

platform in a group specifically for individuals interested in taking part in 

surveys. The group has 50,000 subscribers. Participants were incentivised to 

take part in the survey in order to get feedback on their dark side personality 

scores. Only those participants from unique IP addresses were allowed to 

take part in this study preventing single individuals from taking part 

multiple times. 

2.9.2 Measures. 

2.9.2.1 Psychopathy. 

The Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy Scale (LSRP) (Levenson et 

al., 1995), which is made up of 26 items was used to measure levels of 

Psychopathy. Each item was scored on a 6-point Likert scale, which ranged 

from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 6 (Strongly Agree). This scale is made up of 

two factors of Psychopathy, the first 16 items make up the first factor: 

Primary Psychopathy and the next 10 items make up the second factor: 

Secondary Psychopathy. In this study the Cronbach’s alphas for the LSRP 

total, Primary Psychopathy and Secondary Psychopathy were: .89, .91 

and .72. 

2.9.2.2 Narcissism. 

Narcissism was measured using the Narcissistic Personality 

Inventory NPI - 16 items (Ames et al., 2006). The NPI-16 is a short version 

of the NPI-40, which is a 40-item measure. The 16-item measures asks 

participants to select the most appropriate response from a pair of items and 

respond on a dichotomous response format either ‘0’ for Narcissism-
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inconsistent responses or ‘1’ for Narcissism consistent responses. These 

scores were summed, with higher scores on the NPI-16 indicating higher 

levels of Narcissism. The Cronbach’s alpha for this study was .72. 

2.9.2.3 Machiavellianism. 

Machiavellianism was measured using the Machiavellian Personality 

Scale (Dahling et al., 2009). This 16-item assessment of Machiavellianism 

is made up of four factors a distrust of others, engagement in amoral 

manipulation, desire to have control over others and status. These 4 

subscales include 3–5 items that were measured on a 6-point Likert scale 

which ranged from strongly disagree to strongly agree. In this study the 

Cronbach’s alpha for the entire 16-item scale was .88. 

2.10 Analysis 

The main goal of this study was to examine the factor structure of 

separate measures of the Dark Triad in order to reduce the cross-loading of 

Psychopathy and Machiavellianism that has been found in Study 2.1 with 

the SD3. The same analysis technique that was used in Study 2.1, which 

leveraged the following studies: Jones and Paulhus (2014), Miller et al. 

(2016) and Persson et al. (2017), will be replicated in this study. Before 

examining these measures in combination the analysis will begin with 

investigating their factor structure individually by replicating original factor 

structures as proposed by their creators and/or those suggested by other 

researchers. In addition to these, the factors recommended by Velicer’s 

MAP and parallel analysis will also be explored in an EFA. Therefore as a 

minimum the following factor models will be investigated for the measures 

as based on previous academic research: 

• One-factorM: One-factor for the MPS as explored by the Dahling et 

al., (2009)  

• Four-factor M: Four-factors for the MPS as explored by the Dahling 

et al., (2009). This model was found to have a better fit than the one 

factor solution. Therefore, hypothesis 1 is that this model will have 

better fit over the one-factor  

• One-factorP: The LSRP was created to measure primary and 

Secondary Psychopathy and as such one-factor solution should be a 

poor fit. 
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• Two-factorP: Two-factors were proposed by the original authors 

(Levenson et al., 1995) 

• Three-factorP: Based on 19 items of the LRSPS Brinkley, Diamond, 

Magaletta, and Heigel (2008) proposed a three-factor structure 

consisting of egocentricity, callousness and antisocial traits. Further 

research has supported this (Salekin, Chen, Sellbom, Lester, & 

MacDougall, 2014; Sellbom, 2011). Therefore, hypothesis 2 is that 

the three-factor structure will be the best fitting model for this 

measure.    

• One-factorN: The NPI was found to have a unidimensional structure 

with the majority of items loading on the first factor ranging 

from .13 to .66 and the factor accounting for nearly 20% of the 

variance of the items in its original paper (Ames et al., 2006).  

• Three-factorN: Not many alternative structures have been explored 

for the NPI-16, one study that proposed the NPI-13 did an EFA for 

factors ranging from 1 to 5 but struggled to get adequate model fit 

(Gentile et al., 2013). However, based off the three-factor found for 

the long version of this measure, the NPI-40 (Ackerman et al., 2011). 

The following three factors will be explored: 1) Leadership / 

Authority, 2) Grandiose Exhibitionism, and Entitlement / 

Exploitativeness. Consequently, hypothesis 3 is that a three-factor 

solution will be the best fitting model for the NPI. 

2.11 Results 

2.11.1 EFA Analysis 

2.11.1.1 MPS.  

The two methods for determining number of factors provided the 

same results for this measure: Velicer’s MAP and parallel analysis 

suggested a four-factor solution. This is inline with factor solution 

suggested by the authors of this measure (Dahling et al., 2009). The four 

eigenvalues from the parallel analysis were: 5.70, 1.58, 1.01, and .54. As 

there was substantial agreement in regard to the factor structure an EFA was 

conducted for a one-factor and four-factor solution. The results are 

summarised in Table 2.11. The four-factor solution was by far the better 

fitting modeling, which fully supports hypothesis 1. 
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2.11.1.2 LSRP.  

The two methods for determining number of factors provided 

differing results for this measure: Velicer’s MAP suggested a four-factor 

solution and parallel analysis suggested a six-factor solution. These results 

differ from both the original authors recommendation of a two-factor 

solution (Levenson et al., 1995) and other researchers have proposed a 

three-factor solution (Brinkley et al., 2008) that has been supported by 

further research (Sellbom, 2011). The six eigenvalues from the parallel 

analysis were: 7.98, 1.66, .88, .64, .40 and .27. These results disagree with 

both the theoretical origins of this measure and previous empirical work. 

Consequently an EFA was conducted for increasing numbers of factors 

from one to six. The model fit statistics are summarised in Table 2.11. 
Table 2.11: EFA results for various factor solutions for separate measures of the Dark 
Triad  
Model χ2 df TLI RMSEA [90% CI] Proportion 

of Variance 
One-factor M 2373.55 104 .477 .200 [.191, .205] .36 
Four-factor M 196.10 62 .948 .063 [.053, .072] .63 
One-factor P 2183.13 299 .668 .108 [.102, .111] .31 
Two-factor P 1540.45 274 .756 .092 [.087, .096] .38 
Three-factor P 1178.36 250 .804 .083 [.077, .087] .42 
Four-factor P 766.65 227 .874 .066 [.060, .071] .47 
Five-factor P 588.69 205 .901 .059 [.053, .064] .49 
Six-factor P 429.86 184 .929 .050 [.043, .055] .52 
One-factor N 4128.47 104 .279 .266 [.257, .271] .31 
Two-factor N 3081.74 89 .372 .248 [.239, .254] .42 
Three-factor N 2553.70 75 .382 .246 [.236, .252] .48 
Four-factor N 2393.30 62 .296 .262 [.251, .269] .54 
Five-factor N 1894.41 50 .309 .260 [.248, .268] .60 
Six-factor N 1586.13 39 .256 .270 [.256, .279] .66 
Seven-factor N 1215.67 29 .231 .231 [.259, .285] .71 

After inspecting the factor loadings from the EFA for the three-

factor solution (see Table 2.12 the first three columns) it is clear that the 

first 21 items seem to load on two factors comfortably but it is the last five 

items that are causing issues. Items P24 and P25: “I have been in a lot of 

shouting matches with other people” and “When frustrated, I often let off 

steam by blowing my top”, do not appear to correlate with any of the other 

items in this measure but themselves. Furthermore, the three-factor solution 

proposed by Brinkley et al. (2008) did drop 7 items and these dropped items 

included P23 and P26. The EFA analysis was repeated using only the first 

21 items. The model fit statistics were better but still only adequate: Chi 
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Square of 545.14 with df =150, TLI = .894, RMSEA = .069 [.061, .072] and 

explained a variance of .48. The factor loadings for this EFA can be found 

in Table 2.12 in the last 3 columns. This provides some support for 

hypothesis 2 that a three-factor solution for the LSRP will be the best 

representation of the underlying structure. Although this fit is superior to 

that with all 26 items, it is important to explore any interaction these items 

might have with items from the Machiavellianism and Narcissism scales 

before dropping them completely from our analysis. 
Table 2.12: Three factor EFA of LSRP 
 26 items 21 items 

 F1 F2 F3 F1 F2 F3 
P1 .681 .119 -.185 .592 .168 -.166 
P2 .527 .346 .096 .499 .348 .139 
P3 .659 .291 -.056 .639 .266 .011 
P4 .778 -.007 -.004 .855 -.098 .072 
P5 .728 -.037 -.097 .820 -.152 -.016 
P6 .692 .064 -.030 .684 .055 -.001 
P7 .627 .061 -.074 .505 .164 -.064 
P8 .695 -.022 .001 .681 -.020 .049 
P9 .474 .251 .109 .339 .373 .133 
P10 .301 .559 -.172 .137 .653 -.174 
P11 .332 .194 .088 .236 .283 .114 
P12 .077 .685 -.041 -.096 .799 -.090 
P13 .295 .409 .124 .094 .597 .099 
P14 .163 .609 -.059 -.045 .769 -.125 
P15 .176 .562 -.058 -.010 .691 -.056 
P16 .052 .640 .107 -.049 .690 .130 
P17 .056 -.082 .565 .087 -.007 .453 
P18 .085 .009 .444 .086 .070 .411 
P19 -.235 .148 .532 -.135 .096 .549 
P20 -.244 -.022 .631 -.103 -.069 .577 
P21 -.065 -.018 .758 .085 -.101 .867 
P22 .344 -.266 .374    
P23 -.283 .450 .309    
P24 .181 -.012 .382    
P25 .317 -.101 .323    
P26 .308 .074 .212    

Note. Loadings under .30 have been greyed out for ease of comprehension 
 

2.11.1.3 NPI.  

The NPI-16 is a shortform of the NPI-40 and although the longform 

has seven proposed subscales, though there is continued debate around its 

factor structure, the shortform is unidimensional. Due to the forced-choice 
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response style for the NPI tetrachoric correlations were used in the 

exploratory factor analysis. This is the standard technique when analysing 

binary data. The two techniques utilised to find the number of factors to 

extract gave divergent results: Velicer's Map indicated a unidimensional 

structure but parallel analysis suggested 7. The first seven eigenvalues from 

this analysis were: 4.95, 1.28, .69, .58, .38, .24 and .17. Therefore in 

addition to the one-factor and three-factor solutions, a two-factor and four to 

seven-factor solutions were also investigated. The results for a single factor 

EFA showed that the first unrotated factor accounted for 30.91% of the 

variance of the items and the factor loadings ranged from .15 to .82. This is 

inline with the results found by the original authors (Ames et al., 2006).  

Increasing the number of factors in EFA resulted in increased 

variance but the model fit statistics did not improve. Furthermore with a 

four-factor solution a Heywood case was detected and as the number of 

factors increased an ultra-Heywood case was detected. A Heywood case is 

when the communality (the squared correlation) of an item reaches 1 or 

exceeds 1. This implies that the item has no unique variance. There are a 

number of procedures for dealing with such cases, including setting the 

extreme communalities to .99 or 1.00 or deleting the item that is causing the 

issue as its contributing variance is negligible (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 

However, what is consistent in terms of recommendations for such issues is 

to not interpret the factor structure or model results. Dropping the item 

allows the four-factor solution to be achieved but then the five-factor has 

another Heywood case. Consequently, it is clear that any solutions with 

more than three factors do not provide an adequate representation of the 

data and should not be interpreted. The issue may be caused by the binary 

data, although the tetrachoric correlation matrix was used and a smoothing 

function was used to deal with negative eigenvalues. Research has shown 

that tetrachroic matrices can result in higher numbers of Heywood cases 

(Collins, Cliff, McCormick, & Zatkin, 1986). As a result, the factor 

structure of the NPI will be assessed in the next section using CFA before 

any conclusions are made about its underlying structure. This result neither 

supports nor refutes hypothesis 3 about the factor structure of the NPI.     
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2.11.1.4 Combining the separate measures.  

To begin with, an EFA including all of the items from the LSRP and 

MPS was conducted to see how the items from each measure relate to the 

other measure. As there has been considerable discussion about the overlap 

of Psychopathy and Machiavellianism this part of the analysis did not 

include the NPI-16. Furthermore, as the NPI-16 is an ipsative scale rather 

than a Likert scale and considering the issues with the EFA of the scale as 

discussed above it seemed prudent to conduct an EFA without the NPI-16. 

Following the EFA of the LSRP and MPS, a CFA of the NPI will be 

conducted and finally a CFA of all of the measures combined. 

2.11.1.4.1 LSRP and MPS. 

The two methods for determining number of factors provided the 

same results for this combined measure: Velicer’s MAP and parallel 

analysis suggested a seven-factor solution. The seven eigenvalues from the 

parallel analysis were: 13.19, 2.48, 1.98, 1.18, 1.00, .72, and .48. As there 

was substantial agreement in regard to the factor structure an EFA was 

conducted for a one-factor, two-factor and seven-factor solution to begin 

with. The model fit statistics for each are summarized in Table 2.13.  

 
Table 2.13: EFA results for various factor solutions for the combined LSRP and MPS 
Model χ2 df TLI RMSEA [90% CI] Proportion of 

Variance 
One-factor MP 6155.45 819 .569 .110 [.106, .111] .31 
Two-factor MP 5019.57 778 .639 .101 [.097, .102] .38 
Seven-factor MP 1590.55 588 .886 .057 [.052, .059] .55 
Six-factor MP21 1296.25 459 .897 .059 [.054, .061] .56 
Eight-factor MP 1327.53 553 .906 .052 [.047, .054] .57 

 

The factor loadings for the seven-factor EFA are summarised in 

Table 2.14. From examining the factor loadings it is clear that the MPS is 

relatively robust with its factor structure even when it is combined with a 

measure of Psychopathy. Only two items M2 “The only good reason to talk 

to others is to get information that I can use to my benefit” and M12 

“People are only motivated by personal gain” either did not load strongly 

on their intended factor or had various cross-loadings with other factors. 

The LSRP as expected was more fragile with its factor structure. However, 

from the configuration of factor loadings a pattern of themes did emerge.  
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Table 2.14: Seven-factor EFA for LSRP & MPS combined 

 F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 
M1 .745 .214 .013 -.046 .006 -.066 -.021 
M2 .249 .315 -.126 .388 -.014 .095 -.057 
M3 .906 .088 .097 -.057 -.027 -.066 -.031 
M4 .748 .149 .060 .022 -.110 -.058 .112 
M5 .859 .042 -.007 -.249 .148 .072 -.029 
M6 .045 -.110 -.001 .085 -.041 .785 .116 
M7 .082 -.108 .021 .171 -.059 .780 .099 
M8 -.109 .029 .093 -.122 .001 .753 -.016 
M9 -.054 -.033 .658 -.006 .014 .237 -.023 
M10 -.011 -.101 .941 -.112 .002 .038 .062 
M11 .136 -.095 .816 -.154 -.033 .124 .081 
M12 -.058 .447 .124 .050 .090 .073 -.119 
M13 .002 .676 -.180 -.018 .113 .066 -.031 
M14 .118 .843 -.063 -.117 -.076 -.140 .028 
M15 -.041 .926 -.029 -.061 -.150 .027 .110 
M16 .030 .866 -.022 .021 -.077 -.149 .124 
P1 -.014 .159 .116 .585 -.141 .100 -.069 
P2 .460 -.079 .161 .318 .159 -.020 -.034 
P3 .434 .037 .236 .319 .017 -.044 -.068 
P4 .184 .008 .418 .330 .113 -.142 -.021 
P5 .075 -.020 .782 .114 .084 -.135 .034 
P6 .245 .087 .260 .417 -.032 -.221 .062 
P7 .121 .252 .024 .439 -.098 -.011 -.076 
P8 .052 .116 .237 .321 .102 .051 -.104 
P9 .397 .162 .040 .094 .092 .175 -.100 
P10 .343 -.233 .001 .544 -.124 .106 .037 
P11 .393 .078 .060 .003 .070 .092 -.081 
P12 .436 -.176 -.177 .570 -.086 -.052 .087 
P13 .420 .007 -.121 .204 .067 .283 -.030 
P14 .315 -.130 -.173 .613 -.102 .069 .064 
P15 .774 -.012 -.077 .072 -.192 -.022 .043 
P16 .843 -.194 -.018 -.059 .077 .029 .015 
P17 .113 .151 .019 -.227 .414 .016 .179 
P18 -.072 .054 -.055 -.044 .491 .276 -.043 
P19 .086 -.154 -.056 -.046 .597 -.122 .005 
P20 -.081 -.054 -.017 -.046 .649 -.239 .080 
P21 -.029 -.110 .072 -.177 .939 .020 -.056 
P22 -.155 .368 -.004 .114 .206 -.043 .150 
P23 .090 -.320 -.135 .287 .305 .015 .181 
P24 .016 .161 .106 -.010 -.012 .121 .863 
P25 -.052 .286 .036 .099 -.035 .143 .586 
P26 .106 .242 -.164 .223 .180 .078 -.118 
Note. Loadings under .30 have been greyed out for ease of comprehension 

 

Two of the Primary Psychopathy items, P15 and P16 associated with 

lying and cheating loaded significantly, .77 and .84, on the Amorality factor 
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of Machiavellianism (F1). In addition the item wording has similarity  

“Even if I were trying very hard to sell something, I wouldn’t lie about it” 

and “Cheating is not justified because it is unfair to others”. The word lying 

is used in one of the Machiavellian items and the word cheat is used in 

another, which is likely to have contributed to the correlation of these items. 

However, it is clear they are all taping in to the same construct of amorality 

and that behaviour is common to both Machiavellianism and Psychopathy. 

Furthermore, this was the first factor extracted so it accounts for the largest 

variance, 16%, across all of the items of these two measures.   

The next largest factor (F2) is that of Distrust of Others in 

Machiavellianism and there is little overlap from the Psychopathy items on 

this factor. Only two items, P22 and P23, load > .30 but they are both < .37. 

Examining the items reveals no reason why these items should be connected 

to the Distrust factor. Furthermore, from a theoretical perspective distrust of 

others and cynicism is a trait unique to Machiavellianism and is unrelated to 

Psychopathy so the distinctness of this trait from the Psychopathy items is 

valid.  

 The next factor (F3) is Desire for Status for which the three expected 

items from Machiavellianism all load > .65. In addition to these items, P5 

from Psychopathy also loads significantly, .78. A word from this item aligns 

with the theme of this factor “Making a lot of money is my most important 

goal”. Another item from Psychopathy also loads on this factor, .42, “My 

main purpose in life is getting as many goodies as I can”, there is some 

overlap with the Machiavellian items in terms of acquiring things such as 

money and wealth but the term “goodies” does not necessarily refer to 

status related objects. It is clear the wording is ambiguous with what 

“goodies” are and the item also has a cross-loading on the next factor of .33, 

which suggests this item may just be a poorly worded item.  

 The items for the following factor are mostly from Primary 

Psychopathy, only one item from Machiavellianism, M2 loads .39 on this 

factor. However, the majority of the items load quite poorly on this factor, 

between .30 and .40. The only items that load greater than .40 are P1, P6, P7, 

P10, P12 and P14. These 6 items seem to capture the egocentricity and 

callousness of Primary Psychopathy. The next factor (F5) captures the 
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impulsivity and lack of self-control of Secondary Psychopathy; the three 

highest loading items, P21, P20 and P19 all refer to aspects of low 

Conscientiousness. F6 is the last factor of Machiavellianism, the Desire for 

Control and F7 is made up of two items from Psychopathy that allude to 

emotional volatility and externalization.   

 Below are the seven factors based on this EFA, with the items that 

load greater than .40. The items dropped for poor loading and cross loading 

are M2, P2, P3, P4, P8, P9, P11, P13, P22, P23 and P26. 

F1: Amorality 

• M1 I believe that lying is necessary to maintain competitive 

advantage over others. 

• M3 I am willing to be unethical if I believe it will help me succeed.  

• M4 I am willing to sabotage the efforts of other people if they 

threaten my own goals. 

• M5 I would cheat if there was a low chance of getting caught. 

• P15 Even if I were trying very hard to sell something, I wouldn’t lie 

about it. 

• P16 Cheating is not justified because it is unfair to others. 

F2: Distrust 

• M12 People are only motivated by personal gain. 

• M13 I dislike committing to groups because I don’t trust others. 

• M14 Team members backstab each other all the time to get ahead. 

• M15 If I show any weakness at work, other people will take 

advantage of it. 

• M16 Other people are always planning ways to take advantage of 

the situation at my expense. 

F3: Status 

• M9 Status is a good sign of success in life. 

• M10 Accumulating wealth is an important goal for me. 

• M11 I want to be rich and powerful someday. 

• P5 Making a lot of money is my most important goal.  

F4: Egocentricity and Callousness  
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• P1 Success is based on survival of the fittest; I am not concerned 

about the losers. 

• P6 I let others worry about higher values; my main concern is with 

the bottom line. 

• P7 People who are stupid enough to get ripped off usually deserve it. 

• P10 I would be upset if my success came at someone else’s expense. 

(R) 

• P12 I make a point of trying not to hurt others in pursuit of my goals. 

(R) 

• P14 I feel bad if my words or actions cause someone to feel 

emotional pain. (R) 

F5: Impulsivity 

• P17 I find myself in the same kinds of trouble, time after time. 

• P18 I am often bored. 

• P19 I find that I am able to pursue one goal for a long time. (R) 

• P20 I don’t plan anything very far in advance. 

• P21 I quickly lose interest in tasks I start.  

F6: Control 

• M6 I like to give the orders in interpersonal situations. 

• M7 I enjoy having control over other people. 

• M8 I enjoy being able to control the situation. 

F7: Aggression 

• P24 I have been in a lot of shouting matches with other people. 

• P25 When I get frustrated, I often “let of steam” by blowing my top. 

 

For completeness an eight-factor structure was explored with these 

two measures, the model fit statistics are in the final row of Table 2.13. The 

inclusion of this additional factor improves model fit as expected, it 

provides a more nuanced explanation of the data. When examining the 

factor loadings, the majority are identical to the seven-factor solution. The 

only significant difference is that the egocentricity and callousness factor 

splits in to two factors instead of loading on the same one.  
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Furthermore, an EFA with all of the MPS items and the first 21 

items of the LSRP was conducted, based of the findings from the individual 

EFA on the LSRP. To begin with, Velicer’s MAP and parallel analysis 

suggested a six-factor solution. The six eigenvalues from the parallel 

analysis were: 12.53, 2.21, 1.76, 1.09, .98, and .45. The EFA model fit 

statistics for a six-factor solution are shown in Table 2.13 (Six-factorMP21) 

and the fit is similar to that found for the seven and eight factor solutions for 

all of the items. Examining the loadings shows that the factors of Distrust, 

Status and Control are the same as those found previously in the seven and 

eight-factor solutions. However now the majority of the Primary 

Psychopathy items are loading on the Amorality factor of Machiavellianism.  

The impulsivity items are similar to previous ones and the rest of the 

Psychopathy items form a callousness factor. However, items from this 

callousness factor are also cross-loading greater than .40 on the Amorality 

factor. Nonetheless, there are a number of items that do not load more 

than .40 on any of the factors or have significant cross-loadings. However, 

this model, the seven-factor model and the eight-factor model will be tested 

in the CFA section following to determine the best fitting model for the 

combination of these two measures.  

2.11.2 CFA Analysis 
A second sample was gathered for the CFA, it consisted of 259 

individuals with 124 males and 127 females (8 individuals reported their 

gender as “other”). The average age of participants was 25.05 years with a 

minimum age of 17 years and a maximum age of 61 years; the standard 

deviation for age was 7.31 years. In terms of education 4% of the sample 

had less than a high school education, 17% had completed high school, 38% 

had some college or university, 26% of participants had a university degree, 

12% had a masters degree, and 3% had further postgraduate education. The 

data was collected using an online survey that was advertised on the 

message board of a social platform in a group specifically for individuals 

interested in taking part in surveys. The group has 50,000 subscribers. 

Participants were incentivised to take part in the survey in order to get 

feedback on their dark side personality scores. Only those participants from 
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unique IP addresses were allowed to take part in this study preventing single 

individuals from taking part multiple times.  

2.11.2.1 NPI CFA. 
To begin with a unidimensional model was tested with all of the 

items from the NPI loading on a single factor. This model (Model A) did 

not reach adequate fit and its fit statistics can be found in the first column of 

Table 2.15. Following this model (Model B), a second unidimensional 

model was tested that utilised the largest loadings from the EFA analysis in 

the previous section. Only items whose factor loading was greater than .50 

were included in this model and the fit statistics improved somewhat, 

although the Chi Sq, CFI and TLI figures improved the RMSEA figures 

increased in size, which shows a poor fit. Inspection of the modification 

indices showed a large covariance between two items: N2 “I think I am a 

special person” and N10 “I am an extraordinary person”. The items are 

very similar in wording and meaning so residual covariance between the 

items is expected. 

 
Table 2.15: Model fit statistics for CFA on NPI Model A through to Model E 
! Model A Model B Model C Model D Model E 
Chi Sq 284.59 67.33 73.20 112.40 48.34 
Chi Sq SB 371.87 99.97 99.31 154.69 66.45 
df 104 20 26 51 41 
CFI .900 .949 .965 .960 .979 
TLI .884 .929 .951 .948 .972 
RMSEA .087 .102 .090 .076 .042 
Lower Bound .078 .083 .071 .062 .022 
Upper Bound .097 .123 .109 .089 .060 

 

 The next model tested was a two-factor model based on the highest 

EFA loadings of the two-factor analysis in the previous section (Model C). 

Figure 2.5 shows this CFA model and the others that were tested for the NPI. 

The model fit statistics for this model are better than those for the previous 

two models, with both the CFI and TLI exceeding .95. However, the 

RMSEA levels are still higher than the threshold for a good fitting model 

and again inspection of the modification indices show there is a large 

residual covariance between items N2 and N10.  
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Figure 2.5: NPI CFA models tested 

 
Finally, two three-factor models were tested for the NPI, one based 

on the EFA loadings from the previous section (Model D) and the second 

was based on the factor analysis done by Ackerman et al. (2011) (Model E). 

In their study they derived the three sub-factors of the NPI-40: Leadership / 

Authority, Grandiose Exhibitionism and Entitlement / Exploitativeness. 

Model D did not require any items to covary but the factor structure did not 

achieve good model fit. On the other hand, Model E had good model fit, 

achieving CFI and TLI > .95 and RMSEA < .060, therefore this is clearly 

the most plausible representation of the underlying data. This finding 

supports hypothesis 3 that a three-factor solution would be the best fitting 

model for the NPI. The items making up these factors are listed below: 

F1: Leadership/Authority – L/A (Will be referred to as Leadership going 

forward) 

• N5 I like having authority over people 

• N6 I am going to be a great person 

• N10 I am an extraordinary person 
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• N13 People always seem to recognize my authority 

F2: Grandiose Exhibitionism – G/E (Will be referred to as Grandoise going 

forward) 

• N1 I really like to be the centre of attention 

• N9 I like to be the centre of attention 

• N14 I know that I am good because everybody keeps telling me so 

• N15 I am apt to show off if I get the chance 

F3: Entitlement/Exploitativeness – E/E (Will be referred to as Exploitative 

going forward) 

• N4 I insist upon getting the respect that is due to me 

• N8 I expect a great deal from other people 

• N12 I find it easy to manipulate people  

 

2.11.2.2 LSRP and MPS CFA. 

Seven models were tested in this CFA, alongside the six-factor 

(Model E), seven-factor (Model F) and eight-factor (Model G) models, 

discussed in the EFA analysis above; a one-factor model (Model A) was 

tested to account for the issue that some researchers believe 

Machiavellianism and Psychopathy are too similar constructs to be 

considered individually, a two-factor model (Model B) was tested to 

understand if the trait model rather than the sub-factor model is a better 

representation of the data, a second six-factor model (Model C)  that used 

the original authors’ recommended factor structures (4 for MPS and 2 for 

LSRP) and finally, a second seven-factor model (Model D)  that is based on 

the original MPS four-factor structure and the three-factor structure 

proposed by Brinkley et al. (2008). Figures 2.6 and 2.7 depict the models 

tested by CFA (covariances between latent factors for Models C through to 

G have been omitted on these diagrams to reduce their complexity) and 

Table 2.16 summarises the fit statistics for these models.   
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Figure 2.6: MPS and LSRP CFA models tested – Models A through C 
 

 

!  

M1 

M2 

M3 

M4 

M5 

M6 

M7 

M8 

M9 

M10 

M11 

M12 

M13 

M14 

M15 

M16 

M & P 

Model A Model B 

Model C 

P1 P2 P3 
P4 
P5 
P6 
P7 
P8 
P9 

P10 
P11 
P12 
P13 
P14 
P15 
P16 
P17 

P18 
P19 
P20 
P21 
P22 
P23 

P24 P25 P26 

M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 
M6 

M7 
M8 
M9 
M10 
M11 
M12 
M13 

M14 
M15 
M16 

P1 
P2 

P3 
P4 
P5 
P6 
P7 
P8 
P9 
P10 
P11 
P12 
P13 
P14 
P15 
P16 
P17 

P18 
P19 
P20 
P21 

P22 P23 P24 P25 P26 

M 

P 

Dis 

Sta 

Con 

Amo 

P1 

P2 

M1 

M2 

M3 

M4 

M5 

M6 

M7 

M8 

M9 

M10 

M11 

M12 

M13 

M14 

M15 

M16 

P1 P2 P3 
P4 
P5 
P6 
P7 
P8 
P9 

P10 
P11 
P12 
P13 

P14 P15 P16 

P17 P18 

P19 
P20 
P21 
P22 
P23 
P24 

P25 P26 

M1 

M2 

M3 

M4 

M5 

M6 

M7 

M8 

M9 

M10 

M11 

M12 

M13 

M14 

M15 

M16 

M & P 

Model A Model B 

Model C 

P1 P2 P3 
P4 
P5 
P6 
P7 
P8 
P9 

P10 
P11 
P12 
P13 
P14 
P15 
P16 
P17 

P18 
P19 
P20 
P21 
P22 
P23 

P24 P25 P26 

M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 
M6 

M7 
M8 
M9 

M10 
M11 
M12 
M13 

M14 
M15 
M16 

P1 
P2 

P3 
P4 
P5 
P6 
P7 
P8 
P9 

P10 
P11 
P12 
P13 
P14 
P15 
P16 
P17 

P18 
P19 
P20 
P21 

P22 P23 P24 P25 P26 

M 

P 

Dis 

Sta 

Con 

Amo 

P1 

P2 

M1 

M2 

M3 

M4 

M5 

M6 

M7 

M8 

M9 

M10 

M11 

M12 

M13 

M14 

M15 

M16 

P1 P2 P3 
P4 
P5 
P6 
P7 
P8 
P9 

P10 
P11 
P12 
P13 

P14 P15 P16 

P17 P18 

P19 
P20 
P21 
P22 
P23 
P24 

P25 P26 

M1 

M2 

M3 

M4 

M5 

M6 

M7 

M8 

M9 

M10 

M11 

M12 

M13 

M14 

M15 

M16 

M & P 

Model A Model B 

Model C 

P1 P2 P3 
P4 
P5 
P6 
P7 
P8 
P9 

P10 
P11 
P12 
P13 
P14 
P15 
P16 
P17 

P18 
P19 
P20 
P21 
P22 
P23 

P24 P25 P26 

M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 
M6 

M7 
M8 
M9 

M10 
M11 
M12 
M13 

M14 
M15 
M16 

P1 
P2 

P3 
P4 
P5 
P6 
P7 
P8 
P9 

P10 
P11 
P12 
P13 
P14 
P15 
P16 
P17 

P18 
P19 
P20 
P21 

P22 P23 P24 P25 P26 

M 

P 

Dis 

Sta 

Con 

Amo 

P1 

P2 

M1 

M2 

M3 

M4 

M5 

M6 

M7 

M8 

M9 

M10 

M11 

M12 

M13 

M14 

M15 

M16 

P1 P2 P3 
P4 
P5 
P6 
P7 
P8 
P9 

P10 
P11 
P12 
P13 

P14 P15 P16 

P17 P18 

P19 
P20 
P21 
P22 
P23 
P24 

P25 P26 



115 

Figure 2.7: MPS and LSRP CFA models tested – Models D through G 
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As Table 2.16 shows models A through to C did not reach any of the 

criteria for good model fit. The CFI and TLI for Model D reached the 

criteria for good model fit, however the RMSEA figures were quite large. 

Inspection of the model modification indices showed significant covariance 

between P5 and the Machiavellianism items. This mirrors the pattern found 

in the EFA but as Model D was based on the Brinkley et al. (2008) factor 

structure for the LSRP, the proposed structure does not incorporate the 

overlap between items from Psychopathy and Machiavellianism. Models E 

through G show good model fit, as these were based on EFA from the 

previous sample, and incorporated items that had high loadings on their 

primary factors and no significant cross-loadings. 
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Table 2.16: Model fit statistics for CFA models examing MPS and LSRP 

Model A B C D E F G H I 

# Factors 1 2 6 7 6 7 8 6 6 + 3 

Chi Sq 5231.4 5050.7 2699.3 1481.2 443.9 695.1 346.1 464.6 303.6 

Chi Sq SB 8464.2 8143.8 4400.0 2628.4 825.6 1232.7 664.5 839.1 610.9 

df 819 818 804 539 284 413 296 309 282 

CFI .890 .894 .949 .967 .986 .980 .990 .985 .992 

TLI .885 .889 .945 .964 .984 .977 .989 .983 .990 

RMSEA .150 .147 .103 .092 .063 .066 .050 .061 .047 

RMSEA LB .147 .144 .100 .089 .058 .062 .045 .056 .042 

RMSEA UB .152 .150 .106 .096 .068 .070 .055 .066 .053 
The best fitting model was Model G in this analysis, however when 

examining the inter-factor correlations, extremely large correlations were 

found between the factors of Amorality, Egocentricity and Callousness: 

above .80, see Table 2.17. This overlap between the factors of Amorality 

from Machiavellianism with Egocentricity and Callousness from 

Psychopathy, make sense in terms of the previous literature. The 

Psychopathy traits are representative of primary psychopaths and studies 

have found a correlation between Primay Psychopathy and 

Machiavellianism (e.g. Skinner, 1988).  
Table 2.17: Inter-factor correlations from Model G 

 
Amorality Control Status Distrust Egocentricity Callousness Impulsivity 

Amo 
       Con .517*** 

      Sta .380*** .478*** 
     Dis .584*** .330*** .189** 

    P-Eg .862*** .551*** .536*** .548*** 
   P-Ca .822*** .425*** .410*** .444*** .805*** 

  P-Im .185* -.174* .003 .151* .144 -.004 
 P-Ag .234*** .398*** .110 .310*** .218** .194** .216** 

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 
 

However, from a measurement perspective it causes concern about 

the validity of these measures. Consequently two further models were tested, 

one (Model H) in which all of the items from Amorality, Egocentricity and 

Callousness were loaded on to a single factor, while the other factors 

remained unchanged. The second (Model I) was a bifactor-type model, 

which had all the items from those three factors load on their respective 

factors but also a general factor, a factor that accounts for the overlap 

between these factors. Although the bifactor models violated a key 

assumption in the previous study (Study 2.1) for the measurement of the 
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SD3, there is no theoretical reason why that assumption should be violated 

here. To ensure that is the case the modification indices will be checked for 

any residual variance between Amorality, Egocentricity and Callousness 

after their shared variance has been accounted for. Models H and I are 

shown in Figure 2.8 (the differences between them are highlighted in the 

dashed box). It is important to state here that Model I is not a traditional 

bifactor model and therefore should not be called such. The latent variable 

named “Mach & Psych” in Model I is a factor that accounts for the 

covariance between all of the items that form the factors of Amorality, 

Egocentricity and Callousness. Therefore it shall be described as an overlap-

factor throughout this analysis.  
Figure 2.8: MPS and LSRP CFA models tested – Models H and I 
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The model fit statistics for Models H and I can be found in Table 

2.16 in the last two columns. Although Model H is very close to good model 

fit, Model I is clearly a better fitting model. However, the modification 

indices must be inspected for residual variance as all four factors: the 

general factor (Mach & Psych), Amorality (Amo), Egocentricity (P-Eg) and 

Callousness (P-Ca), must be orthogonal to one another. The highest 

modification index was between Egocentricity and Callousness, however it 

was only 8 and therefore negligible. Next, the item loadings on the overlap-

factor were assessed; they all exceeded .50 and were significant. On the 

individual factors only two items on Amorality became non-significant and 

the significance of another item reduced but was still in the range of 

significance, p = .035. The changes in item loadings are shown in Table 

2.18, the shaded areas have remained consistent. 
Table 2.18: Factor loadings for Model G and Model I 

Model G 
 

E SE z-value P(>|z|) Model I 
 

E SE z-value P(>|z|) 
 

         Amorality 
 

M1 .803 .027 30.148 .000   M1 .386 .069 5.597 .000 
 

 
M3 .903 .018 51.103 .000   M3 .218 .059 3.702 .000 

 
 

M4 .836 .024 35.123 .000   M4 .209 .063 3.315 .001 
 

 
M5 .685 .036 19.232 .000   M5 .096 .070 1.365 .172 

 
 

P15 .616 .041 15.098 .000   P15 -.159 .095 -1.663 .096 
 

 
P16 .697 .034 20.584 .000   P16 -.158 .075 -2.112 .035 

Control 
  

M6 .707 .042 17.034 .000 
 

M6 .707 .042 17.028 .000 
 

 
M7 .951 .034 27.962 .000 

 
M7 .952 .034 27.975 .000 

 
 

M8 .606 .050 12.239 .000 
 

M8 .607 .050 12.243 .000 
Status 
  

M9 .725 .037 19.371 .000 
 

M9 .725 .037 19.402 .000 
 

 
M10 .873 .025 34.673 .000 

 
M10 .873 .025 34.623 .000 

 
 

M11 .943 .022 42.865 .000 
 

M11 .943 .022 42.854 .000 
Distrust 
  

M13 .656 .043 15.219 .000 
 

M13 .657 .043 15.291 .000 
 

 
M14 .780 .030 26.016 .000 

 
M14 .779 .030 26.135 .000 

 
 

M15 .857 .029 29.332 .000 
 

M15 .858 .029 29.421 .000 
 

 
M16 .818 .032 25.642 .000 

 
M16 .818 .032 25.517 .000 

Egocentricity 
  

P3 .828 .033 25.403 .000   P3 .312 .064 4.847 .000 
 

 
P6 .719 .034 20.952 .000   P6 .272 .072 3.763 .000 

 
 

P8 .648 .038 17.132 .000   P8 .373 .083 4.518 .000 
Callousness 
  

P12 .754 .037 20.597 .000   P12 .296 .052 5.727 .000 
 

 
P14 .811 .032 25.751 .000   P14 .376 .057 6.618 .000 

 
 

P10 .819 .028 29.092 .000   P10 .565 .075 7.505 .000 
Impulsivity 
  

P19 .546 .052 10.456 .000 
 

P19 .551 .051 10.760 .000 
 

 
P20 .561 .054 10.329 .000 

 
P20 .560 .054 10.415 .000 

 
 

P21 .861 .062 13.781 .000 
 

P21 .855 .059 14.561 .000 
Aggression 
  

P24 .917 .090 10.163 .000 
 

P24 .916 .090 10.168 .000 
 

 
P25 .734 .075 9.797 .000 

 
P25 .734 .075 9.804 .000 

 
      

MP Overlap  
    

       
M1 .750 .034 21.973 .000 

 
       

M3 .874 .023 38.070 .000 
 

       
M4 .808 .028 29.273 .000 

 
       

M5 .673 .037 18.379 .000 
 

       
P15 .646 .040 16.111 .000 

 
       

P16 .729 .033 22.381 .000 
 

       
P3 .751 .034 22.398 .000 

 
       

P6 .655 .040 16.296 .000 
 

       
P8 .566 .042 13.470 .000 

 
       

P12 .653 .037 17.463 .000 
 

       
P14 .693 .036 19.185 .000 

 
       

P10 .689 .033 20.707 .000 

 
The items that became non-significant add no uniqueness to the 

model outside of what they contribute to the ovelap factor (called the MP 
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Overlap in Table 2.18) and these items contain the words cheat, cheating 

and lie. The items with the largest loading on the overlap-factor are those 

from Amorality, which suggests this may be at the core of what causes the 

overlap between Psychopathy and Machiavellianism. The factor correlations 

are shown in Table 2.19!
Table 2.19: Factor correlations for Model G and Model I 

Model G 
 

Corr SE P(>|z|) Model I 
 

Corr SE P(>|z|) 
Amorality 

   
Amorality 

   
 

Control .517 .051 .000 
 

Control .092 .093 .323 

 
Status .380 .054 .000 

 
Status .036 .104 .729 

 
Distrust .584 .041 .000 

 
Distrust .352 .097 .000 

 
Egocentricity .862 .032 .000 

 
Impulsivity .478 .129 .000 

 
Callousness .822 .025 .000 

 
Aggression -.001 .113 .994 

 
Impulsivity .185 .073 .011 

     
 

Aggression .234 .065 .000 
     Control 

   
Control  

   
 

Status .478 .050 .000 
 

Status .478 .050 .000 

 
Distrust .330 .065 .000 

 
Distrust .330 .065 .000 

 
Egocentricity .551 .051 .000 

 
Egocentricity .204 .097 .036 

 
Callousness .425 .055 .000 

 
Callousness -.008 .073 .916 

 
Impulsivity -.174 .074 .018 

 
Impulsivity -.175 .074 .018 

 
Aggression .398 .066 .000 

 
Aggression .398 .066 .000 

      
MP Overlap .510 .051 .000 

Status 
   

Status  
   

 
Distrust .189 .063 .003 

 
Distrust .189 .063 .003 

 
Egocentricity .536 .049 .000 

 
Egocentricity .462 .109 .000 

 
Callousness .410 .057 .000 

 
Callousness .167 .082 .042 

 
Impulsivity .003 .065 .964 

 
Impulsivity .003 .065 .964 

 
Aggression .110 .075 .140 

 
Aggression .110 .075 .140 

      
MP Overlap .379 .056 .000 

Distrust 
   

Distrust  
   

 
Egocentricity .548 .055 .000 

 
Egocentricity .169 .128 .188 

 
Callousness .444 .057 .000 

 
Callousness -.008 .082 .925 

 
Impulsivity .151 .071 .033 

 
Impulsivity .151 .071 .033 

 
Aggression .310 .072 .000 

 
Aggression .310 .072 .000 

      
MP Overlap .530 .052 .000 

Egocentricity 
   

Egocentricity  
   

 
Callousness .805 .034 .000 

 
Impulsivity .099 .138 .474 

 
Impulsivity .144 .076 .057 

 
Aggression .018 .125 .884 

 
Aggression .218 .065 .001 

     Callousness 
   

Callousness  
   

 
Impulsivity -.004 .078 .955 

 
Impulsivity -.211 .103 .040 

 
Aggression .194 .067 .004 

 
Aggression -.038 .104 .713 

Impulsivity 
   

Impulsivity 
   

 
Aggression .216 .078 .006 

 
Aggression .216 .078 .006 

      
MP Overlap .116 .084 .166 

     
Aggression 

   
      

MP Overlap .240 .068 .000 
 

The factor correlations for Model I show that the inclusion of the 

overlap trait has reduced the correlation between Amorality, Egocentricity 

and Callousness with the other variables in the model. Amorality in this 

model only significantly correlates positively with Distrust and Impulsivity. 

Callousness only significantly correlates with Status positively (but only 

just r = .167, p = .042), and Impulsivity negatively (but again only just r = -

.211, p = .040). Egocentricity significantly correlates with both Status and 

Control positively. The overlap-factor significantly correlates with every 

variable except for Impulsivity. This pattern of correlations provides further 

evidence that this overlap-factor is representative of Primary Psychopathy 
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and Machiavellianism, as impulsivity is a core trait of Secondary 

Psychopathy.  

It is important to stress here that the use of this overlap-factor is 

novel and therefore, needs further clarification and investigation. It will be 

explored in a little more detail in the next section, which will examine all 

three of the Dark Triad traits together.    

2.11.2.3 LSRP, MPS and NPI CFA. 

In the final CFA analysis, the three factors derived for the NPI were 

added to those derived for the MPS and LSRP. However, as the overlap-

factor model was found to be the best fitting model in the previous analysis, 

four models were tested in this section. One in which no overlap-factor is 

incorporated so this model (Model A) consists of the three factors of the 

NPI and the simple eight factor model (which was Model G in Figure 2.7). 

In the next model (Model B), the three NPI factors are added to the overlap-

factor model (which was Model I in Figure 2.8) with none of the NPI items 

loading on the overlap-factor. Following this, a third model (Model C) was 

tested which incorporates the overlap-factor across all three measures. The 

impetuous for this was to investigate whether the overlap between 

Machiavellianism and Psychopathy extends to include Narcissism. The 

overlap between Machiavellianism and Psychopathy encompasses unethical 

behaviour, egocentricity and callousness, which are likely to correlate 

highly with the Entitlement/Exploitativeness factor of the NPI. 

Consequently, the items from this factor were added to the overlap-factor. 

Finally, in order to be comprehensive in the exploration of the overlap 

between these traits and inline with the analysis conducted in Study 1.1, a 

full bifactor model was investigated in which all the items derived for the 

subscales were loaded on to a general factor. Figures 2.9 and 2.10 

summarises the models that will be tested in this analysis. The model fit 

statistics for each model are presented in Table 2.20.    
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Figure 2.9: MPS, LSRP and NPI CFA models tested – Models A and B  
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Figure 2.10: MPS, LSRP and NPI CFA models tested – Models C and D 

! !
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Table 2.20: Model fit statistics for CFA of LSRP, MPS and NPI 

 
Model A Model B Model C Model D 

Chi Sq 774.49 716.72 661.72 1446.01 
Chi Sq SB 1267.14 1197.91 1130.67 - 
df 610 593 594 620 
CFI .983 .985 .987 - 
TLI .980 .982 .984 - 
RMSEA .051 .049 .045 - 
RMSEA LB .047 .045 .041 - 
RMSEA UB .054 .053 .049 - 

 
The first three models (A, B and C) all achieve good model fit and 

the differences between them are negligible. However for both Models A 

and B there were factor correlations that exceeded 1. In Model A, the 

Entitlement/Exploitativeness factor from the NPI correlated with Amorality 

and Callousness with a value greater than 1. This may be because there is a 

strong correlation between the items of these factors that is not accounted 

for in this model. In Model B, the same NPI factor had a correlation with 

the overlap-factor that was greater than 1.  

On the other hand, Model C did not have any factor correlations that 

exceeded 1 and had the best model fit. Only two items did not load well on 

the overlap-factor, they were both from the NPI: N4 loaded .209 and N8 

loaded .441. The last item from this factor, N12, did load greater than .70. 

The wording of the factor aligns with what was discussed above about the 

overlapping traits between Machiavellianism and Psychopathy around 

cheating lying and unethical behaviour. The item is “I find it easy to 

manipulate people.”. However, when examining the items loading on the 

individual factors, there are some discrepancies between the previous 

overlap-factor model for the MPS and LSRP (see Model I Table 2.18 for the 

previous loadings). In Model C, M5 is now significantly loading on 

Amorality, though P15 is still not. Also, none of the items from the 

Entitlement/Exploitativeness factor load significantly on this factor, so all of 

their variance is now accounted for by the overlap-factor. Unfortunately, 

Model D was not identifiable and therefore no statistics were generated.  

2.12 Discussion 

 The results from the EFA analysis of the MPS and LSRP and CFA 

analysis of the NPI support the hypotheses in this study about their 

individual factor structure. The MPS four-factor structure is consistent with 
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the original authors model of Machiavellianism (Dahling et al., 2009). The 

LSRP has a three-factor structure, although a number of items had to be 

dropped to achieve this. The ipsative nature of the NPI made EFA analysis 

difficult due to the occurrence of Heywood cases. However, the CFA 

analysis was considerably more effective and insightful. As expected a 

three-factor structure was representative of the data and these factors were 

inline with those proposed by Ackerman et al. (2011) for the long version of 

this measure, the NPI-40. 

 The goal of the combined CFA was to reduce the overlap that is 

often seen between Machiavellianism and Psychopathy. This was achieved 

using a novel approach, though similar to the statistical process used for a 

bifactor model. An overlap-factor was created that would account for the 

common variance between Machiavellianism and Psychopathy and then 

also Narcissism in the final analysis. The fit of this model was very good 

but a number of factor correlations became negative when this overlap-

factor was included in the model. However, from a theoretical perspective 

this makes sense, if the overlapping variance between factors is accounted 

for then what is unique to them is not necessarily going to correlate.  

 It is important to highlight here that this overlap-factor was a novel 

approach adopted for this study. Currently, there is no such structure that 

has been investigated in the personality domain. However, the 

circumstances associated with the Dark Triad traits are also unique: 

constructs that were developed independently of one another from different 

etiology are combined. Therefore a novel approach is necessary to 

understand how to quantify the overlap between these traits without losing 

the distinctiveness of the traits. An overlap-factor may be a new concept 

that needs considerable further research but it provides a good foundation 

for future research. Due to the novelty of this approach the overlap-factor 

model will not be used going forward in this thesis.  

Although, the large factor correlations between the factors in the 

eight-factor representation of Psychopathy and Machiavellianism spurred 

the investigation of the overlap-factor, in order to model the shared variance 

between Machiavellianism and Psychopathy and then also Narcissism, 

research (Marsh, Morin, Parker, & Kaur, 2014; Sass & Schmitt, 2010) has 
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found that factor correlations can be inflated depending on the rotation and 

the fact that cross-loadings are set to zero in CFA, which does not account 

for low cross-loadings between items. Therefore in practice the overlap-

factor between the measures may not be necessary. However, it does align 

with the theory that there is something that is at the core of these three traits 

and that is what causes the empirical overlap between them. The 

overlapping items, which all load well on the overlap-factor, all focus on 

manipulation and unethical behaviour, suggesting this is what is at the core 

of the Dark Triad.  

2.12.1 Conclusion 

The results of these two studies have shown that the Short Dark 

Triad has a number of methodological issues in terms of assessing 

Machiavellianism and Psychopathy. Separate measures of the traits are 

likely to yield results that are more insightful: capturing both what is core to 

the Dark Triad traits but also what distinguishes them. A model of eight 

sub-factors was statistically derived and although in line with theory, 

empirical testing of this model is needed in future research, specifically to 

examine the high correlations between Amorality, Egocentricity, 

Callousness and Exploitative. The separates measures used in Study 2.2 will 

be used throughout this thesis to examine the effects of Machiavellianism, 

Primary Psychopathy, Secondary Psychopathy and Narcissism on work-

related outcomes.  

! !
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Chapter 3: The Dark Triad at home vs. work: Does framing for work 

increase predictive validity of the Dark Triad on work outcomes? 

3.1 Introduction 

In the most recent meta-analysis investigating the Dark Triad, Muris 

et al. (2017) urged future research to examine the interactive effects of the 

Dark Triad and outcome variables. Although, this call for more moderator 

research with the Dark Triad is needed a handful of researchers have already 

conducted some studies in this space. For example, Roeser et al. (2016) 

examined whether individuals high on the Dark Triad would display more 

unethical behaviour during the nighttime rather than during the daytime. As 

individuals have been found to display lower morality in the evenings due to 

depletion of self-control and reduced self-regulation. Although their results 

showed no effect for time of day on unethical behaviour their investigation 

of time of day as a predictor was novel. 

One moderator that has been investigated with the Big Five 

personality traits but is yet to be examined related to dark side personality 

variables is situational effect. Situational effect describes factors in the 

environment or context: situational cues or circumstances that may 

influence an individual’s behaviour. Fleeson (2001; 2007) examined 

variation of the Big Five personality traits within-individuals and found this 

variation to be as a large as the variation between-individuals. Furthermore, 

this within-individual variation was dependent on the situation, specifically 

the “psychologically active characteristics” (p. 829, Fleeson, 2007) of the 

situation, such as the anonymity, friendliness, and task orientation of the 

situation. There is considerable debate around the interaction between 

personality and situation, specifically to what extent behaviour is 

situationally determined. The majority of researchers focus on one or the 

other: individual differences predict behaviour or situations predict 

behaviour, and very few have examined the interaction between these 

variables in the organisational psychology domain.  

However, this research is important for organisational psychologists 

because currently when assessing an individual’s personality to predict 

work outcomes no stipulation is made to participants to consider their 

behaviour in the workplace. Participants are often asked to responded how 
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strongly they agree or disagree with a statement of behaviour. The results 

are expected to be an individual’s personality or behaviour in general. 

However, if individuals’ behaviour, and thus their personality are 

constrained by the situation around them, particularly at work, researchers 

are likely to get inconsistent patterns of relationships between personality 

and work outcomes. For example, a group of individuals who are provided 

with a survey by their HR department, on their work computer, may be 

influenced by the situation when responding to their behaviour, specifically 

behaviour that may be undesirable in the workplace. Another group of 

individuals who are given a survey by a researcher, independent of their 

organisation, who respond to the survey at home may be more comfortable 

reporting their general behaviour regardless of desirability.  

This potential inconsistency in how people report their behaviour is 

likely to result in some studies finding positive relationships with work 

variables, others finding negative relationships and some finding none at all. 

This is the pattern of results that has been found by academics examining 

the relationship between the Dark Triad traits and work outcomes. 

Moreover, this theory is further supported with a study by Hunthausen, 

Truxillo, Bauer and Hammer (2003) which found that utilising an at work 

frame-of-reference when assessing personality compared to a general 

personality assessment, at work personality added incremental validity 

above cognitive ability when predicting job performance but general 

personality did not. In this study the same Big Five personality measure, the 

NEO, was used for both work personality and general personality. Hence, a 

number of psychometric authors have designed both general, work-specific 

and role-specific personality measures. A meta-analysis of contextualized 

compared to non-contextualized personality measures found the mean 

validity of contextualized measures to be on average .24 with a range of .14 

to .30 and non-contextualized measures to have an average validity of .11 

with a range of .02 to .20 (Shaffer & Postlethwaite, 2012).  

The research examining variation in Big Five personality traits 

across interpersonal contexts and social roles (Donahue & Harary, 1998; 

Robinson, 2009; Sheldon, Ryan, Rawsthorne, & Ilardi, 1997) has 

consistently found that individuals tend to report more conscientious 
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behaviour at work than they report in more social roles such as those with 

friends and family. However, the results for the other Big-Five traits have 

been less consistent: Donahue and Harary (1998) and Sheldon et. al (1997) 

found Agreeableness to be higher in an employee- and friend-roles when 

compared to partner-roles and family-roles, however, Robinson (2009) 

found Agreeableness to be lowest with parents, followed by work 

colleagues and then highest with friends. The personality traits expressed 

with parents were found to not be very positive but this may have been due 

to the fact that the sample consisted of a number of young people who may 

still have been dependent on their parents. Robinson also investigated 

gender differences and found their to be variability in Agreeableness 

between males and females with friends and colleagues but not with parents. 

The author theorises that individuals adapt their personalities to the social 

context in a systematic way, however, there is also a core of consistency 

within individuals.   

3.2 Study 3.1 

The present study looks to extend this existing literature by 

examining whether the Dark Triad traits may vary in different social-

contextual situations. This will be achieved through priming individuals by 

asking them to report their behaviour in general (non-work group) versus 

their behaviour at work. Additionally, as a number of studies and meta-

analysis have shown gender differences in the Dark Triad (Grijalva, 

Newman, et al., 2015; Muris et al., 2017), these gender differences will be 

explored in the non-work group and the work group. With the expectation 

that gender differences will be lower at work, as men and women constrain 

their behaviour to work norms. Furthermore, this study will explore whether 

the dark traid traits differentially predict work outcomes for men and 

women. The priming and framing used in this study is novel and as previous 

research has repeatedly found differences in Big Five personality and 

situations it seemed necessary to include the Big Five in order to validate 

the priming used in this study.  

3.2.1 Situational differences and Big Five personality 

Utilising an experience sampling method, Fleeson (2007) assessed 

participants’ personality and characteristics of the situation they had just 
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experienced, the previous 30 minutes, at multiple time points in a 2-week 

period. The results of 2 studies showed that the variability of personality 

within each participant was influenced by the characteristics of the situation. 

In the first study, for Extraversion the variance between individuals was .14 

(7%) and the variance within individuals was 1.92 (93%), for Agreeableness 

the variance between individuals was .30 (24%) and the variance within 

individuals was .96 (76%) and for Conscientiousness the variance between 

individuals was .23 (10%) and the variance within individuals was 2.03 

(90%).  The items for situation characteristics were grouped in to three 

factors: anonymity (the factor that accounted for the largest variance: 33%), 

which covered the number and level of familiarity of others present in the 

situation, friendliness, which covered the friendliness and status of others 

present and the level of interaction with the others, and task orientation, 

which covered obligation, imposition, impeding deadline and how 

interesting the situation was. The findings showed that the predictive power 

of the situation characteristics was dependent on the personality trait.  

Fleeson’s (2007) results showed that Extraversion increased as the 

situation became friendlier and Extraversion decreased with increased task 

orientation and anonymity. Neuroticism increased with task orientation. 

Conscientiousness increased with greater task orientation and anonymity. 

Agreeableness was found to increase as friendliness increased and reduced 

as task orientation increased. Although the sample size for this research was 

small (n=29 for Study 1; n=47 for Study 2) and the items for the situational 

characteristic factors changed between the studies, the results provide initial 

evidence of within-individual variability across situations. Furthermore, the 

results support those that have previously been found in self-perception 

studies of personality traits across roles and contexts (e.g. Donahue & 

Harary, 1998; Robinson, 2009; Sheldon et al., 1997).  

   Donahue and Harary (1998) explored self-perceptions of the Big 

Five personality traits in 7 different role identities: work, friend, 

boyfriend/girlfriend, spouse, sibling, daughter/son, and parent. Although 

role identities are distinct from situations, participants were given 

definitions of each role before completing the personality assessment and 

how participants perceive their work identity is insightful in terms of the 
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type of behaviour they are likely to display in these roles. Also, these roles 

are likely to become activated in specific situations, such as the employee 

role is likely to be activated at work. Additionally, participants were also 

asked to report their general self-image so deviations between each role and 

the participant in general could be calculated. Results showed that 

participants rated themselves significantly higher than general in 

Extraversion in the work, friend, boyfriend/girlfriend, sibling and parent 

roles.  

As expected, Conscientiousness was rated significantly higher than 

general for work identity and it was rated significantly lower than general 

for the spouse and daughter/son roles. The authors suggested that the 

salience of a legitimized chain of authority in work roles is what predicates 

this result as well as the expectation and reward of conscientious behaviour 

in the workplace. Neuroticism was higher then in general in spouse and 

daughter/son roles and lower than in general for work and friend roles. This 

was inline with the hypothesis that people are more likely to display their 

anxieties and have increased self-disclosure in more intimate personal 

relationships (Donahue & Harary, 1998). 

For Agreeableness, work and friend role identities were rated 

significantly higher than general and sibling and daughter/son roles were 

rated lower than general. This is inline with the theory that roles, which can 

be easily ended such as those at work demand more prosocial and agreeable 

behaviour compared to family ties which are inherently harder to break. For 

Openness, the general self-perception was rated the highest for this trait and 

work, spouse, daughter/son, and parent role identities were rated 

significantly lower than the general rating. Although the aim of this study 

was to examine cross-role variation in participants, the results did also 

highlight the consistency of the Big Five traits: the alphas for consistency 

were all above .80) (Donahue & Harary, 1998). However, the participants 

for both studies were undergraduate students and although presented with 

definitions for each role, these individuals may have struggled to give 

accurate perceptions if they have never experienced work, being a spouse, 

sibling or parent.  
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A similar study was conducted by Sheldon et al. (1997) on a group 

of students using adjective markers for the Big Five traits and the roles of 

student, employee, child, friend and romantic partner. The pattern of results 

was similar to Donahue and Harary (1998) for Conscientiousness and 

Agreeableness but Neuroticism was highest in the student role and there 

was no difference between employee, child and romantic partner. However, 

as the entire sample was made up of undergraduate students it is highly 

likely the role of work, employee identity and requirements related to 

workplace behaviour may not have been well known to this group. 

 In line with the findings of previous research, Conscientiousness is 

expected to be higher in the work group compared to the non-work group. 

Neuroticism is expected to be lower in the work group compared to the non-

work group and finally, Agreeableness is expected to be higher in the work 

group compared to the non-work group.  

H1a: Individuals will report higher Conscientiousness in the work 

group compared to the non-work group. 

H1b: Individuals will report lower Neuroticism in the work group 

compared to the non-work group. 

H1c: Individuals will report higher Agreeableness in the work group 

compared to the non-work group. 

3.2.2 Situational differences and Dark side personality 

The Dark Triad by definition encompasses antisocial behaviours. 

Individuals have been found to display more prosocial behaviour and more 

agreeable behaviour in the workplace or work roles due to the ease of 

termination in these situations (Donahue & Harary, 1998). Therefore it is 

likely that individuals will display lower levels of Psychopathy, 

Machiavellianism and Narcissism in order to preserve their employment. 

Furthermore, as Machiavellians and narcissists are driven by status it is 

likely that they are more driven to hide their dark tendencies in order to 

maintain their level of status and lifestyle through the job they have. 

Additionally, relationships outside of work, specifically at home 

with family will be harder to terminate and therefore individuals may be 

more comfortable to display darker tendencies. Also due to the genetic 

effects of personality traits; for example, Vernon et al. (2008) found 
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Psychopathy and Narcissism to have moderate to large heritable 

components, that at home and in family environments dark behaviours may 

be somewhat part of the norm. Individuals in a family may be more 

homogenous in their personality traits due to genetics. Furthermore, as 

mentioned in Chapter 1, previous research (Simons & Burt, 2011) has 

shown that certain behaviours, be they prosocial or antisocial are learned 

behaviours due to an individual’s upbringing and shared environment. 

Therefore, when examining their behaviour in general individuals may 

report higher levels of the Dark Triad traits then when they are reporting on 

their behaviour in the workplace.   

H2a: Individuals will report lower levels of Primary and Secondary 

Psychopathy in the work group compared to the non-work group. 

H2b: Individuals will report lower levels of Machiavellianism in the 

work group compared to the non-work group. 

H2c: Individuals will report lower levels of Narcissism in the work 

group compared to the non-work group. 

3.2.3 Gender differences and dark side personality 

As discussed in Chapter 1, men have been found to consistently 

report higher levels of Psychopathy and Narcissism than women. This 

pattern is also expected in Machiavellianism. Consequently, gender 

differences are expected in all of the Dark Triad traits with men reporting 

higher levels of all of the Dark Triad traits compared to women.  

H3a: Significant gender differences will be found for Primary and 

Secondary Psychopathy in both groups with males reporting higher levels 

than females. 

H3b: Significant gender differences will be found for 

Machiavellianism in both groups with males reporting higher levels than 

females. 

H3c: Significant gender differences will be found for Narcissism in 

both groups with males reporting higher levels than females. 

3.2.4 Gender differences with situations 

A recent investigation (Robinson, 2009) of the impact of situational 

factors on Big Five personality traits found that gender moderated some of 

the differences in personality traits in specific contexts. Women were found 
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to be more extraverted than men with their parents and with friends but 

there was no difference at work. For Agreeableness, there was no difference 

between the genders with parents but women were more agreeable with 

friends and with work colleagues. Furthermore, men were much less 

neurotic with parents than women but there were no gender differences with 

friends and work colleagues. Finally women were significantly more open 

than men with friends but there was no difference with parents or work 

colleagues.  

This study shows support for gender differences between context 

and roles but the results are not consistent. The lack of consistency may 

have been due to the short personality assessment used (Ten Item 

Personality Inventory – TIPI). On the other hand, the lack of consistency 

could suggest that gender differences between males and females may be 

specific to the situation or context. Some research (Block, von der Lippe, & 

Block, 1973) has shown that personality differences between the genders 

may be due to varying social roles rather than innate differences. However, 

the fewer gender differences at work (Robinson, 2009) may be because 

work environments are likely to constrain behaviour in both males and 

females in the same way, therefore any differences between the genders will 

be smaller at work than in general.  

H3d: Gender differences will be smaller in the work group 

compared to the non-work group.  

Organisational research exploring gender differences in negotiation 

has found that women tend to face social backlash for behaviour that is not 

stereotypically female. As an example, if women display more masculine 

behaviour such as aggression or self-centeredness, they are likely to be 

penalized for this non-stereotypical behaviour and perform more poorly in 

negotiations (Tinsley, Cheldelin, Schneider, & Amanatullah, 2009). 

Although the penalties experienced by women were dependent on whether 

gender was salient in the situation, it does provide initial evidence that 

women emulating male behaviour in the workplace may be punished or 

have lower job performance as a result.  

 As the Dark Triad traits, are more prototypically male, this study 

will explore whether the Dark Triad traits differentially predict work 
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outcomes for males and females. Specifically, the Dark Triad traits are 

expected to be significantly more negative for predicting female job 

performance compared to male job performance.     

H4a: Primary and Secondary Psychopathy will have a greater 

negative influence on work outcomes (job satisfaction, in-role behaviour 

and job performance) for women compared to men. 

H4b: Machiavellianism will have a greater negative influence on 

work outcomes (job satisfaction, in-role behaviour and job performance) for 

women compared to men. 

H4c: Narcissism will have a greater negative influence on work 

outcomes (job satisfaction, in-role behaviour and job performance) for 

women compared to men. 

Finally, in order to replicate and extend the research examining the 

increased validity of framed personality assessment (Hunthausen et al., 

2003). This study will test whether framing for work for both the Big Five 

and Dark Triad traits will explain greater variance in work outcomes than 

when these assessments are framed to general behaviour. 

H5: Personality at work will have larger predictive validity 

compared to personality in general on work outcomes.  

3.3 Method 

3.3.1 Sample 

The sample for this study consisted of 903 individuals with 395 

(43.7%) males and 508 (56.3%) females.  The mean age of participants was 

34.20 years with a standard deviation of 12.25 years and a range of 18 years 

to 77 years. The majority (81.8%) spoke English as their first language and 

in terms of education 2.8% had a GCSE or equivalent education, 12.1% had 

completed A-levels, 16.3% had some level of university education, 33.8% 

had a university degree, 20.8% had a masters degree and 6.5% had a further 

postgraduate qualification. A large proportion of participants were from the 

UK (465, 51.5%) followed by the US (192, 21.3%), Canada (41, 4.5%) and 

Australia (31, 3.4%). All participants had some experience of full-time 

employment. 
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3.3.2 Procedure 

The data was collected from a convenience sample using an online 

survey that was advertised on the message boards of a number of social 

platforms in groups specifically for individuals interested in taking part in 

surveys. For example, one such group has 50,000 subscribers. Participants 

were incentivised to take part in the survey in order to get feedback on their 

dark side personality scores. 

For this between subjects design, an online survey with two 

alternative sets of personality questions was created. Participants with 

unique IP addresses were randomly given one of two sets of questions: work 

questions vs non-work questions. Participants from both groups were 

assessed on all the variables listed below. The priming questions for the 

work group and non-work group for this study were derived from those used 

by Cohn, Fehr and Maréchal (2014). For the work questions, participants 

were asked the following questions preceding the personality assessment: 

“Have you ever worked?”, “How many years of work experience do you 

have?”, “What is your title at work?” and “Please give a short description of 

your average day at work”. Following this, participants were given the 

personality items with these instructions: Please answer the following 

statements in relation to your behaviour and attitudes in the workplace or 

organisational settings. Consider your relationships with your colleagues, 

team and line manager.  

For the non-work group questions, participants were asked the 

following questions preceding the personality assessment: “Do you have 

any hobbies?”, “How many hours a week do you dedicate to these 

hobbies?”, “How many individuals would you consider to be close friends of 

yours?” and “Please give a short description of the types of activities you 

take part in at the weekend”. Following this, participants were given 

personality items with these instructions: Please answer the following 

statements in relation to your behaviour and attitudes in general, such as at 

home, at the weekend or in personal settings. Consider your relationships 

with your family, close friends and/or partner.   

The majority of the personality items did not require any amendment 

for the non-work vs. work setting. The only two items that were adapted 
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were from the Machiavellian Personality Scale (MPS by Dahling et al., 

2009). The items were: “team members backstab each other all the time to 

get ahead” and“if I show any weakness at work, other people will take 

advantage of it”. These were adapted to “people backstab each other all the 

time to get ahead” and“if I show any weakness, other people will take 

advantage of it” for the non-work group. 

3.3.3 Measures. 

3.3.3.1 Psychopathy. 

The LSRP (Levenson et al., 1995) was used to measure Psychopathy. 

In this study the Cronbach’s alphas for the LSRP total, Primary 

Psychopathy and Secondary Psychopathy were: .90, .72 and .88 for those in 

the non-work group and .91, .70 and .89 for those primed to think about 

work.  

3.3.3.2 Narcissism. 

Narcissism was measured using the NPI-16 (Ames et al., 2006). The 

Cronbach’s alpha for the work group was .78 and for the non-work group 

was .76. 

3.3.3.3 Machiavellianism. 

Machiavellianism was measured using the MPS (Dahling et al., 

2009). In this study the Cronbach’s alpha for the entire 16-item scale 

was .89 in the work group and .89 in the non-work group. 

3.3.3.4 Big Five. 

The Mini-IPIP developed by Donnellan, Oswald, Baird, and Lucas 

(2006) was used to measure the Big Five personality traits of participants. It 

is a 20 item short form of the 50-item International Personality Item Pool-

Five-Factor Model measure (Goldberg, 1999). The Mini-IPIP consists of 4 

items per factor of Extraversion, Agreeableness, Neuroticism, 

Conscientiousness, and Openness to Experience. Each item was scored on a 

6-point Likert scale, which ranged from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 6 (Strongly 

Agree). In this study the Cronbach’s alphas for the Mini-IPIP factors were 

as follows: Extraversion – work group = .84, non-work group = .85; 

Agreeableness – work group = .80, non-work group = .83; 

Conscientiousness – work group = .70, non-work group = .72; Neuroticism 
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– work group = .74, non-work group = .76; Openness – work group = .68, 

non-work group = .72.  

3.3.3.5 Job satisfaction.  

Job satisfaction was measured with the short form of the Overall Job 

Satisfaction measure developed by Brayfield and Rothe (1951). The short 

form consists of 6 items and each item was scored on a 9-point Likert scale 

from strongly disagree to strongly agree. In this study the Cronbach’s alpha 

for job satisfaction in the work group was .92 and .93 for the non-work 

group. 

3.3.3.6 In-role behaviour (IRB). 

Participants’ employee in-role behaviour was measured with 7 items 

from Williams and Anderson’s (1991) Organisational Citizenship 

Behaviours. In-role behaviour describes behaviours that are related to job 

performance and required duties. Each item was scored on a 9-point Likert 

scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree. In this study the Cronbach’s 

alpha for IRB in the work group was .82 and .82 for the non-work group. 

3.3.3.7 Job performance. 

Three items from an instrument developed by Heilman, Block, and 

Lucas (1992) and used by Lam, Chen, and Schaubroeck (2002) was adapted 

for this study. Although originally developed to measure other-rated 

performance, for this study the items were adapted for self-report 

measurement. (1) I am usually very competent in my job (2) I often get my 

work done very effectively, and (3) I always perform my job well. The three 

items were assessed on a 9-point Likert-type scale ranging from strongly 

disagree to strongly agree. Cronbach’s alpha for these three items was .83 in 

the work group and .89 for the non-work group.  

3.3.3.8 Demographic/control variables. 

Participants were also asked their age, gender, level of education, 

and whether they spoke English as a first language. In order to test whether 

the priming technique only affected those personality traits that are 

influenced by situational factors, participants IQ was tested using a short-

form of an Eysenck IQ test and their levels of self-monitoring were assessed 

with an 18-item measure that was scored True or False. The IQ variable will 

be used as a manipulation check but will also be included in the hierarchical 
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regression as a control variable when predicting job satisfaction, in-role 

behaviour and job performance. Although self-monitoring is a variable that 

is associated with an individuals motivation and ability to adapt their 

behaviour to those around them, a participants level of self-monitoring is 

expected to be consistent across situations. Therefore will be used to check 

the effect of the priming manipulation.   

3.4 Analysis 

To begin with, a MANOVA was conducted to examine whether 

there were differences in demographics between the groups and to examine 

the manipulation-check variables (IQ and self-monitoring) between the 

groups. Following this a MANOVA was conducted to examine how the 

personality variables differed between the groups, then separate MANOVAs 

for each group to examine differences between the genders and finally, a 

two-way MANOVA was utilised to examine the interaction between gender 

and the manipulation.  

Following this three hierarchical regressions investigating the 

outcome variables job satisfaction, in-role behaviour and job performance 

will be conducted on both groups separately to determine the incremental 

validity of priming and framing the personality assessment for work. Finally, 

in order to assess the differential impact of the Dark Triad on gender, three 

hierarchical regressions will be conducted separately for males and females 

within the work group to examine the effects of the Dark Triad. Finally, the 

sub-factors derived in Chapter 2 (Study 2.2) will be used to assess their 

incremental validity for predicting work outcomes over the Dark Triad traits. 

3.5 Results 

3.5.1 Descriptive Statistics 

Table 3.1 shows the means, standard deviations and correlations 

between the demographic variables, personality traits and work outcomes. 

This data is combined across both groups. The correlations are mostly as 

expected. The inter correlations between the Dark Triad are as expected, the 

largest is between Primary Psychopathy and Machiavellianism, r = .77, p 

< .001 and the lowest between Secondary Psychopathy and Narcissism, r 

= .14, p < .001.  
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Table 3.1: Means, standard deviations and correlations between variables in Study 3.1 

  

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

1 Sex 1.56 .50 
               2 Age 34.20 12.25 -.009 

              3 IQ 3.50 2.31 -.055 .015 
             4 SM 9.33 3.88 -.150*** -.113*** .006 

            5 Ext 3.51 1.17 .027 .158*** .001 .428*** 
           6 Agr 4.53 .99 .305*** .111*** .001 .011 .282*** 

          7 Con 4.08 .99 .078* .164*** .023 -.171*** .050 .040 
         8 Neu 3.44 1.05 .191*** -.147*** -.074* .024 -.173*** .059 -.192*** 

        9 Ope 4.69 .85 -.095** -.009 -.022 .229*** .098** .060 -.133*** -.014 
       10 Psych 1 2.40 .80 -.300*** -.202*** -.024 .322*** -.013 -.542*** -.134*** .027 -.020 

      11 Psych 2 2.83 .72 -.154*** -.130*** -.093** .145*** -.085* -.277*** -.378*** .368*** -.002 .418*** 
     12 Mach 2.93 .81 -.241*** -.269*** -.009 .310*** -.032 -.412*** -.116*** .168*** .050 .774*** .462*** 

    13 Narc 4.53 3.34 -.221*** -.015 .044 .503*** .369*** -.225*** -.011 -.092** .187*** .461*** .138*** .472*** 
   14 Job Sat 5.99 2.05 .095** .223*** -.003 .008 .227*** .168*** .248*** -.306*** -.031 -.216*** -.331*** -.235*** .018 

  15 IRB 7.60 1.12 .123*** .073* .104** -.003 .125*** .097** .296*** -.155*** .014 -.166*** -.273*** -.090** .038 .321*** 
 16 Job Perf 7.41 1.34 .086* .123*** .023 .024 .142*** .022 .304*** -.177*** .012 -.059 -.172*** .009 .128*** .255*** .763*** 

Note. *p  <  .05.  **p  <  .01. ***p < .001, SM=Self-Monitoring, Ext=Extraversion, Agr=Agreeableness, Con=Conscientiousness, Neu=Neuroticism, Ope=Openness, Psych 1=Primary Psychopathy, 
Psych 2=Secondary Psychopathy, Mach=Machiavellianism, Narc=Narcissism, Job Sat=Job Satisfaction, IRB=In-Role Behaviour, Job Perf= Job Performance. 
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As expected, significant negative correlations were found between 

gender and all of the Dark Triad traits, supporting hypotheses 3a, 3b and 3c. 

Males tend to report higher levels of the Dark Triad traits than females. The 

correlations between the Big Five traits and the Dark Triad traits largely 

follow those found by Muris et al. (2017). Extraversion correlates strongly 

with Narcissism, r = .37, p < .001 but there was also a small negative 

correlation between Extraversion and Secondary Psychopathy r = -.09, p 

< .05. Agreeableness was negatively correlated with all of the Dark Triad 

traits, the largest negative correlation was between Agreeableness and 

Primary Psychopathy, r = -.54, p < .001 and the lowest was between 

Agreeableness and Narcissism, r = -.23, p < .001. Conscientiousness had the 

largest negative correlation with Secondary Psychopathy, r = -.38, p < .001, 

in line with the lack of impulse control associated with this trait. 

Furthermore, Neuroticism had the largest positive correlation with 

Secondary Psychopathy, r = .37, p < .001, but did not significant correlate 

with Primary Psychopathy, r =.03, ns. This pattern of differential 

relationships with the Big Five traits supports the two-factor model of 

Primary Psychopathy and Secondary Psychopathy as being more insightful 

than the single-factor in which these relationships would be confounded. 

3.5.2 Manipulation Check. 

A MANOVA examining the two priming groups showed no 

significant differences between gender, age, education, IQ and Self-

Monitoring; F(5,834) = .880, p = .494, Wilk’s Lambda = .995 with partial 

eta squared = .005. As discussed above, we would not expect this priming 

procedure to influence participants IQ scores or self-monitoring score. 

3.5.3 Priming for work. 

A MANOVA examining the two groups showed significant 

differences between the groups for personality traits; F(9,859) = 4.277, p 

< .000, Wilk’s Lambda = .957 with partial eta squared = .043. The results 

for each variable are summarised in Table 3.2.  

The differences between the groups for Extraversion, 

Conscientiousness, Neuroticism and Machiavellianism were all significant. 

Extraversion and Conscientiousness were higher in the group primed to 

think about work than the non-work group, which supports hypothesis 1a. 
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The effect for Extraversion was not hypothesized but previous research has 

found situational differences for Extraversion (Fleeson, 2007). Neuroticism 

was lower in the group primed to think about work than the non-work, 

showing support for hypothesis 1b. Agreeableness was not significantly 

different between the groups so hypothesis 1c was not supported. 

Machiavellianism was lower in the group primed to think about work than 

the non-work group. However, due to multiple comparisons, a Bonferroni 

correction applied to the significance level gives a corrected value of p 

= .0056, which results in only Conscientiousness and Machiavellianism 

being significant. These results show support for hypothesis 1a and 

hypothesis 2b. The other Dark Triad traits were not significant so 

hypotheses 2a and 2c were not supported. 

 
Table 3.2: MANOVA findings comparing personality traits in work and non-work 
groups  
Dependent Variable Non-

work 
Mean 

 
SD 

Work 
Mean 

 
SD 

F Sig. Partial 
Eta 
Squared 

Extraversion 3.43 1.19 3.61 1.14 4.89 .027 .006 
Agreeableness 4.52 1.01 4.55 .97 .26 .612 .000 
Conscientiousness 3.94 1.01 4.20 .956 15.28 .000 .017 
Neuroticism 3.53 1.06 3.36 1.04 5.81 .016 .007 
Openness 4.65 .87 4.73 .82 1.94 .165 .002 
Primary Psychopathy 2.42 .79 2.37 .80 1.02 .312 .001 
Secondary Psychopathy 2.87 .73 2.78 .71 3.30 .070 .004 
Machiavellianism 3.01 .78 2.85 .82 9.48 .002 .011 
Narcissism 4.51 3.28 4.54 3.41 .02 .897 .000 

 
3.5.4 Gender differences at work. 

A MANOVA examining differences between males and females in 

the group primed to think about work showed significant differences 

between males and females for personality traits; F(9,419) = 8.30, p < .000, 

Wilk’s Lambda = .849 with partial eta squared = .151. The results for each 

variable are summarised in Table 3.3.  

Utilising the more stringent alpha level of .0056 the following 

variables all show significant differences between the genders in the work 

group: Agreeableness, Neuroticism, Primary Psychopathy, Secondary 

Psychopathy, Machiavellianism and Narcissism. Men had lower levels of 
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Agreeableness and Neuroticism and had higher levels of the Dark Triad 

traits. This supports hypothesis 3a, 3b and 3c. 

   
Table 3.3: MANOVA examining gender differences in the group primed to think 
about work 

Dependent Variable Male 
Mean 

 
SD 

Female 
Mean 

 
SD 

F Sig. Partial Eta 
Squared 

Extraversion 3.62 1.16 3.60 1.13 .013 .910 .000 
Agreeableness 4.29 1.03 4.77 .87 27.36 .000 .060 
Conscientiousness 4.12 .95 4.27 .96 2.97 .086 .007 
Neuroticism 3.17 .98 3.51 1.06 11.83 .001 .027 
Openness 4.85 .78 4.64 .84 7.68 .006 .018 
Primary Psychopathy 2.62 .86 2.16 .69 36.44 .000 .079 
Secondary Psychopathy 2.89 .74 2.69 .67 9.19 .003 .021 
Machiavellianism 3.08 .82 2.66 .77 29.24 .000 .064 
Narcissism 5.35 3.57 3.89 3.13 2.45 .000 .046 

 

3.5.5 Gender differences in non-work group. 

A MANOVA examining differences between males and females in 

the non-work group showed significant differences between males and 

females for personality traits: F(9,430) = 13.877, p < .000, Wilk’s Lambda 

= .775 with partial eta squared = .225. The results or each variable are 

summarised in Table 3.4.   

 
Table 3.4: MANOVA examining gender differences in the non-work group  

Dependent Variable Male 
Mean 

 
SD 

Female 
Mean 

SD F Sig. Partial Eta 
Squared 

Extraversion 3.37 1.23 3.48 1.16 .954 .329 .002 
Agreeableness 4.10 1.10 4.84 .81 66.02 .000 .131 
Conscientiousness 3.85 1.01 4.02 1.00 3.06 .081 .007 
Neuroticism 3.27 1.08 3.73 1.01 2.91 .000 .046 
Openness 4.72 .83 4.60 .89 2.02 .156 .005 
Primary Psychopathy 2.71 .88 2.20 .63 49.78 .000 .102 
Secondary Psychopathy 3.01 .74 2.76 .71 12.93 .000 .029 
Machiavellianism 3.22 .82 2.85 .72 25.90 .000 .056 
Narcissism 5.37 3.60 3.85 2.86 24.23 .000 .052 

 
The pattern of results for this analysis is identical to the previous 

analysis, which shows that regardless of priming, the differences between 

men and women are consistent in direction for both the work group and the 

non-work group. Both in general and at work, men had significantly higher 

levels of the Dark Triad traits than women. The majority of these effects 
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remained significant with the more stringent alpha level (p = .0056). This 

shows support for Hypothesis 3a, 3b and 3c.    

Furthermore, the partial Eta squared for the non-work group shows a 

greater effect size than the work group: .225 in the non-work group and .151 

in the work group. The partial Eta squared for gender differences in 

Agreeableness at work is .060 and is .131 in the non-work condition. This 

suggests a larger difference between the genders in general than compared 

to at work. This shows support for Hypothesis 3d. 

Finally, a two-way MANOVA showed there were significant 

differences between the priming groups and also between males and 

females. However the overall omnibus test for the interaction between 

gender and priming was not significant; F(9,857) = .776, p = .639, Wilk’s 

Lambda = .992 with partial eta squared = .008. However, examining the 

individual variable results showed that Agreeableness was close to the 

standard significance threshold; p = .044. Agreeableness was higher in the 

non-work group for females than in the work group but was lower for men 

in the non-work group than the work group, see Figure 3.1. 
Figure 3.1: Interaction of gender and groups for Agreeableness 
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3.5.6 Incremental validity of work primed personality. 

 Before examining the differential impact of the Dark Triad traits, six 

hierarchical regressions were run to see if priming and framing for work is 

more predictive of work outcomes compared to the non-work group. Step 1 

included Sex, Years worked and IQ, Step 2 included Extraversion, 

Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and Openness, and Step 3 

included the Dark Triad traits: Primary Psychopathy, Secondary 

Psychopathy, Machiavellianism and Narcissism. The dependent variables 

were job performance, in role behaviour and job satisfaction.  

The model summaries are reported in Table 3.5. Examining, the 

results of Step 3 for each model, the total R2 for job performance in the 

work model was .22 and for the non-work model was .14.  The total R2 for 

in-role behaviour in the work model was .17 and for the non-work model 

was .19.  The total R2 for job satisfaction in the work model was .26 and for 

the non-work model was .21. Both models for job performance and job 

satisfaction are in the expected direction, however, in role behaviour is not 

but this may have been caused by the significant predictors, such as IQ, that 

were not susceptible to the priming.  
Table 3.5: Model statistics for work outcomes in work group vs non-work group 

Job performance 
    Step R R2 Change Statistics 

    ΔR2 ΔF Sig. ΔF 
Work 1 .19 .04 .04 4.95 .00 

 2 .43 .19 .15 15.31 .00 

 3 .47 .22 .03 4.27 .00 
Non-work 1 .23 .05 .05 7.53 .00 

 
2 .33 .11 .06 5.79 .00 

 
3 .37 .14 .03 3.25 .01 

In Role Behaviour     

 
Step R R2 Change Statistics  

    ΔR2 ΔF Sig. ΔF 
Work 1 .21 .04 .04 6.37 .00 

 2 .36 .13 .08 7.89 .00 

 3 .41 .17 .04 4.42 .00 
Non-work 1 .21 .04 .04 6.58 .00 

 
2 .39 .15 .11 10.44 .00 

 
3 .43 .19 .03 4.40 .00 

Job Satisfaction     

 
Step R R2 Change Statistics 

    ΔR2 ΔF Sig. ΔF 
Work 1 .25 .06 .06 9.36 .00 

 2 .48 .23 .16 17.12 .00 

 3 .51 .26 .03 4.60 .00 
Non-work 1 .28 .08 .08 11.89 .00 

 2 .43 .19 .11 11.07 .00 

 3 .46 .21 .02 3.13 .02 
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This supports hypothesis 5 that personality framed for work is 

incrementally more predictive of workplace outcomes. Table 3.6 shows the 

regression coefficient and their associated statistics for Step 3 in each of the 

regressions from Table 3.5. Not only are fewer of the Dark Triad traits 

predictive of these work outcomes in the non-work scenario but also the 

pattern of significant predictors is different. With job satisfaction, in the 

work group Secondary Psychopathy is a significant negative predictor but in 

the non-work group Primary Psychopathy is a significant negative predictor. 
Table 3.6: Final step regression analysis for work outcomes in work group vs non-
work group 
Job Satisfaction 

 
Work 

  
Home 

 
 

B SE β B SE β 
Sex .186 .192 .045 .388 .204 .094 
Years worked .019 .008 .111* .024 .008 .142** 
IQ .019 .041 .021 -.064 .041 -.069 
Extraversion .304 .093 .168** .171 .094 .100 
Agreeableness .057 .120 .027 .019 .115 .009 
Conscientiousness .141 .103 .066 .229 .103 .112* 
Neuroticism -.428 .098 -.219*** -.335 .098 -.175** 
Openness -.121 .113 -.049 -.081 .108 -.034 
Primary Psychopathy -.077 .196 -.030 -.477 .205 -.180* 
Secondary Psychopathy -.529 .160 -.183** -.305 .166 -.109 
Machiavellianism -.157 .187 -.063 .151 .202 .057 
Narcissism .038 .033 .064 .026 .037 .042 
In-role behaviour 

 
Work 

  
Home 

 
 

B SE β B SE β 
Sex .279 .113 .123* .188 .112 .084 
Years worked .002 .005 .022 .006 .004 .061 
IQ .068 .024 .131** .019 .022 .039 
Extraversion .062 .055 .062 .090 .051 .097 
Agreeableness -.082 .070 -.071 -.007 .063 -.006 
Conscientiousness .221 .060 .187*** .220 .057 .200*** 
Neuroticism -.134 .058 -.124* -.008 .054 -.008 
Openness .057 .066 .042 -.004 .059 -.003 
Primary Psychopathy -.411 .115 -.292*** -.175 .112 -.123 
Secondary Psychopathy -.128 .094 -.080 -.327 .091 -.216*** 
Machiavellianism .352 .110 .255*** .137 .111 .096 
Narcissism .022 .020 .066 .004 .020 .012 
Job Performance 

 
Work 

  
Home 

 
 

B SE β B SE β 
Sex .217 .129 .081 .422 .140 .156** 
Years worked .010 .005 .085 .017 .005 .157** 
IQ .021 .028 .034 -.017 .028 -.028 
Extraversion .120 .062 .101 .018 .064 .016 
Agreeableness -.104 .080 -.076 -.058 .079 -.043 
Conscientiousness .413 .069 .295*** .209 .071 .156** 
Neuroticism -.225 .066 -.176** -.071 .067 -.056 
Openness .020 .076 .013 .007 .074 .005 
Primary Psychopathy -.397 .132 -.238** -.219 .141 -.126 
Secondary Psychopathy .013 .108 .007 -.234 .114 -.127* 
Machiavellianism .381 .126 .233** .317 .139 .183* 
Narcissism .041 .022 .106 .043 .026 .106 
Note. *p  <  .05.  **p  <  .01. ***p < .001 
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3.5.7 Dark Triad and work outcomes. 

Due to the results above, this part of the analysis was only conducted 

on the group of participants that were primed to think about work. In the 

first step the number of years worked and IQ score were entered, in step 2 

the Big Five personality traits were entered and in the final step, the Dark 

Triad traits were entered. Table 3.7 shows the results for job satisfaction, 

Table 3.8 for in-role behaviour and Table 3.9 for job performance. 

The results of the hierarchical regression show that the Dark Triad 

traits may have divergent influence for males and females in predicting 

work outcomes. When predicting job satisfaction for males none of the Dark 

Triad traits were significant, only Neuroticism and Extraversion were 

significant predictors of job satisfaction. Neuroticism was negative, similar 

to results found in previous research and Extraversion was a positive 

predictor. On the other hard, for females, Secondary Psychopathy was found 

to be a significant negative predictor of job satisfaction, as well as 

Neuroticism and Extraversion. 

When predicting in-role behaviour for males, Machiavellianism was 

found to be a significant positive predictor, the only other significant 

predictor in this model was Conscientiousness. For females, Primary 

Psychopathy was a significant negative predictor of in role behaviour. 

Additionally, IQ and Conscientiousness were significant positive predictors 

and Neuroticism was a significant negative predictor.  

The results of job performance also show divergent effects of the 

Dark Triad on males and females. For males, Machiavellianism and 

Conscientiousness was positive predictors of job performance. On the other 

hand, for females, Conscientiousness was a positive predictor and Primary 

Psychopathy and Neuroticism were negative predictors. All of these results 

support hypothesis 4a and 4b that Primary Psychopathy, Secondary 

Psychopathy and Machiavellianism are somewhat beneficial to males in the 

workplace but have a negative influence on the job performance of women. 

Narcissism as a trait was not found to be significant a predictor of any of the 

work outcomes.   
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Table 3.7: Hierarchical regression with job satisfaction as dependent variable 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 
Males Females 

 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Variable B SE β B SE β B SE β B SE β B SE β B SE β 
Years worked .048 .012 .269*** .028 .012 .155* .024 .012 .134 .035 .011 .211** .014 .011 .085 .013 .011 .078 

IQ .131 .065 .140* .060 .061 .064 .041 .061 .044 .011 .062 .011 .009 .058 .009 .005 .057 .006 

Extraversion    .310 .119 .175* .319 .134 .181*    .244 .123 .133 .266 .133 .145* 

Agreeableness    .313 .133 .159* .150 .174 .076    .143 .156 .061 .041 .172 .018 

Conscientiousness    .216 .142 .102 .153 .153 .072    .263 .141 .121 .195 .142 .090 

Neuroticism    -.615 .139 -.300***  -.547 .153 -.267***    -.567 .124 -.295*** -.346 .133 -.180* 

Openness    -.260 .170 -.100 -.328 .184 -.126    .015 .149 .006 -.007 .149 -.003 

Primary Psychopathy       -.368 .285 -.157       .203 .280 .068 

Secondary Psychopathy       -.237 .239 -.087       -.720 .225 -.231** 

Machiavellianism       .071 .274 .029       -.365 .267 -.135 

Narcissism       .049 .047 .087       .041 .049 .063 

                   R2 
 

.089 
  

.271 
  

.289 
  

.045 
  

.196 
  

.253 
 

                   F for ΔR2 
 

9.099*** 
 

9.120*** 
 

1.105 
 

5.278** 
 

8.252*** 
 

4.109** 
Note. *p  <  .05.  **p  <  .01. ***p < .001 
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Table 3.8: Hierarchical regression with IRB as dependent variable 
  

 
Males Females 

 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Variable B SE β B SE β B SE β B SE β B SE β B SE β 
Years worked .004 .007 .041 .000 .007 -.004 .002 .007 .021 .010 .006 .109 .000 .006 -.003 .002 .006 .025 

IQ .076 .037 .151* .058 .037 .115 .053 .036 .105 .097 .034 .183** .098 .033 .185** .088 .033 .167** 

Extraversion    .031 .072 .033 .025 .079 .026    .096 .070 .093 .095 .076 .093 

Agreeableness    -.008 .081 -.007 .015 .103 .014    -.052 .089 -.040 -.171 .098 -.131 

Conscientiousness    .261 .086 .226** .214 .09 .186*    .285 .080 .234*** .224 .081 .185** 

Neuroticism    -.028 .085 -.025 .008 .091 .007    -.207 .071 -.193** -.201 .076 -.187** 

Openness    .164 .103 .116 .071 .109 .051    .099 .085 .073 .035 .085 .026 

Primary Psychopathy       -.318 .169 -.250       -.556 .160 -.331*** 

Secondary Psychopathy       -.205 .141 -.138       -.109 .129 -.063 

Machiavellianism       .559 .162 .418***       .248 .153 .164 

Narcissism       .006 .028 .021       .035 .028 .095 

  
                 

R2 
 

.024   .088   .152   .046   .164   .219  

  
                 

F for ΔR2 
 

2.299  2.538*  3.362*  5.381**  6.243***  3.751** 
Note. *p  <  .05.  **p  <  .01. ***p < .001 
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Table 3.9: Hierarchical regression with job performance as dependent variable 
 
  

Males Females 

 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Variable B SE β B SE β B SE β B SE β B SE β B SE β 
Years worked .016 .008 .143* .008 .008 .077 .011 .008 .101 .021 .007 .183** .004 .007 .039 .008 .007 .070 

IQ .031 .042 .054 .013 .041 .022 .011 .040 .019 .056 .042 .087 .059 .038 .092 .043 .038 .067 

Extraversion    .151 .079 .138 .101 .088 .093    .162 .082 .129 .123 .089 .098 

Agreeableness    -.169 .089 -.140 -.061 .114 -.050    -.057 .104 -.036 -.122 .116 -.076 

Conscientiousness    .388 .095 .296*** .383 .100 .292***    .478 .094 .322*** .432 .096 .291*** 

Neuroticism    -.044 .093 -.035 -.049   .100 -.039    -.288 .083 -.219** -.319 .09 -.242*** 

Openness    .094 .114 .059 -.025 .120 -.015    .126 .100 .076 .053 .1 .032 

Primary Psychopathy       -.278 .186 -.192       -.577 .189 -.281** 

Secondary Psychopathy       -.053 .156 -.031       .003 .152 .001 

Machiavellianism       .556 .179 .366**       .317 .18 .172 

Narcissism       .024 .031 .068       .057 .033 .128 

  
                 

R2 
 

.023   .144   .202   .041   .236   .278  

  
                 

F for ΔR2 
 

2.173  5.180***  3.226*  4.856**  11.242***  3.100* 
Note. *p  <  .05.  **p  <  .01. ***p < .001 
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3.5.8 Results using sub-factors derived from Chapter 2. 

To begin with a CFA was conducted on the work and non-work 

groups separately to confirm the eight-factor structure that was derived in 

Study 2.2. Specifically this eight-factor model (Model A in Figure 2.9) was 

found to have factor correlations greater than 1 between the Exploitative 

factor of Narcissism and Amorality and Egocentricity from 

Machiavellianism and Psychopathy. The CFA was run using the same 

procedure as in Chapter 2. The model fit statistics for the two groups in the 

current study are summarized in Table 3.10 together with the fit statistics 

from the same model in the last chapter. The model showed good model fit 

across both the work and non-work group. Furthermore, the correlations 

between the factors did not exceed 1. The correlation between Amorality 

and Exploitative was r = .61, p < .000 and between Egocentricity and 

Exploitative was r = .58, p < .000. Although, these correlations are large 

they are still within an acceptable range for CFA.  

Table 3.10: Model fit statistics for CFA of sub-factor model 

 
Model A (Study 2.2) Work Group Non-work Group 

Chi Sq 774.49 1095.55 1099.75 
Chi Sq SB 1267.14 1878.07 1839.77 
df 610 610 610 
CFI .983 .982 .980 
TLI .980 .979 .977 
RMSEA .051 .053 .052 
RMSEA LB .047 .050 .050 
RMSEA UB .054 .056 .055 

The Cronbach’s alpha for Amorality was .86 in the work group 

and .87 in the non-work group, for Control was .84 in the work group 

and .81 in the non-work group, for Status was .86 in the work group and .84 

in the non-work group, for Distrust was .85 in the work group and .80 in the 

non-work group, for Egocentricity was .73 in the work group and .72 in the 

non-work group, for Callousness was .71 in the work group and .74 in the 

non-work group, for Impulsivity was .64 in the work group and .66 in the 

non-work group, for aggression was .79 in the work group and .73 in the 

non-work group, for Leadership was .52 in the work group and .52 in the 

non-work group, for Grandiose was .69 in the work group and .66 in the 

non-work group, for Exploitative was .34 in the work group and .29 in the 
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non-work group. Across all the items the Cronbach’s alpha for this study 

was .90 in the work group and .90 in the non-work group. The lower values 

for Impulsivity are likely to be an artifact of the Secondary Psychopathy 

scale in the LSRP, which has previously been found to have lower 

reliability. The extremely low level values for the Narcissism factors are 

concerning but are likely due to the smaller number of items and the 

ipsative response style. Similarly low alphas have been found in other 

studies using the NPI (Gentile et al., 2013).   

Although, some of the sub-factors do not show good alpha-reliability 

in this sample, this is an exploratory study to examine whether the 

relationships these sub-factors have with external variables are in line with 

theoretical expectations. Consequently, these sub-factors will now be used 

to repeat the analysis above to examine whether they share the same 

relationships as their Dark Triad parent traits and also whether they provide 

a more nuanced insight in to the effects of these traits. Tables 3.11, 3.12 and 

3.13 summarise the results of this regression analysis.  

In the previous analysis of job satisfaction none of the Dark Triad 

traits were significant when predicting job satisfaction in males and 

Secondary Psychopathy was a negative predictor for females, however, with 

the sub-factors the Dark Triad is more predictive. Callousness, Impulsivity 

and Distrust were found to negatively prediction job satisfaction in males 

and Status and Grandiose were positive predictors. For females, Impulsivity 

and Distrust were negative predictors. So a lack of impulse control and 

scepticism of others for both males and females leads to lower job 

satisfaction. However, it is noteworthy that two of the Dark Triad sub-

factors were positive predictors but only for male job satisfaction. This 

partially supports hypotheses H4b and H4c that as for men these traits have 

a positive influence and have no influence on women’s job satisfaction.   
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Table 3.11: Hierarchical regression with Chapter 2 factors with job satisfaction as dependent variable  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note. *p  <  .05.  **p  <  .01. ***p < .001 
  

 
Males Females 

 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Variable B SE β B SE β B SE β B SE β B SE β B SE β 
Years worked .048 .012 .269*** .028 .012 .155* .026 .012 .149* .035 .011 .211** .014 .011 .085 .014 .011 .084 
IQ .131 .065 .140* .060 .061 .064 .055 .059 .059 .011 .062 .011 .009 .058 .009 -.009 .058 -.009 
Extraversion    .310 .119 .175* .120 .139 .068    .244 .123 .133 .158 .146 .086 
Agreeableness    .313 .133 .159* -.038 .168 -.019    .143 .156 .061 .041 .177 .018 
Conscientiousness    .216 .142 .102 .114 .150 .054    .263 .141 .121 .206 .146 .095 
Neuroticism    -.615 .139 -.300***  -.528 .148 -.257***    -.567 .124 -.295*** -.353 .136 -.184** 
Openness    -.260 .170 -.100 -.136 .178 -.052    .015 .149 .006 .026 .149 .011 
Amorality       -.050 .034 -.140       -.025 .036 -.059 
Control       -.020 .056 -.032       -.044 .046 -.075 
Status       .100 .043 .187*       .058 .039 .107 
Distrust       -.081 .039 -.176*       -.093 .034 -.200** 
Egocentricity       .064 .061 .103       -.002 .058 -.002 
Callousness       -.156 .057 -.229**       .038 .061 .046 
Impulsivity       -.110 .047 -.175*       -.125 .043 -.185** 
Aggression       .100 .055 .128       -.017 .056 -.021 
Leadership       -.125 .126 -.078       .093 .131 .053 
Grandiose       .261 .118 .172*       .141 .130 .085 
Exploitative       -.001 .182 .000       -.261 .191 -.090 

R2 
 

.089 
  

.271 
  

.396 
  

.045 
  

.196 
  

.296 
 F for ΔR2 

 
9.099*** 

 
9.120*** 

 
3.226*** 

 
5.278** 

 
8.252*** 

 
2.706** 
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Table 3.12: Hierarchical regression with Chapter 2 factors with IRB as dependent variable 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

 
Males Females 

 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Variable B SE β B SE β B SE β B SE β B SE β B SE β 
Years worked .004 .007 .041 .000 .007 -.004 .004 .008 .040 .01 .006 .109 .000 .006 -.003 -.004 .006 -.046 
IQ .076 .037 .151* .058 .037 .115 .052 .037 .102 .097 .034 .183** .098 .033 .185** .100 .033 .189** 
Extraversion    .031 .072 .033 -.045 .087 -.047    .096 .070 .093 .056 .083 .055 
Agreeableness    -.008 .081 -.007 -.053 .105 -.050    -.052 .089 -.040 -.088 .101 -.067 
Conscientiousness    .261 .086 .226** .218 .094 .189*    .285 .080 .234*** .173 .083 .143* 
Neuroticism    -.028 .085 -.025 .010 .093 .009    -.207 .071 -.193** -.268 .077 -.250** 
Openness    .164 .103 .116 .125 .111 .088    .099 .085 .073 .059 .085 .043 
Amorality       .002 .021 .012       -.067 .021 -.279*** 
Control       .056 .035 .164       .012 .027 .036 
Status       .059 .027 .203*       .007 .023 .023 
Distrust       -.012 .025 -.047       .031 .019 .122 
Egocentricity       .009 .038 .026       .000 .033 .000 
Callousness       -.068 .036 -.185       -.011 .035 -.025 
Impulsivity       -.044 .030 -.129       -.056 .024 -.147* 
Aggression       .030 .035 .071       .065 .032 .141* 
Leadership       -.005 .079 -.005       .051 .075 .052 
Grandiose       -.002 .074 -.003       -.007 .074 -.007 
Exploitative       -.083 .114 -.063       -.016 .109 -.010 

R2 
 

.024 
  

.088 
  

.194 
  

.046 
  

.164 
  

.268 
 F for ΔR2 

 
2.299 

 
2.538* 

 
2.046* 

 
5.381** 

 
6.243*** 

 
2.705** 

Note. *p  <  .05.  **p  <  .01. ***p < .001 
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Table 3.13: Hierarchical regression with Chapter 2 factors with job performance as dependent variable 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

 
Males Females 

 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Variable B SE β B SE β B SE β B SE β B SE β B SE β 
Years worked .016 .008 .143* .008 .008 .077 .014 .008 .128 .021 .007 .183** .004 .007 .039 .001 .007 .011 
IQ .031 .042 .054 .013 .041 .022 .018 .041 .031 .056 .042 .087 .059 .038 .092 .050 .039 .076 
Extraversion    .151 .079 .138 .065 .096 .060    .162 .082 .129 .133 .098 .106 
Agreeableness    -.169 .089 -.140 -.162 .116 -.133    -.057 .104 -.036 -.084 .118 -.053 
Conscientiousness    .388 .095 .296*** .421 .104 .321***    .478 .094 .322*** .379 .098 .255*** 
Neuroticism    -.044 .093 -.035 -.052 .102 -.041    -.288 .083 -.219** -.372 .091 -.283*** 
Openness    .094 .114 .059 .035 .123 .022    .126 .100 .076 .067 .100 .040 
Amorality       .012 .024 .054       -.051 .024 -.172* 
Control       .011 .039 .028       .002 .031 .005 
Status       .059 .030 .180*       .029 .026 .077 
Distrust       .009 .027 .033       .033 .023 .105 
Egocentricity       .011 .042 .029       -.032 .039 -.062 
Callousness       -.099 .040 -.236*       .003 .041 .006 
Impulsivity       -.006 .033 -.016       -.037 .029 -.080 
Aggression       .034 .038 .071       .089 .037 .158* 
Leadership       .054 .087 .055       .163 .088 .136 
Grandiose       .051 .082 .055       -.067 .087 -.059 
Exploitative       -.021 .126 -.014       -.180 .128 -.091 

R2 
 

.023 
  

.144 
  

.238 
  

.041 
  

.236 
  

.325 
 F for ΔR2 

 
2.173 

 
5.180*** 

 
1.899* 

 
4.856** 

 
11.242*** 

 
2.481** 

Note. *p  <  .05.  **p  <  .01. ***p < .001 
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For in-role behaviour, only Status was a significant positive 

predictor for males, however Callousness was nearly significant (p = .060) 

and a negative influence. For females, Impulsivity was also a negative 

predictor as well as Amorality but Aggression was a significant positive 

predictor. Higher impulsivity regardless of gender related to lower in-role 

behaviour.  

The results for job performance show that for males Callousness was 

a significant negative predictor of job performance: the more empathetic 

and less callous the male the greater their self-reported job performance but 

empathy was not a significant predictor of performance for women. 

However, Aggression was a significant positive predictor for women for job 

performance so the more aggressive the female the higher self-reported job 

performance but Aggression had no significant effect on males. 

Additionally, Leadership, a factor of Narcissism, was close to significance 

(p = .065) and a positive predictor of job performance for women but not for 

men. Amorality was the only significant negative predictor of job 

performance in women but for men the Amorality factor was positive, albeit 

not significant.  

3.6 Study 3.1: Summary of results related to hypotheses 

H1a: Individuals will report higher Conscientiousness in the work group 

compared to the non-work group. Supported 

H1b: Individuals will report lower Neuroticism in the work group compared 

to the non-work group. Supported 

H1c: Individuals will report higher Agreeableness in the work group 

compared to the non-work group. Not supported 

H2a: Individuals will report lower levels of Primary and Secondary 

Psychopathy in the work group compared to the non-work group. Not 

supported 

H2b: Individuals will report lower levels of Machiavellianism in the work 

group compared to the non-work group. Supported 

H2c: Individuals will report lower levels of Narcissism in the work group 

compared to the non-work group. Not supported 
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H3a: Significant gender differences will be found for Primary and 

Secondary Psychopathy in both groups with males reporting higher levels 

than females. Supported 

H3b: Significant gender differences will be found for Machiavellianism in 

both groups with males reporting higher levels than females. Supported 

H3c: Significant gender differences will be found for Narcissism in both 

groups with males reporting higher levels than females. Supported 

H3d: Gender differences will be smaller in the work group compared to the 

non-work group. Supported 

H4a: Primary and Secondary Psychopathy will have a greater negative 

influence on work outcomes (job satisfaction, in-role behaviour and job 

performance) for women compared to men. Partial support 

H4b: Machiavellianism will have a greater negative influence on work 

outcomes (job satisfaction, in-role behaviour and job performance) for 

women compared to men. Partial support 

H4c: Narcissism will have a greater negative influence on work outcomes 

(job satisfaction, in-role behaviour and job performance) for women 

compared to men. Not supported 

H5: Personality at work will have larger predictive validity compared to 

personality in general on work outcomes. Supported 

3.7 Discussion 

 The majority of hypotheses in this study were supported by the 

results. Priming and framing individuals to think of work when reporting 

their personality lead them to report behaviour that was more extraverted, 

conscientious, more emotional stable (less neurotic), and less 

Machiavellian. The results for the Big Five traits are in line with those 

found by previous studies (Donahue & Harary, 1998; Fleeson, 2007; 

Robinson, 2009; Sheldon, Ryan, Rawsthorne, & Ilardi, 1997). Previous 

research has suggested that individuals are likely to display more prosocial 

behaviour in the workplace compared to other situations because non-

prosocial behaviour may lead to termination in the workplace (Donahue & 

Harary, 1998). Additionally, even if an individual does not lose their job if 

they display non-prosocial behaviour they may be more likely to be 

ostracized from their colleagues or team members, which may lead to 
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poorer performance.  

 Not all of the Dark Triad traits were found to be significantly 

different in the work group compared to the non-work group. Narcissism 

was not significant but the mean level of Narcissism was 4.53 and previous 

research has found a curvilinear relationship between Narcissism and 

leadership (Grijalva, Harms, et al., 2015), so the level of Narcissism in these 

groups may have been under the threshold and therefore beneficial in the 

workplace. The results for Secondary Psychopathy were close to 

significance with p = .07, the lack of significance could suggest that some 

aspects of Secondary Psychopathy, such as sensation seeking, could be 

positive for the workplace. Individuals with Secondary Psychopathy could 

be seen as fun, so work colleagues enjoy being around them and the 

individual’s performance may benefit from this. The results for Primary 

Psychopathy are surprising given the correlation between Primary 

Psychopathy and Machiavellianism, r = .77, was so high. This result could 

mean that aspects of Primary Psychopathy may be beneficial at work. 

Furthermore, the sample for this study was diverse in terms of job role, 

organisation and sector. Research has shown that certain traits are more 

beneficial in certain roles and industries, for example Extraversion in a sales 

or leadership role.  

 The results for gender difference align with previous research that 

women report lower levels of the Dark Triad traits. However, the size of the 

gender difference was lower in the work group compared to the non-work 

group. This supports the theory that an individual’s behaviour is constrained 

in the workplace, if a smaller range of personality traits, such as those that 

are prosocial, are acceptable in the workplace then both men and women 

will attempt to display those behaviours and therefore are going to be closer 

in terms of their reported personality and the difference in personality 

between the genders will be smaller. The work group was still found to 

show gender differences so although men and women are potentially 

constrained to displaying prosocial behaviour in the workplace, women on 

average still report lower levels of the Dark Triad traits than men showing 

that gender differences are consistent and women may inherently have 

fewer Dark Triad traits than men. No interaction was found between gender 
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and priming which suggests that the effect of priming and framing for work 

is consistent across men and women. However, further investigation is 

necessary for the Dark Triad traits as there was a significant result for 

Agreeableness, however this may have just been due to chance as a number 

of variables were tested in the model and at a corrected significance level 

the interaction is not significant.  

 In line with the findings from Hunthausen et al. (2003), the 

personality assessed in the work group was more predictive of workplace 

outcomes. The variance explained by the models for both job satisfaction 

and performance was greater for the work group than the non-work group. 

IRB showed an opposite result but this likely due to the fact that variables 

that were not affected by the priming were predictive for IRB, these 

included gender, IQ and the number of years worked. Overall, these results 

suggest that priming and framing may provide more insight in to how 

personality traits predict performance. If individuals do adapt their 

behaviour to their situation or constrain their behaviour in the workplace, 

then their performance will be based on that displayed personality rather 

than their behaviour in general. Therefore assessing that displayed 

personality will be more predictive of their performance than their 

personality in general.  However, further research is still need to understand 

exactly how to activate the “work” personality. It is unclear if an individual 

taking a personality assessment while at home but framed to their behaviour 

at work will report an accurate perception of their behaviour at work. Or 

whether changing item wording to reflect work specific situations is a better 

mechanism to align personality assessment to behaviour displayed in the 

workplace.  

 Furthermore, this study has provided initial evidence that the Dark 

Triad traits may have a differential impact on men and women in the 

workplace. It appears that these traits may be seen as beneficial in males but 

detrimental in females. This may be due to social backlash, women that 

display more prototypical male behaviour, such as aggression or a lack of 

empathy, may be penalized for this behaviour in the workplace (Tinsley et 

al., 2009). Where as the same behaviour displayed by a man is just seen as 

typical male behaviour and no penalization occurs.  
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 The use of the sub-factors in the final analysis gave results that were 

contrary to those seen at the trait level. The results for job performance 

showed that at the trait level Primary Psychopathy negatively predicted job 

performance for women. This aligns with the theory that women who 

display less empathy and more callousness, which is typical Primary 

Psychopathy behaviour, and is not inline with the caring stereotype for 

women face social backlash and experience lower job performance. 

However, at the sub-factor level Aggression, which is more typical of the 

antisocial second factor of Psychopathy rather than the low guilt first factor, 

was a significant positive predictor of job performance. These results are 

opposite to the theory that women experience social backlash and negativity 

in the workplace for displaying prototypical male behaviour. However, as 

these results are all self-report, it could be that females feel they have to be 

more aggressive and display male behaviours to succeed; especially in 

industries and roles in which women are under-represented and surrounded 

by male colleagues and male management. Nonetheless, these results may 

be because some of the variance may have been lost from the trait level to 

the sub-factor level as a number of items were dropped from the LSRP. The 

goal with these sub-factors was to reduce the overlap that is seen at the trait 

level but they require further investigation before these results can be 

interpreted and applied.   

3.7.1 Limitations and Future Research 

 All of the variables in this study were self-report, so common 

method variance may be inflating the results found. Follow up research 

should gather observer-rated personality to see if the differences between 

personality at work and in general is different for those around the 

individual, potentially a partner or friend for the general personality and a 

colleague or supervisor for the work personality. Furthermore, the priming 

and framing intervention may have increased social desirability and 

impression management. Participants may have reported behaviour and 

attitudes that they thought should be displayed in the workplace and would 

be desirable to an employer but they do not actually behave that way in the 

workplace. There is some research that suggests candidates use impression 

management during the selection process but do not display that behaviour 
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in the job (Peck & Levashina, 2017). However as this was not a personality 

assessment in the workplace it is unlikely that individuals were impression 

managing the personality traits they reported. 

 Additionally, this study was a between subjects design so the 

differences between the two groups could have been pre-existing rather than 

due to the priming and framing of the personality assessment. Due to the 

amount of variables a within subjects design would have been too time 

consuming. However, future research could focus specifically on the Dark 

Triad traits and a within subjects design.  

 Although the priming and framing of work seemed to have the 

desired effect, the non-work group was given some instructions about their 

behaviour in general, this may have in some way influenced the participants 

but it is unclear what effect it may have had. Additionally, as individuals in 

the non-work were given a number of different relationships or settings to 

consider: home, friends or time alone. Some participants may have 

responded with their behaviour with very intimate relationships and others 

may have responded with their behaviour with acquaintances. Intimacy of a 

relationship is likely to influence the level of authenticity an individual may 

display in terms of their attitudes and behaviors. Therefore, it is important 

that follow up research is more prescriptive in the instructions for the 

comparison group.  

 Moreover, some individuals may have strong and intimate 

relationships with their colleagues and supervisor at work and others may 

have distant or strained relationships, these factors may influence the level 

of authenticity associated with their personality, individuals who have 

intimate relationships with those around them are more authentic and 

display more of the Big Five traits (Sheldon et al., 1997). Future research 

should control for levels of intimacy, authenticity and any other situational 

factors that may constrain behaviour.  

3.8 Study 3.2 

 The purpose of the previous study was to investigate whether 

individuals report lower levels of the Dark Triad traits when primed to think 

about work in comparison to those individuals primed to think about non-

work situations. Although, the expected effects were found for the majority 
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of the Big Five traits, nearly all of the Dark Triad traits showed no 

significant effects, albeit Machiavellianism was found to be lower in the 

work group compared to the non-work group. Two main reasons are likely 

to have contributed to the lack of significant results: a between subjects 

design instead of a within subjects design and the absence of a specific 

comparison situation. Therefore the current study uses a within-subjects 

design and looks to compare an individual’s Dark Triad traits at work with 

their Dark Triad traits at home. Furthermore, authenticity will be explored 

as a variable that may moderate the differences in reported Dark Triad traits.    

 Research has found that individuals differ in the levels of 

authenticity they feel in particular roles or situations. A within group study 

(Sheldon et al. 1997) found that individuals reported that they felt higher 

levels of authenticity in their roles as a child or as a romantic partner 

compared to the authenticity they felt in student or employee roles. In this 

instance, authenticity was defined in terms of how comfortable and genuine 

a participant felt in that role. Relationships that are romantic or parent-child 

are more close or intimate compared to the relationships individuals have as 

a student or an employee. Furthermore, the study found that variations in 

levels of felt authenticity predicted variations in Big Five personality traits. 

Individuals were found to be more extraverted, agreeable, conscientious, 

open and emotional stable the more authentic they felt. Although this study 

focused on the Big Five, its results suggest that individuals are brighter or 

less dark when they feel more authentic. In addition, this study found that 

individuals also felt more satisfied in the roles in which they felt more 

authentic.  

However, these results are contradictory to how some researchers 

define authenticity, being authentic is described as being true to your self. 

Therefore it is unclear why Sheldon et al. (1997) found a positive result 

between authenticity and levels of the Big Five. Rather authenticity should 

be related to how far you deviate from your true personality. In order to 

explain this finding Fleeson and Wilt (2010) conducted a study to examine 

these two opposing theories. They investigated whether individuals whose 

behaviour was consistent with their traits: trait-consistent hypothesis, or 

whether some types of behaviours make individuals feel more authentic 
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because of the consequence or the content of the behaviour: state-content 

significance hypothesis. Although the second hypothesis is less intuitive 

than the first, the results of this study supported the state-content 

significance hypothesis contrary to the theory posited by Fleeson and Wilt. 

The results were based on three-experience sampling studies: two samples 

of students with a laboratory-based experiment and one sample of adults in 

naturalistic settings. All of these studies consistently found that authenticity 

was related to higher levels of Extraversion, Agreeableness, 

Conscientiousness, Openness and Emotional Stability. Although this 

research focused on the Big Five personality traits, the authenticity effect is 

likely to be consistent across personality traits.  

 In other research, the characteristics of a situation have been found 

to also influence an individual’s personality, in particular friendliness and 

task orientation impact levels of Agreeableness. Individuals are more 

agreeable in situations that are friendly and less task orientated (Fleeson, 

2007). Based on this research and that of Sheldon et al (1997) and Fleeson 

and Wilt (2010), it is theorised that individuals on average will have higher 

levels of authenticity at home than at work. They will feel more 

comfortable, genuine and have close intimate relationships with those 

around them in their home environment than in their work environment. 

Work environments tend to be more transient and very few individuals get 

to choose their colleagues or managers. Consequently, it is hypothesized 

that reported authenticity levels will be higher in the home situation priming 

than the work situation priming. 

 H1: Individuals will report higher levels of authenticity at home 

compared to at work. 

 Due to the higher levels of authenticity expected in the home 

situation compared to the work situation, participants are expected to report 

lower levels of all the dark side traits at home compared to work. This is 

based on the Big Five research that has shown individuals are more 

agreeable (i.e. less dark) when authenticity is higher and as Agreeableness 

correlates with all of the Dark Triad traits the same relationship is expected. 

However, Conscientiousness could potentially influence the effect of 

authenticity on Secondary Psychopathy. Previous research has consistently 
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shown that Conscientiousness is higher at work and as Secondary 

Psychopathy correlates negatively with Conscientiousness this may 

confound the results. Furthermore, as sensation seeking is also an aspect of 

Secondary Psychopathy this may again reduce the effect of authenticity, as 

individuals are more likely to accommodate their sensation seeking 

behaviour and lack of impulse control at home rather than work. However, 

little research has investigated this and as such it is hypothesized that 

individuals will report lower levels of all of the Dark Triad traits at home 

compared to at work.  

H2a: Individuals will report higher levels of Primary Psychopathy at 

work compared to at home.  

H2b: Individuals will report higher levels of Secondary Psychopathy 

at work compared to at home.  

H2c: Individuals will report higher levels of Machiavellianism at 

work compared to at home.  

H2d: Individuals will report higher levels of Narcissism at work 

compared to at home. 

 Furthermore, to validate the effect of authenticity on the Dark Triad 

traits, the variable will be regressed on the Dark Triad traits to ascertain its 

predictive validity. Individuals’ authenticity at home is expected to have a 

negative relationship with all of the Dark Triad traits. So the higher the 

levels of authenticity the  lower the levels of the Dark Triad traits and vice-

versa. However, the relationship between authenticity at work and Dark 

Triad traits is likely to be less significant as other factors are potentially 

more influential on work personality, such as job role, seniority level, 

organisation size, etc.   

H3a: Situation authenticity will have a negative relationship with 

Primary Psychopathy in the equivalent situation, the higher the level of 

authenticity at home the lower the reported level of Primary Psychopathy at 

home and the higher the level of authenticity at work the lower the reported 

level of Primary Psychopathy at work. 

H3b: Situation authenticity will have a negative relationship with 

Secondary Psychopathy in the equivalent situation, the higher the level of 

authenticity at home the lower the reported level of Secondary Psychopathy 
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at home and the higher the level of authenticity at work the lower the 

reported level of Secondary Psychopathy at work.  

H3c: Situation authenticity will have a negative relationship with 

Machiavellianism in the equivalent situation, the higher the level of 

authenticity at home the lower the reported level of Machiavellianism at 

home and the higher the level of authenticity at work the lower the reported 

level of Machiavellianism at work.  

 H3d: Situation authenticity will have a negative relationship with 

Narcissism in the equivalent situation, the higher the level of authenticity at 

home the lower the reported level of Narcissism at home and the higher the 

level of authenticity at work the lower the reported level of Narcissism at 

work.  

H3e: Authenticity at home will have larger predictive validity on the 

Dark Triad traits at home compared to authenticity at work on the Dark 

Triad traits at work.  

 

3.9 Method 

3.9.1 Sample 

The sample for this study consisted of 94 individuals with 32 (34%) 

males and 60 (63.8%) females, 2 individuals preferred not to report their 

gender.  The mean age of participants was 30.36 years with a standard 

deviation of 7.37 years and a range of 20 years to 58 years. The majority 

(90.4%) spoke English as their first language and 40.4% were educated to at 

least a university degree level and 33% had a masters degree. A large 

proportion of participants were from the US (62.8%) followed by the UK 

(13.8%), Canada (8.5%) and Australia (4.3%). All participants have some 

experience of full-time employment: 77.7% currently worked full-time, 

16% were part-time employed and 2.1% were self-employed. The average 

number of years spent working was 10.57 years with a standard deviation of 

7.79 years.   

3.9.2 Procedure 

The data was collected from a convenience sample using an online 

survey that was advertised on the message boards of a number of social 

platforms in groups specifically for individuals interested in taking part in 
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surveys. For example, one such group has 50,000 subscribers. Participants 

were incentivised to take part in the survey in order to get feedback on their 

dark side personality scores. 

An online survey was created with two blocks of dark side 

personality questions, one in which participants were primed to think about 

work and report their behaviours and attitudes at work and the second in 

which participants were primed to about their home life and report their 

behaviour and at attitudes at home. The presentation of blocks was 

randomised for each participant. At the start of the survey participants were 

told that they would be asked about their personality in different settings 

and to take a moment to think about their behaviour in those settings before 

answers the questions. 

The priming questions for the work personality and home 

personality for this study were derived from those used by Cohn et al., 

(2014). For the work questions, participants were asked the following 

questions preceding the personality assessment: “Have you ever worked?”, 

“How many years of work experience do you have?”, “What is your title at 

work?” and “Please give a short description of your average day at work”. 

Additionally, participants were asked to take a few moments to reflect on 

the thoughts, emotions and behaviours they most commonly experienced 

when at work or in an organisational environment and were asked to 

describe their work environment in a few sentences. Following this, 

participants were given the personality items with these instructions: Please 

answer the following statements in relation to your behaviour and attitudes 

in the workplace or organisational settings. Consider your relationships 

with your colleagues, team and line manager.  

For the home questions, participants were asked the following 

questions preceding the personality assessment: “Do you have any 

hobbies?”, “How many hours a week do you dedicate to these hobbies?”, 

“What are these hobbies?”, “How many people are you completely 

comfortable and authentic with?” “And what relationship do you have with 

them? Parent-child, friends, partner, etc.” and “Please give a short 

description of the types of activities you take part in at the weekend or 

during your free/personal time”. Additionally, participants were asked to 
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take a few moments to reflect on the thoughts, emotions and behaviours 

they most commonly experienced at home or in personal settings and asked 

to consider their relationships with individuals who they are completely 

comfortable and have personal intimate relationships with. Following this, 

participants were given personality items with these instructions: Please 

answer the following statements in relation to your behaviour and attitudes 

at home or in personal settings. Consider your relationships with your 

family, close friends and/or partner. Think of individuals that you are 

completely comfortable with and have personal intimate relationships with. 

The majority of the personality items did not require any amendment 

for the home condition. The only two items that were adapted were from the 

Machiavellian Personality Scale (MPS by Dahling et al., 2009). The items 

were: “team members backstab each other all the time to get ahead” and “if 

I show any weakness at work, other people will take advantage of it”. These 

were adapted to “people backstab each other all the time to get ahead” and 

“if I show any weakness, other people will take advantage of it” for the 

home questions, these changes are the same as those that were made for the 

non-work group in the previous study and there was no problem with 

reliability of the Machiavellianism scale. 

After each set of personality questions participants were asked to 

rate how authentic they feel in that particular situation which is discussed in 

more detail in the next section.  

 

3.9.3 Measures. 

3.9.3.1 Psychopathy. 

Psychopathy was measured using the LSRP (Levenson et al., 1995). 

In this study the Cronbach’s alphas for the LSRP total, Primary 

Psychopathy and Secondary Psychopathy were: .83, .85 and .72 for home 

personality and .86, .88 and .68 for the work personality.  

3.9.3.2 Narcissism. 

Narcissism was measured using NPI-16 (Ames et al., 2006). The 

Cronbach’s alpha for home personality was .71 and for the work personality 

.73. 
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3.9.3.3 Machiavellianism. 

Machiavellianism was measured using the MPS (Dahling et al., 

2009). In this study the entire 16-item scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of .86 

for home personality and .86 for work personality.  

3.9.3.4 Authenticity. 

Five items were used to measure how authentic each participant felt 

at home and at work and how intimate and close their relationships with 

people were in each of these settings. The items were adapted from those 

used by Sheldon et al. (1997) and Fleeson (2007). Each item was measured 

on a 10-point Likert scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree. The 

items are  

• I feel I am being my most genuine/authentic self  

• I am close to those around me 

• I have to hide what I really feel and think in this setting (R) 

• I have strong personal relationships with the people around me 

• I am comfortable with being genuine/authentic, open and vulnerable 

in this setting  

Higher scores on authenticity reflect an individual who feels 

authentic in a situation, has intimate or close relationships with the 

individuals around them in the situation and is comfortable.  

For work authenticity, principal axis factoring in SPSS showed a 

single eigenvalue exceeded 1, with a value of 3.12, and accounted for 

62.41% of the variance of the items. Each of the five items loaded strongly 

on the factor with a range of .54 to .88. In this study the Cronbach’s alpha 

for authenticity at work was .85. 

For home authenticity, principal axis factoring in SPSS showed a 

single eigenvalue exceeded 1, with a value of 3.07, and accounted for 

61.48% of the variance of the items. Each of the five items loaded strongly 

on the factor with a range of .55 to .86. In this study the Cronbach’s alpha 

for authenticity at home was .84. 

3.9.3.4 Job satisfaction.  

Job satisfaction was measured with the short form of the Overall Job 

Satisfaction measure developed by Brayfield and Rothe (1951). In this study 

the Cronbach’s alpha for job satisfaction was .94. 
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3.9.3.5 In-role behaviour (IRB). 

Participants’ employee in-role behaviour was measured with 7 items 

from Williams and Anderson’s (1991) Organisational Citizenship 

Behaviours. In this study the Cronbach’s alpha for IRB was .78. 

3.9.3.6 Job performance. 

Three items from an instrument developed by Heilman et al. (1992) 

and used by Lam et al. (2002) was adapted for this study. Cronbach’s alpha 

for these three items was .86.  

3.9.3.7 Demographic/control variables 

Participants were also asked their age, gender, level of education, 

and whether they spoke English as a first language.  

3.10 Analysis 

To begin with, a repeated measures MANOVA was conducted on 

the sample to investigate the within-subjects effects of the framing and 

priming intervention on authenticity and the Dark Triad traits. Then 

multiple regression was used to explore the effects of authenticity and 

situation on the Dark Triad traits at home and at work. Finally, multiple 

regression analysis will be used to assess the predictive validity of the work 

personality traits against the home personality traits.   

3.11 Results 

3.11.1 Descriptive Statistics 

Table 3.14 shows the means, standard deviations and correlations 

between the demographic variables, personality traits and work outcomes. 

For the Dark Triad traits and authenticity there are variables for both home 

and work (Denoted with a prefix of H_ for home or W_ for work). The 

correlations are mostly as expected. The intercorrelations between the Dark 

Triad traits are as expected, the largest between Primary Psychopathy and 

Machiavellianism, rhome =.75, p < .000 and rwork = .79, p < .000  and the 

lowest between Secondary Psychopathy and Narcissism, , rhome =-.03, p 

= .780  and rwork = -.13, p = .207. The correlations between the Dark Triad 

traits at home and the Dark Triad traits at work were positive and significant 

but varied in magnitude, for Primary Psychopathy the correlation between 

this trait at home and at work was r =.79, p < .000, for Secondary 

Psychopathy r =.69, p < .000, for Machiavellianism r =.75, p < .000  and for 
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Narcissism was r =.52, p < .000. The magnitude of these correlations 

provides support for significant differences between participants reported 

personality at home and at work. The intra-correlations between the Dark 

Triad traits at home and the traits at work were similar, however Primary 

Psychopathy and Secondary Psychopathy had a more significant correlation 

at work than at home: rhome =.24, p = .018 and rwork = .35, p = .001. The 

opposite pattern of results was found for Secondary Psychopathy and 

Machiavellianism; the correlations between the traits are stronger at home 

than at work: rhome =.41, p < .000 and rwork = .32, p = .002.   

Unexpectedly, there were no significant effects of gender on any of 

the Dark Triad traits at work or at home. This may be because the sample 

consisted mainly of females. Notably, an individual’s level of felt 

authenticity at work is positively correlated with their job satisfaction, r =.62, 

p < .000 .The correlation between reported felt authenticity at home and felt 

authenticity at work was positive and significant but only a small effect, 

r .29, p = .005, showing that the effects of the priming were significant. 

Inline with hypotheses 3a, 3b and 3c authenticity at home and at work has a 

negative and significant relationship with nearly all of the Dark Triad traits. 

However, the positive correlation with Narcissism is unexpected and does 

not support hypothesis 3d.  
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Table 3.14: Means, standard deviations and correlations for variables in Study 3.2 

  
Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

1 Sex 1.65 .48 
               2 Age 30.30 7.39 -.045 

              3 Education 4.99 1.40 -.023 .227* 
             4 H_ Primary Psych 2.16 .72 .017 -.105 .033 

            5 H_ Secondary Psych 2.91 .79 .157 -.116 -.131 .244*     
         6 H_ Machiavellianism 2.75 .74 .009 -.031 .038 .751** .407**   
         7 H_ Narcissism 4.00 3.05 -.124 .052 .094 .267** -.029 .323** 
         8 H_ Authenticity 41.06 9.66 -.069 -.139 -.019 -.299** -.337** -.287** .285** 

        9 W_ Primary Psych 2.46 .83 .021 -.140 .020 .789** .216* .581** .219* -.201 
       10 W_ Secondary Psych 2.64 .64 .133 -.027 -.053 .224* .679** .324** .073 -.314** .349**     

    11 W_ Machiavellianism 2.94 .80 .053 -.085 .008 .677** .294** .749** .252* -.187 .791** .315**   
    12 W_ Narcissism 3.95 3.14 -.159 .119 .124 .273** -.067 .270** .518** .165 .281** -.132 .369** 
    13 W_ Authenticity 23.49 10.71 -.172 .055 .135 -.087 -.170 -.107 .085 .289** -.264* -.351** -.241* .234* 

   14 Job Satisfaction 5.87 2.25 -.075 -.009 .215* -.058 -.329** -.173 -.153 .218* -.181 -.474** -.219* .090 .623** 
  15 In-Role Behaviour 8.00 .82 -.098 .104 -.039 -.208 -.253* -.104 .079 .339** -.152 -.371** -.019 .092 .237* .246* 

 16 Job Performance 7.64 1.15 -.128 .151 -.042 -.079 -.173 .039 .016 .191 -.069 -.242* .124 .197 .139 .122 .767** 
Note. *p  <  .05.  **p  <  .01. ***p < .001, H_ = Home-primed, W_ = Work-primed 
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3.11.2 MANOVA 

 The MANOVA examining the effects of the priming intervention on 

participants reported authenticity and Dark Triad traits at home compared to 

work showed a significant effect of priming: F(5,88) = 50.61, p <.000 and 

Wilks’ Lambda = .258. Table 3.15 shows the results of each variable in this 

analysis. 
Table 3.15: MANOVA variable results for priming intervention 

 
Home Work 

   
 

Mean SD Mean SD F Sig. Partial 
Eta2 Authenticity 41.06 9.66 23.49 10.71 193.66 .000 .678 

Primary Psychopathy 2.16 .72 2.46 .83 30.78 .000 .251 
Secondary Psychopathy 2.91 .79 2.64 .64 19.45 .000 .175 
Machiavellianism 2.75 .74 2.94 .80 10.93 .001 .106 
Narcissism 4.00 3.05 3.95 3.14 .03 .865 .000 

The results of this MANOVA support the hypotheses for 

authenticity, Primary Psychopathy and Machiavellianism but not Narcissism 

as no significant difference is found for Narcissism at home and at work, 

therefore hypothesis 2d is not supported. Additionally, although a 

significant difference for priming was found for Secondary Psychopathy the 

direction of the results is not in the expected direction. Participants report 

having higher levels of Secondary Psychopathy at home compared to work, 

therefore hypothesis 2b was not supported. However, the direction of 

difference in authenticity and the other Dark Triad traits is inline with the 

hypotheses. As expected individuals report significantly higher levels of 

authenticity at home than at work, supporting hypothesis 1. Furthermore, 

participants report more Primary Psychopathy and Machiavellianism at 

work than at home supporting hypothesis 2a and 2c. However there was 

very little difference between Narcissism at home and at work so hypothesis 

2d was not supported. 

Although the majority of participants reported higher authenticity at 

home than at work a few reported slightly higher levels of authenticity at 

work rather than home. The hypothesized differences in the Dark Triad 

traits are theorised to be related to higher levels of authenticity at home 

compared to at work. Consequently, the MANOVA was repeated but 

included only those individuals that reported being more authentic at home 

compared to work to investigate the differences in the Dark Triad traits. 

This reduced the sample size from 93 participants to 87 participants. The 
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results for this MANOVA also showed a significant effect of priming: 

F(3,84) = 17.60, p <.000 and Wilks’ Lambda = .541. The variable results in 

Table 3.16 for the Dark Triad traits show the same pattern as the previous 

MANOVA, therefore hypotheses 2a and 2c were supported but 2b and 2d 

were not.  
Table 3.16: MANOVA variable results for priming intervention for participants with 
greater authenticity at home compared to work 

 
Home Work 

   
 

Mean SD Mean SD F Sig. Partial Eta2 
Primary Psychopathy 2.16 .72 2.48 .84 35.24 .000 .291 
Secondary Psychopathy 2.88 .81 2.64 .65 15.38 .000 .152 
Machiavellianism 2.75 .73 2.95 .80 11.15 .001 .115 
Narcissism 4.18 3.05 4.00 3.16 .31 .579 .004 

 
3.11.3 Regression Analysis 

3.11.3.1 Authenticity.  

Multiple regression analysis was used to investigate the effect of 

authenticity on participants’ levels of the Dark Triad traits at home and at 

work. Sex and age were entered as control variable alongside reported levels 

of authenticity in each situation. Four separate multiple regression were run 

and the results are presented in Table 3.17. In line with expectations, levels 

of authenticity negatively related to reported levels for the Dark Triad traits 

at home. Therefore the more authentic an individual feels at home the lower 

the level of Primary Psychopathy, Secondary Psychopathy and 

Machiavellianism reported. This supports hypotheses 3a, 3b and 3c. This 

pattern of results was replicated for these Dark Triad traits at work also.  

However, although authenticity was a significant predictor of Narcissism 

the direction of the relationship was in the wrong direction. The positive 

predictor suggests that as authenticity at home increases reported 

Narcissism also increases. The authenticity predictor was positive for 

Narcissism at work however it was not significant. Therefore, hypothesis 3d 

was not supported. Notably authenticity has the most significant effect on 

Secondary Psychopathy, which is unexpected after the results of the 

MANOVA showed that Secondary Psychopathy levels are reported higher 

at home rather than at work. As expected work authenticity is less predictive 

of work personality than home authenticity is of home personality; the 
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model statistics for Machiavellianism and Narcissism did not reach 

significance for the work situation. This supports hypothesis 3e.   

 
Table 3.17: Multiple regression analysis of levels of authenticity on the Dark Triad 
traits at home vs. work 
Primary Psychopathy      
 Home  Work 

 
B SE β 

 
B SE β 

Sex -.019 .153 -.013 Sex -.053 .180 -.030 
Age  -.015 .010 -.156 Age  -.014 .012 -.126 
Authenticity -.024 .008 -.320** Authenticity -.021 .008 -.268* 

R2 .112  R2 .090  
F 3.665*  F 2.853*  

Secondary Psychopathy 
      Home  Work 

 
B SE β 

 
B SE β 

Sex .203 .160 .126 Sex .101 .137 .074 
Age  -.014 .010 -.129 Age  .001 .009 .010 
Authenticity -.029 .008 -.361*** Authenticity -.021 .006 -.343** 

R2  .158  R2  .132  
F 5.429**  F 4.396**  

Machiavellianism 
      Home  Work 

 
B SE β 

 
B SE β 

Sex -.023 .157 -.015 Sex .012 .176 .007 
Age  -.008 .010 -.081 Age  -.009 .011 -.079 
Authenticity -.022 .008 -.299** Authenticity -.018 .008 -.246* 

R2  .089  R2  .070  
F 2.825*  F  2.182  

Narcissism 
      Home  Work 

 
B SE β 

 
B SE β 

Sex -.622 .646 -.098 Sex -.790 .686 -.121 
Age  .046 .042 .110 Age  .038 .044 .089 
Authenticity .093 .032 .299** Authenticity .059 .031 .202 

R2  .107  R2  .075  
F 3.467*  F  2.347  

Note. *p  <  .05.  **p  <  .01. ***p < .001 
 
To further clarify the results found for the priming of situation and 

levels of authenticity. Figures 3.2 and 3.3 show the average levels Primary 

Psychopathy and Secondary Psychopathy at different levels of authenticity 

for home personality and work personality. At high levels of authenticity the 

levels of the Dark Triad traits are lowest within each situation, either home 

or at work. However, the effect of the situation priming is different: 
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Secondary Psychopathy levels are lower at work and Primary Psychopathy 

levels are higher at work.  
Figure 3.2: Mean levels of Primary Psychopathy at different authenticity at home vs. 
work  

 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.3: Mean levels of Secondary Psychopathy at different authenticity at home 
vs. work  
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3.11.3.2 Work outcomes. 

Multiple regression analysis was used to examine the predictive 

validity of personality with different framing assessments. When primed to 

think about work the Dark Triad traits were more predictive of job 

satisfaction, in-role behaviour and job performance. The results of these 

regressions are on the left hand side of Table 3.18. The right hand side of 

the table shows that using personality traits framed for behaviour at home is 

largely not predictive of work outcomes. This supports hypothesis 4. 

Notably Secondary Psychopathy was a consistent significant negative 

predictor of work outcomes. However, for job performance Primary 

Psychopathy was a significant negative predictor but Machiavellianism was 

a significant positive predictor.  
 
Table 3.18: Multiple regression analysis of work personality and home personality on 
work outcomes 
Job Satisfaction    

 
Work 

 
Home 

 
B SE β 

 
B SE β 

Sex -.219 .249 -.092 Sex -.238 .501 -.051 
Age .022 .016 .140 Age -.008 .032 -.027 
Primary Psychopathy -.521 .235 -.378 Primary Psychopathy .415 .495 .133 
Secondary Psychopathy -.479 .204 -.263*** Secondary Psychopathy -.862 .352 -.299* 
Machiavellianism .689 .244 .490 Machiavellianism -.316 .549 -.103 
Narcissism .027 .043 .072 Narcissism -.123 .085 -.166 

R2 
 

.241 
 

R2 
 

.134 
 F 6.198*** 

 
F 2.948* 

 In-Role Behaviour        
 Work  Home 

 
B SE β 

 
B SE β 

Sex -.078 .177 -.046 Sex -.070 .183 -.041 
Age .014 .011 .127 Age .007 .012 .062 
Primary Psychopathy -.274 .166 -.277 Primary Psychopathy -.357 .181 -.315 
Secondary Psychopathy -.520 .145 -.397** Secondary Psychopathy -.281 .128 -.268* 
Machiavellianism .344 .173 .341 Machiavellianism .248 .200 .222 
Narcissism .004 .031 .015 Narcissism .016 .031 .059 

R2 
 

.206 
 

R2 
 

.129 
 F 4.632** 

 
F 2.455 

 Job Performance        
 Work  Home 

 
B SE β 

 
B SE β 

Sex -.219 .249 -.092 Sex -.248 .262 -.104 
Age .022 .016 .140 Age .017 .017 .107 
Primary Psychopathy -.521 .235 -.378* Primary Psychopathy -.379 .259 -.240 
Secondary Psychopathy -.479 .204 -.263* Secondary Psychopathy -.278 .184 -.190 
Machiavellianism .689 .244 .490** Machiavellianism .467 .287 .299 
Narcissism .027 .043 .072 Narcissism -.019 .045 -.050 

R2 
 

.187 
 

R2 
 

.081 
 F 3.774** 

 
F 

 
1.012 

 !Note. *p  <  .05.  **p  <  .01. ***p < .001 
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3.11.3.3 Post-hoc moderation analysis. 

Due to the significant results for Secondary Psychopathy on the 

work outcomes, the finding that Secondary Psychopathy was higher at home 

and the significant effect of authenticity, a post-hoc moderation analysis 

was conducted to see whether authenticity may moderate the relationship 

between Secondary Psychopathy and work outcomes.  

Due to the significant correlations between the Dark Triad traits, the 

other Dark Triad traits were entered as control variables alongside gender 

and age, when testing for moderation. The moderation analysis was 

performed using the PROCESS macro in SPSS developed by Hayes (2013). 

Briefly, Secondary Psychopathy and authenticity at work were mean-

centered. Multiplying the mean-centered variables together created the 

interaction terms. The mean-centered variables together with their 

interaction term were entered in to the linear regression model. The effects 

of age and gender were controlled for on the dependent variables (job 

satisfaction, in-role behaviour and job performance). The PROCESS macro 

is based on ordinary least squares (OLS) regression and adopts a 

nonparametric bootstrapping procedure (1000 bootstrapped samples in this 

study), which gives rise to a bias-corrected confidence interval (CI) for 

effect size inference. The presence of a significant effect is denoted if zero 

is not included by the upper and lower bound of 95% CI (Preacher & Hayes, 

2008).  

The only moderation model found to be significant was that for job 

satisfaction and the results for this model are presented in Table 3.19. The 

interaction term between authenticity at work and Secondary Psychopathy 

was positive. At low levels of authenticity (1 SD below the mean) the effect 

of Secondary Psychopathy is negative and significant: b = -1.560, SEb 
= .363, t = -4.301, p < .000. At average levels of authenticity (at the mean) 

the effect of Secondary Psychopathy is still negative but smaller in 

magnitude and less significant: b = -.972, SEb = .314, t = -3.097, p = .003. 

At high levels of authenticity (1 SD above the mean) the effect of 

Secondary Psychopathy is negative but no longer significant: b = -.385, SEb 
= .410, t = -.941, p = .350. The conditional effects are displayed in Figure 

3.4. This result suggests that if secondary psychopaths feel as though they 
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are authentic at work then they are more satisfied with their jobs. The 

negative effects of Secondary Psychopathy have no effect on job 

satisfaction if an individual feels authentic at work. 
Table 3.19: Moderation results between Secondary Psychopathy and authenticity on 
job satisfaction 

 b SE t p 95% CI 
Lower        Upper Age .436 .424 1.029 .307 -.408 1.280 

Gender .005 .029 .184 .854 -.052 .063 
Primary Psychopathy .641 .424 1.511 .135 -.204 1.485 
Machiavellianism -.425 .469 -.906 .368 -1.358 .509 
Narcissism -.050 .074 -.679 .499 -.198 .097 
Authenticity .126 .022 5.809 .000 .083 .169 
Secondary Psychopathy -.972 .314 -3.097 .003 -1.598 -.347 
Secondary Psychopathy x Authenticity .055 .021 2.597 .011 .013 .097 

R2 .514      
F 15.280      

Δ R2   .026    
F   6.745*    

Note. *p  <  .05.  **p  <  .01. ***p < .001 
 
Figure: 3.4: Conditional effects of Secondary Psychopathy on job satisfaction at 
different levels of authenticity 

 
 

3.12 Study 3.2: Summary of results related to hypotheses 

H1: Individuals will report higher levels of authenticity at home compared 

to at work. Supported 
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H2a: Individuals will report higher levels of Primary Psychopathy at work 

compared to at home. Supported 

H2b: Individuals will report higher levels of Secondary Psychopathy at 

work compared to at home. Not supported 

H2c: Individuals will report higher levels of Machiavellianism at work 

compared to at home. Supported 

H2d: Individuals will report higher levels of Narcissism at work compared 

to at home. Not supported 

H3a: Situation authenticity will have a negative relationship with Primary 

Psychopathy in the equivalent situation, the higher the level of authenticity 

at home the lower the reported level of Primary Psychopathy at home and 

the higher the level of authenticity at work the lower the reported level of 

Primary Psychopathy at work. Supported   

H3b: Situation authenticity will have a negative relationship with 

Secondary Psychopathy in the equivalent situation, the higher the level of 

authenticity at home the lower the reported level of Secondary Psychopathy 

at home and the higher the level of authenticity at work the lower the 

reported level of Secondary Psychopathy at work. Supported   

H3c: Situation authenticity will have a negative relationship with 

Machiavellianism in the equivalent situation, the higher the level of 

authenticity at home the lower the reported level of Machiavellianism at 

home and the higher the level of authenticity at work the lower the reported 

level of Machiavellianism at work. Supported  

H3d: Situation authenticity will have a negative relationship with 

Narcissism in the equivalent situation, the higher the level of authenticity at 

home the lower the reported level of Narcissism at home and the higher the 

level of authenticity at work the lower the reported level of Narcissism at 

work. Not supported 

H3e: Authenticity at home will have larger predictive validity on the Dark 

Triad traits at home compared to authenticity at work on the Dark Triad 

traits at work. Supported 

H4 Reported personality at work will have larger predictive validity for 

work outcomes (job satisfaction, in-role behaviour and job performance) 

than reported personality at home. Supported 
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3.13 Discussion 

The majority of the results of this study support the proposed 

hypotheses. Specifically that reported authenticity would be higher when 

participants are primed to think about home than when they are primed to 

think about work. This is in line with previous research that individuals rate 

roles that they experience at home, such as with a romantic partner, more 

authentic than roles as a student or employee (Sheldon et al. 1997). Further 

two of the Dark Triad traits, Primary Psychopathy and Machiavellianism, as 

expected, were reported lower at home than at work. This is similar to the 

pattern found for the Big Five, were authenticity has been found to predict 

brighter personality traits (Sheldon et al. 1997; Fleeson & Wilt, 2010).  

The lack of significant differences between Narcissism at home and 

at work was surprising but similar to the last study the average level of 

Narcissism was rather low. Furthermore, when examining the effect of 

authenticity on Narcissism the effect was positive rather than negative. This 

suggests individuals are more narcissistic when they report to feel more 

authentic. However, because of the low average score on Narcissism, 

authenticity might be positively related to self-confidence. Individuals may 

feel more confident around people they feel close to or intimate with at 

home. 

 The finding for Secondary Psychopathy was unexpected, although in 

the introduction it was mentioned there might be confounding effects that 

may reduce the significance of the effect, such as Conscientiousness being 

reported higher at work. However, a significant opposite effect was found 

with reported levels of Secondary Psychopathy higher at home than at work. 

This result could suggest that although authenticity has an effect on the 

Dark Triad traits, the constraints of the work environment do not allow 

people to display behaviour that is impulsive and antisocial. Furthermore, 

impulsive or sensation seeking behaviour could be seen as fun behaviour 

that is displayed at home with people you are close to rather than at work. 

The significant negative effect of Secondary Psychopathy on all of the work 

outcomes (job satisfaction, in-role behaviour and job performance) does 

suggest that the type of behaviour associated with Secondary Psychopathy 

has a negative impact in the workplace.  
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However, post-hoc moderation analysis found that levels of 

authenticity at work moderate the effect of Secondary Psychopathy so at 

high levels of authenticity the negative impact of Secondary Psychopathy is 

not significant. This buffering of negative effects suggests that individuals 

who feel authentic at work will be satisfied with their jobs regardless of 

their levels of Secondary Psychopathy. Furthermore, this analysis showed a 

direct positive effect of authenticity on job satisfaction. Individuals who are 

more authentic, have close relationships with individuals around them and 

do not feel constrained by their situation to behave in a particular way are 

more satisfied with their jobs. This aligns with previous research that has 

found authenticity in social roles positively relates to satisfaction in those 

roles (Sheldon et al. 1997).  

It was assumed that the majority of individuals would rate 

authenticity higher at home then at work, however there were a few 

individuals in this study who rated their authenticity the same at work and at 

home and a couple who rated authenticity at work considerably higher than 

at home. As there were only a small number of participants that formed this 

category no analysis was possible, however future research should 

investigate how higher authenticity at work manifests with the Dark Triad 

traits in terms of predicting work outcomes.  

Although the focus of this study was on the predictive validity of 

using work-framed personality priming to investigate work outcomes, the 

regression results for work outcomes highlight the divergent relationships 

between the Dark Triad traits and these outcomes.  For job performance, 

Primary Psychopathy and Secondary Psychopathy were both negative 

predictors but Machiavellianism was a positive predictor. This finding 

suggests that the Dark Triad traits may have divergent effects on job 

performance. However, the priming could have also caused this result; 

individuals who are high in Machiavellianism due to their cynicism and 

scepticism, may have utilised impression management techniques when 

asked about their behaviour at work.    

3.13.1 Limitations and Future Research 

The sample size for this study was small, a number of participants 

dropped out after filling in one set of personality questions, fewer items 
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could have reduced participant drop out. As a convenience sample was 

utilised the work environment of participants is likely to have differed 

considerably. Future research could be conducted on a bigger sample of 

employees from the same organisation with experience sampling rather than 

cross-sectional design. Common method variance and socially desirable 

responding especially related to reporting levels of the Dark Triad traits at 

work could have caused the significant results found. Retrospective 

questioning about personality traits and authenticity has been found to be 

inaccurate when compared to experience sampling (Fleeson & Wilt, 2010). 

Additionally, outside of levels of authenticity no other aspect of participants’ 

work or home environment was assessed. Individuals who are more senior 

in their organisation may be less constrained by the organisational 

environment compared to individuals just entering the workforce who may 

still be learning the norms associated with behaviour in the workplace. 

Future research should investigate what other aspects of the situation 

determine the behaviour people display. Additionally, due to the small 

sample size, the factor structure of the sub-factors devised in Study 2.2 

could not be validated with this sample. Furthermore, the lack of power 

prevented investigation of the effects of the priming on the subfactors of the 

Dark Triad traits. 

3.13.2 Conclusion  

The main aim of the two studies in this chapter was to understand if 

priming individuals to think about work and framing personality assessment 

to participants’ behaviour in the workplace with their colleagues and 

managers would be more predictive of workplace outcomes. Greater 

predictive validity of Dark Triad personality traits would then result in a 

more consistent pattern of results regarding the detrimental or beneficial 

effects of these traits on work-related outcomes. Although, the results in this 

study were significant and supported a number of hypotheses related to the 

predictive validity of primed personality assessment, there were still a 

number of in consistencies. Therefore, priming and framing of personality 

assessment will not be used in the rest of this thesis.   
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Chapter 4: Interpersonal and intrapersonal regulation: Do self-

monitoring, emotional intelligence and resilience moderate the Dark 

Triad? 

4.1 Introduction 

The most recent meta-analyses of the Dark Triad, which have 

examined a number of outcomes such as intelligence (O’Boyle et al., 2013), 

job performance (O’Boyle et al., 2012), and counter productive work 

behaviours (CWB) (Grijalva & Newman, 2015; O’Boyle et al., 2012), have 

all attempted to examine moderators of the triad’s relationship with these 

outcomes. However, the majority of moderators have been found to be not 

significant, either because the theory is erroneous or because meta-analyses 

are limited in the types of moderators they can explore. They can explore 

measurement instrument as a moderator but they are restricted by the 

underlying studies, if the majority of primary studies use a single measure 

then this makes moderator analysis in meta-analysis impossible. Only a 

small number of studies have examined what moderates the Dark Triad and 

whether those moderating effects are consistent across all of the Dark Triad 

traits (notable exceptions are Palmer et al., 2017 and Smith et al., 2015). 

Therefore, this makes moderator analysis at the meta-analysis level difficult. 

Nevertheless, meta-analyses have shown there is considerable heterogeneity 

in effect sizes to warrant moderator investigation. 

Moderator research is important to identify situational or 

dispositional factors that not only reduce the negative influence of the Dark 

Triad on work outcomes but also potentially amplify, and therefore 

illuminate, the positive influence the Dark Triad traits may have in the 

workplace. As the Dark Triad traits have significant correlation with bright 

side personality traits it would be prudent to investigate moderators that 

have already been identified as significant moderators of personality in the 

workplace. To highlight a few, research has found that self-monitoring 

(Barrick, Parks, & Mount, 2005), emotional intelligence (Douglas, Frink, & 

Ferris, 2004) and autonomy (Barrick & Mount, 1993) all moderate the 

relationship between the Big Five personality traits and performance in the 

workplace. These variables have been found to either strengthen the 

beneficial effects of the Big Five personality traits on work performance, or 
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compensate for individuals who have low levels of the Big Five personality 

traits that have a positive impact, such as self-monitoring compensating for 

low Extraversion when predicting interpersonal performance (Barrick et al., 

2005).   

Consequently, this chapter will examine three moderators: self-

monitoring, emotional intelligence and resilience. To investigate whether 

these variables attenuate the negative influence of the Dark Triad traits on 

workplace outcomes or whether they may even amplify positive influences 

the Dark Triad traits have. The majority of the Dark Triad organisational 

research has focused on variables that assess the negative aspects of 

workplace behaviour, such as counterproductive work behaviours, little has 

examined the impact of the Dark Triad traits on satisfaction or well-being 

variables. These two variables are important for the individual but also their 

performance in the workplace. Therefore, the following two studies will 

examine whether self-monitoring, emotional intelligence and resilience 

moderate the relationship between the Dark Triad and these outcome 

variables: career satisfaction, coaching effectiveness and personal and work 

burnout.  

4.2 Dark Triad and Work Outcomes 

Examination of the Dark Triad and work outcomes is still a 

relatively unexplored area of research compared to the bright side of 

personality. The simple direct effects of the Dark Triad traits influence on 

job performance have been reviewed by meta-analysis. O’Boyle et al. 

(2012) found that Machiavellianism had a small negative effect on job 

performance (rc = -.07), Narcissism had a non-significant negative effect (rc 

= -.03) and Psychopathy had a small significant negative effect (rc = -.08). 

The 80% confidence interval for Machiavellianism and job performance 

contained zero and although the effect for Psychopathy on job performance 

was significant it was small and suggested Psychopathy explains only 1% of 

the variance in job performance. The meta-analysis consisted of 245 

separate samples that encompassed 43,907 individuals, which gives 

adequate power to the statistical analysis but the results were still not very 

significant. Consequently it could be concluded that the Dark Triad are not 

important factors in the prediction of job performance or it could suggest 
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that in their current assessment structure they do not adequately predict job 

performance. Methodological issues surrounding the assessment of the Dark 

Triad have been highlighted in Chapter 2. Additionally the theoretical 

underpinnings of the constructs could be wrong and therefore the expected 

relationships with performance also wrong.  Alternatively, there could 

potentially be unexplored moderators that may explain the wide-ranging 

effect sizes found for the dark traits and job performance.    

A couple of primary studies examining specific roles have found 

some instances in which the Dark Triad traits can be a positive influence on 

performance. Spurk et al. (2016) found that Machiavellianism had a positive 

effect on leadership position and career satisfaction. Alongside this 

Narcissism was positively related to salary but Psychopathy had a negative 

effect on all of these outcomes. Previous research (Hirschi & Jaensch, 2015) 

examining Narcissism found it had significant positive effects on salary and 

career satisfaction. Additionally, Machiavellianism has been linked to 

increased sales performance (Shultz, 1993) though this effect has not been 

replicated by recent research. All of this research contradicts the inherent 

perception that the Dark Triad traits can only be detrimental to workplace 

performance and suggests in certain situations they may have a positive 

relationship with work outcomes.        

4.2.1 Dark triad and Satisfaction 

A meta-analysis (Bruk-Lee et al., 2009) of job satisfaction found 

significant negative correlations for both Narcissism and Machiavellianism, 

r = -,19, however the correlation for Narcissism was weak, r = -.07 and the 

confidence interval included zero. Further, the Narcissism result was based 

on only 4 studies and only one of the 4 studies used the NPI to measure 

Narcissism, which is the standard measure used in organisational research, 

the other three studies utilised the Margolis-Thomas Measure of Narcissism 

(Margolis & Thomas, 1980) and the mean scale reliability of these three 

studies was lower, α = .58, than the acceptable range.  A follow up study did 

find that Narcissism had a negative correlation with job satisfaction and this 

effect was still significant after controlling for the effects of Big Five 

personality (Mathieu, 2013). This may be due to narcissists believing that 

they are entitled to a better job than the one they currently have.  
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However, career satisfaction differs from job satisfaction, job 

satisfaction is an individual’s emotional state or attitudes towards their 

current employment. Those with low job satisfaction have a tendency to 

have lower organisational commitment and higher turnover intentions. On 

the other hand, career satisfaction is an individual’s attitudes towards their 

career to date, it involves an individual looking back and indicating their 

satisfaction with their level of achievement over their career. Narcissists 

have an inflated view of self and therefore are likely to assess themselves as 

having achieved a number of things over their careers. This theory is 

supported by the results found by Hirschi and Jaensch (2015). Therefore, 

Narcissism is expected to positively predict career satisfaction.  

Although (Spurk et al., 2016) found a positive relationship between 

Machiavellianism and career satisfaction this effect became non-significant 

when they controlled for demographics and work-related features such as 

tenure and occupational education. The significant negative relationship 

found in the meta-analysis of Machiavellianism and job satisfaction 

included 7 studies and the mean scale reliability was acceptable, α = .71.  

However, the authors (Bruk-Lee et al., 2009) did not suggest a reason for 

this negative relationship and remarked that there is little explanation in the 

literature as to how Machiavellianism is expected to relate to job 

satisfaction.  Nevertheless, it is agreed that Machiavellians strive for power, 

status and achievement, as well as control over others. This may suggest 

that they are less likely to be content with their achievements as they 

continue to strive for more status and control. Therefore, it is expected 

Machiavellianism will have a negative relationship with career satisfaction.  

Little research has examined the relationship between Psychopathy 

and career satisfaction. However, the study by (Spurk et al., 2016) did find a 

consistent negative relationship between Psychopathy and career 

satisfaction, with Psychopathy measured as a single factor within the Dirty 

Dozen, when controlling for demographic and work-related features. The 

research examining the relationships between the Big Five personality and 

job satisfaction may help to understand what may lead psychopaths to have 

lower levels of career satisfaction. Agreeableness, Neuroticism, negative 

affectivity and trait anger have all been found to relate to job satisfaction 
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(Bruk-Lee et al., 2009). Individuals low in Agreeableness, with high 

Neuroticism tend to have lower levels of satisfaction. Primary psychopaths, 

although not neurotic, are low in Agreeableness. Additionally secondary 

psychopaths have low Agreeableness and a positive correlation with 

Neuroticism. Therefore, both Primary and Secondary Psychopathy are 

expected to have a negative relationship with career satisfaction. 

H1a: Both primary and Secondary Psychopathy will have a negative 

correlation with career satisfaction. 

H1b: Machiavellianism will have a negative correlation with career 

satisfaction. 

H1c: Narcissism will have a positive correlation with career 

satisfaction. 

4.2.2 Dark triad and Coaching 

Very little research has examined how the Dark Triad of personality 

may impact the effectiveness of coaching (Grover & Furnham, 2016). None 

has examined the Dark Triad specifically but there has been a meta-analysis 

(Gaddis & Foster, 2015) of the Hogan Development Survey (HDS) in 

relation to leadership, which discusses leadership development and 

coaching. The aspects of the HDS that could correlate with the Dark Triad 

are the scales of Bold and Mischievous, which form part of the Moving 

Against profile. These factors were found to have negative relationships 

with a number of leadership facets but overall they positively predicted the 

variable leading others and had mixed results for managerial performance. 

However, it was clear that unaccounted variance for both Bold and 

Mischievous suggested the presence of moderators. The authors concluded 

that although dark side personality may have negative influence on 

interpersonal aspects of management and leadership, it could still have a 

positive influence on overall leadership and management performance 

(Gaddis & Foster, 2015). Individuals who are manipulative, attention-

seeking and arrogant may not be pleasant individuals to work for from an 

interpersonal perspective but they may be able to use those same behaviours 

as skills to network upwards in the organisation making their team more 

visible and therefore benefiting team members.  
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However, this research investigated the dark side personality of a 

potential coachee or individual who might receive coaching, no research has 

investigated how dark side personality of coaches could impact their 

coaching effectiveness or the relationship they form with their coachee. It is 

clear from other research on coaching that the relationship between coach 

and coachee, the coach and the coachee are pivotal in ensuring the 

effectiveness of a coaching intervention (Grover & Furnham, 2016).    

McKenna and Davis (2009) identified the relationship between 

coach and coachee as the second most important predictor of coaching 

effectiveness after the coachee themselves. The relationship between a 

coach and coachee, often called the working alliance, is synonymous to the 

relationship a patient has with their therapist or counselor. It is different 

from a manager and subordinate relationship or a mentor and mentee 

relationship as there is no difference in power between a coach and his or 

her coachee. The coach is not in a position of authority but is rather there to 

support the coachee with their performance needs. The ability to provide a 

safe, comfortable and supportive environment built on rapport and 

commitment is vital for coachee development (Gan & Chong, 2015). Dark 

triad traits are believed to be socially aversive and research has found them 

to be related to affective empathy deficits (Wai & Tiliopoulos, 2012) and 

empathy is considered a vital trait for coaches to have (Kilburg, 1997).  

Although the core of the Dark Triad traits, low Agreeableness, is 

likely to negatively influence the relationship between a coach and coachee, 

which will in turn have a negative effect on coaching effectiveness, what is 

unique to the Dark Triad traits also is likely to negative influence coaching 

effectiveness. Primary Psychopathy is associated with empathy deficits, and 

Secondary Psychopathy is highly correlated with antisocial behaviour. The 

underlying factors of Machiavellianism are a distrust of others and desire 

for control over others. Finally, narcissists have a grandiose perception of 

themselves and a desire for authority. Consequently, all of the Dark Triad 

traits are likely to have significant negative correlations with coaching 

effectiveness. 

However, coaching effectiveness is very difficult to measure, each 

coaching intervention is unique in terms of the coachee, the reason for 
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coaching, the coach and the organisational environment, and all of these 

factors influence the effectiveness of coaching. Furthermore there is little 

consensus about what should be measured as a coaching outcome; some 

authors suggest individual-level variables such as well-being or self-efficacy 

and others suggest goal achievement or performance-based variables 

(Grover & Furnham, 2016). As such, there is no standard measure of 

coaching effectiveness but one has been designed specifically for this study 

and incorporates a number of aspects that have been highlighted as 

contributing to positive outcomes of coaching.   

H2a: Both Primary and Secondary Psychopathy will have a negative 

correlation with coaching effectiveness. 

H2b: Machiavellianism will have a negative correlation with 

coaching effectiveness. 

H2c: Narcissism will have a negative correlation with coaching 

effectiveness. 

 As discussed in Chapter 1, a handful of moderators have been 

investigated in order to understand the processes by which the Dark Triad 

traits relate to workplace outcomes. Support for perceived power and 

promotion focus as moderators for the Dark Triad traits was found, both 

these variables amplify the negative effects of the Dark Triad traits. 

However, perceived organisational support was found to attenuate the effect 

of Machiavellianism on counterproductive work behaviours. One moderator 

yet to be investigated in relation to the Dark Triad traits is self-monitoring.  

4.2.3 Self-Monitoring 

Self-monitoring is a measure of an individual’s ability to regulate 

and manage their appearance and behaviour in social interactions. High self-

monitors adapt their behaviour to the context of the social environment; 

they adjust how they present themselves and the affect they display based 

on cues in the social setting. On the other hand, low self-monitors are 

consistent with their behaviour in different social settings; they do not adjust 

their behaviour based on social cues instead relying on internal cues (Snyder, 

1974). Additionally, self-monitors are status-seeking individuals and 

therefore, high self-monitors are more likely to impression manage their 
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behaviour in situations that afford them greater status (Gangestad & Snyder, 

2000).  

Research has shown that self-monitoring can moderate the impact of 

Big Five personality traits on work outcomes. Barrick et al. (2005) theorised 

that as high self-monitors are status-orientated they are more likely to 

engage in impression management in the workplace and in particular 

display favorable behaviour and attitudes to their bosses to gain status. Self-

monitoring influences the behaviour an individual decides to engage in. 

High self-monitors are likely to choose behaviour that is amenable and 

accepting of those around them and less likely to choose behaviour that is 

not socially acceptable. In their study of 102 executive MBA students, they 

found that self-monitoring moderated the effects of Extraversion, Emotional 

Stability and Openness to experience, on supervisor-rated interpersonal 

performance. The sample who were in full-time work completed self-report 

and observer-report personality and performance questionnaires and were 

asked to collect performance ratings from their direct supervisor and at 

minimum one peer rater, so performance was measured by three variables: 

supervisor-rated interpersonal performance, supervisor-rated task 

performance and peer-rated interpersonal performance. The moderation 

results were replicated for Extraversion and Emotional Stability on peer-

rated interpersonal performance and additionally Conscientiousness was 

also moderated by self-monitoring for peer-rated interpersonal performance.  

The results of this study (Barrick et al., 2005) show that Big Five 

personality traits are only significant predictors of performance for low self-

monitors. For high self-monitors there was no relationship between the Big 

Five personality traits and interpersonal performance. High self-monitors 

were able to constrain their behaviour so that those around them rated them 

high on interpersonal performance even when their levels of Extraversion or 

Emotional Stability were low. The authors also examined task performance 

and found that Agreeableness was the only Big Five trait moderated by self-

monitoring for supervisor-rated task performance but this was result was not 

replicated using peer-rated task performance. Based on their results, the 

authors concluded that self-monitoring moderated the effects of personality 

traits in interpersonal performance in the workplace due to the social aspect 
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of this variable: interpersonal performance ratings are highly dependent on 

how socially adept an individual is. As high self-monitors are motivated by 

status in the workplace they are likely to activate impression management 

techniques, that are ubiquitous with high self-monitoring, when interacting 

with their supervisors and peers. However, the authors did not control for 

gender or years working, additionally the work roles and industries were 

varied among the participants so it is unclear if this may have influenced the 

results. 

Following these findings Oh, Charlier, Mount and Berry (2014) 

investigated self-monitoring as a moderator between the Big Five 

personality traits and counterproductive work behaviours (CWB). The 

authors examined two situations of CWB: those directed at the organisation 

(CWB-O) and those directed at individuals (CWB-I). They theorised that 

self-monitoring would attenuate the effects of low Agreeableness on CWB-I 

as high self-monitors are likely to instigate impression management in 

interpersonal situations. Furthermore, they predicted that self-monitoring 

would amplify the effects of low Conscientiousness on CWB-O as high 

self-monitors are likely to engage in behaviour that helps them get ahead 

especially when the situation is private and mitigates the need for 

impression management. These assertions were supported by the results 

from two samples. The first sample was 144 undergraduate the students who 

also worked a minimum amount of hours per week, the second sample was 

108 part-time executive MBA students who also worked full-time in a 

number of different organisations. 

The results of their study (Oh et al., 2014) showed that the 

interaction of self-monitoring and Agreeableness added significant 

incremental validity than the main effects on each variable for CWB-I in 

both samples: sample 1 (ΔR  = .04, p < .05) and sample 2 (ΔR  = .11, p 

< .05). For high self-monitors there was no difference in CWB-I for both 

low and high Agreeableness but for low self-monitors those with low 

Agreeableness reported significantly higher levels of CWB-I than those 

with high Agreeableness. For CWB-O, the interaction of Conscientiousness 

and self-monitoring was found to be significant for both samples: sample 1 

(ΔR  = .05, p < .05) and sample 2 (ΔR  = .06, p < .05). As the authors 
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expected, high self-monitoring resulted in a more negative relationship 

between Conscientiousness and CWB-O. However, the authors included 

participants from a variety of organisations and job roles so it is unclear 

whether each participant may have had different opportunities to engage in 

counterproductive work behaviours, which may have influenced their 

results.  

Although both of these studies provide support for self-monitoring 

as a moderator of the relationship between Big Five personality traits and 

work outcomes, the samples utilised were student samples. Part-time 

executive MBA students were used in part of the research but again their 

jobs, organisations and industries varied. It is likely that interpersonal 

situations differ from job to job. Therefore it is important to conduct such 

research within a particular role in which the salience of interpersonal 

situations is similar.  

The moderating effect of self-monitoring on low Agreeableness (Oh 

et al., 2014) suggests that it may have a similar effect on the Dark Triad in 

interpersonal situations especially those that are pivotal for success like 

coaching interactions for coaching effectiveness. Coaches with high self-

monitoring are likely to suppress their Dark Triad traits in their sessions 

with coachees and this is likely to dissipate the negative influence these 

traits might have on coaching effectiveness. On the other hand, low self-

monitors may be unable or choose not to hide their Dark Triad traits from 

coachees and as a result their coaching effectiveness is likely to suffer 

because of the negative influence of the Dark Triad traits on interpersonal 

situations and relationships. Therefore, it is hypothesized that self-

monitoring will moderate the effects of the Dark Triad traits on coaching 

effectiveness. 

H3a: Self-monitoring will moderate the relationship between 

Primary and Secondary Psychopathy and coaching effectiveness. 

H3b: Self-monitoring will moderate the relationship between 

Machiavellianism and coaching effectiveness. 

H3c: Self-monitoring will moderate the relationship between 

Narcissism and coaching effectiveness. 
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4.2.4 Emotional intelligence  

Emotional intelligence as a construct is defined as an individual’s 

capability to identify and regulate emotions in themselves and others. Due 

to the media induced popularisation of the subject, emotion intelligence has 

suffered a barrage of critique from much of the academic community 

(Zeidner, Matthews, & Roberts, 2004). The majority of the issues are 

focused on the measurement of the construct. As a result, two divergent 

paths have appeared, one that focuses on ability EI and another that focuses 

on trait EI. Ability EI assesses emotional intelligence using maximum 

performance, which is the same method as the majority of cognitive ability 

tests. However, this method has received some critique around the scoring 

methodology and what constitutes a correct response. Additionally ability 

EI measures have been shown to have little relationship with work 

outcomes such as job performance (O’Boyle et al., 2010).  

Trait EI is assessed through self-report and the items assess an 

individual’s perceptions of their behaviour, attitudes and emotional abilities. 

It is often described as a constellation of lower level personality facets that 

predict a capacity for emotional intelligence. The sampling domain of trait 

emotional intelligence includes facets such as emotion perception, emotion 

management, emotion regulation, empathy and stress management (Petrides 

& Furnham, 2001). Currently, there is not an overabundance of research 

papers that have examined the relationship between emotional intelligence 

and dark personality. Furthermore, only a handful (such as Austin, 

Saklofske, Smith, & Tohver, 2014) have examined an interaction 

relationship between the variables.  

4.2.5 Emotional Intelligence and the Dark Triad 

Research investigating the relationship between emotional 

intelligence and the Dark Triad has primarily focused on whether emotional 

intelligence enables individuals high in the Dark Triad to emotionally 

manipulate individuals for their own gain (such as: Austin et al., 2007, 

2014; Kilduff, Chiaburu, & Menges, 2010; Nagler, Reiter, Furtner, & 

Rauthmann, 2014; O’Connor & Athota, 2013). Most of this research 

focused on Machiavellianism, as the epitome of this trait is manipulation. 

Although, emotional intelligence is often associated with positive 
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psychology, researchers theorised that there could be a dark side to 

emotional intelligence. This dark side is when individuals with high 

emotional intelligence use their ability to recognize and manage emotions in 

others for non-prosocial goals, such as self-interest (Austin et al., 2007). It 

was theorised that in order to manipulate others successfully, 

Machiavellianism must have some correlation with aspects of emotional 

intelligence. However, results of self-report based studies (Austin et al., 

2007) have not found any positive correlations between Machiavellianism 

and emotional intelligence. 

Nonetheless, using a more specific assessment measure, managing 

the emotions of others scale (MEOS: Austin & O’Donnell, 2013; Austin et 

al., 2014) research has found that the Dark Triad of personality relates 

positively with the non-prosocial aspects of managing emotion of others, 

specifically the factors worsen and inauthentic. These factors describe 

behaviour that utilises strategies that criticize and undermine the mood of 

others as well as inducing guilt and sulking. The Dark Triad traits were also 

found to have significant negative correlations with the prosocial factors of 

the MEOS: enhance and divert. These factors encompass behaviour that is 

helpful in relieving painful emotions and providing support or diversion 

behaviours, like humour, that help individuals by diverting their attention. 

Additionally, trait EI was (Austin et al., 2014) was found to correlate 

positively with the prosocial factors and negatively with the non-prosocial 

factors. The authors then investigated any potential mediating or moderating 

effects between trait EI and Agreeableness. The moderation analysis 

showed a significant interaction between trait EI and Agreeableness for the 

non-prosocial factors of MEOS. At high levels of Agreeableness, trait EI 

had a negative relationship between worsen and inauthentic but at low 

levels of Agreeableness trait EI was found to have a positive relationship 

with worsen and a non-significant relationship with inauthentic. However, 

this result was only found in sample 1 which consisted of undergraduate 

students and was not replicated in sample 2 which was a more 

heterogeneous sample consisting of mostly students but also individuals that 

were working, unemployed or retired.  
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Although this study (Austin et al., 2014), investigated the 

moderation effects of trait EI with Agreeableness, it does provide a 

foundation for a potential moderation between trait EI and the Dark Triad 

traits, as Agreeableness is the core of these traits. Additionally, research 

examining the genetic and environmental influences on the Dark Triad and 

emotional intelligence using twin data has found that EI provides a cushion 

against the negative aspects of the Dark Triad traits. Specifically, Petrides, 

Vernon, Schermer and Veselka (2011) found that Machiavellian and 

psychopathic tendencies were buffered by EI, and Narcissism had a 

significant positive correlation with EI. At the facet level the results showed 

some positive correlations between emotion management and Psychopathy, 

and a number of positive correlations between Narcissism, including 

emotion management, self-esteem, emotion perception and social awareness.  

This combination of research suggests that individuals high in the 

Dark Triad traits who also have high levels of emotional intelligence are 

likely to use their ability to perceive and manage emotions in others for 

means that are antisocial rather than prosocial. Therefore, it is not expected 

that high levels of emotional intelligence in the coaches will benefit their 

coachees in terms of coaching effectiveness. As such, emotional intelligence 

is not expected to moderate the relationship between the Dark Triad traits 

and coaching effectiveness. However, the ability to perceive and manage 

emotions in themselves, from an intrapersonal perspective suggests that 

individuals high in the Dark Triad traits and high emotional intelligence will 

be better at self-regulating their emotions, which leads to emotional stability. 

Research (Lounsbury et al., 2003) investigating the predictors of 

career satisfaction has found that optimism, emotional stability and 

emotional resilience are positive predictors of career satisfaction over a 

number of industries. These factors are components of trait emotional 

intelligence (Petrides & Furnham, 2001). Additionally, emotional 

intelligence has been found to have a significant positive influence on job 

satisfaction (Brunetto, Teo, Shacklock, & Farr-Wharton, 2012; Kafetsios & 

Zampetakis, 2008). Specifically, the use of emotion and emotion regulation 

factors have been found to underpin the positive effect on job satisfaction 

(Kafetsios & Zampetakis, 2008). Therefore, it is theorised that emotional 
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intelligence will moderate the effects of the Dark Triad traits on career 

satisfaction. Specifically, individuals with higher emotional intelligence will 

be better able to regulate and manage their emotions and attitudes toward 

their job and career and will consequently not experience the negative 

effects of Primary and Secondary Psychopathy and Machiavellianism on 

their career satisfaction. Additionally, the positive effects of Narcissism on 

career satisfaction are likely to be amplified by higher emotional 

intelligence.  

H4a: Emotional intelligence will moderate the relationship between 

Primary and Secondary Psychopathy and career satisfaction. 

H4b: Emotional intelligence will moderate the relationship between 

Machiavellianism and career satisfaction.  

H4c: Emotional intelligence will moderate the relationship between 

Narcissism and career satisfaction. 

In addition, self-monitoring is not expected to moderate the 

relationship between the Dark Triad traits and career satisfaction because 

the beneficial aspects of self-monitoring are interpersonal rather than 

intrapersonal. High self-monitoring may allow individuals to subdue their 

Dark Triad traits externally to those around them but it is unlikely to 

regulate the internal negative emotions they may be experience. 

Consequently, self-monitoring is not expected to moderate the relationship 

between the Dark Triad traits and career satisfaction.    

Figure 4.1 pictorial represents the hypotheses that will be 

investigated in this study. 
!  
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Figure 4.1: Summary of study 4.1 hypotheses 

!
 

4.3 Method 

4.3.1 Sample 

The sample for this study consisted of 545 individuals with the 

majority of those individuals being female (384 participants: 70.5%) and the 

rest male (161 participants: 29.5%). This as expected as the field coaching 

has a greater number of women than men. The average age of participants 

was 52 years with a standard deviation of 8.95 years and a minimum age of 

24 years and a maximum age of 81 years. The average age of participants is 

inline with the fact that the majority of executive, leadership and business 

coaches have a number of years of work experience in other industries 

before they become coaches. The majority of this sample (49%) was 

educated to at least a Masters Degree level. A large portion of the coaches 

worked as external coaches 78.3% and the rest as internal coaches. Internal 

coaches are those coaches that work within an organisation and only coach 

employees within their organisation.  
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Participants previous positions before becoming coaches were 

varied: 18.2% came from a training, leadership development or HR role, 

15.8% were Directors, 12.1% consultants, 11.9% Senior Managers, 11.6% 

Managers and the rest were from various other senior position within 

organisations.  

4.3.2 Procedure 

A number of coaching associations, such as the International Coach 

Federation, the Institute of coaching, the Association for Coaching and the 

European Mentoring and Coaching Council among others, and coach 

training schools, such as Meyler Campbell, were contacted for participation 

in this research. The request for participation included a short description of 

the research and an embedded link to an online survey lasting 20 minutes 

that included all of the study variables. Those associations and coach 

training schools that agreed to take part forwarded the email to their 

members or placed the description and survey link on their member’s forum. 

In the introductory information participants were informed that only those 

coaches involved in executive, leadership or business coaching should take 

part. The only incentive provided to individuals for their participation was 

their scores on certain personality traits at the end of the survey.  

It is unclear how many individuals viewed the description and link 

for this research but 733 individuals clicked on the link and began the 

survey. From this, three individuals did not give their consent to take part in 

the research and were removed from the sample. Of the remaining 730 

individuals, 534 (73%) completed the entire survey. A one-way ANOVA 

between those participants that completed the survey and those that did not 

showed no significant differences between the groups.  

4.3.3 Measures. 

4.3.3.1 Psychopathy. 

The LSRP (Levenson et al., 1995) was used to measured 

Psychopathy. Each item was scored on a 4-point Likert scale, which ranged 

from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 4 (Strongly Agree). This is the scale proposed 

by the original author of this scale. This was changed from previous 

chapters which used the same Likert scale (6 scale points) as the 

Machiavellianism measure to investigate whether some of the overlap 
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between Psychopathy and Machiavellianism may be due to the similarities 

in the response format.  In this study the Cronbach’s alphas for the LSRP 

total, Primary Psychopathy and Secondary Psychopathy were: .77, .74 

and .65 respectively. The alpha for Secondary Psychopathy may appear 

slightly low but is inline with values found in other research using this scale 

(Levenson et al., 1995; Salekin et al., 2014), the lower number of items (10) 

in this scale has been suggested as a source of this low alpha.  

4.3.3.2 Machiavellianism. 

Machiavellianism was measured using the MPS (Dahling et al., 

2009). As discussed above, an alternate Likert-scale was used to measure 

both Machiavellianism and Psychopathy compared to previous chapters. 

The original authors used an odd scale for the MPS, 5-points but as this is 

very close to 4, which is being used for Psychopathy a 7-point Likert scale 

was used in this study. In this study the Cronbach’s alpha for the entire 16-

item scale was .80. 

4.3.3.3 Narcissism. 

Narcissism was measured using the NPI-16 (Ames et al., 2006). The 

Cronbach’s alpha for this scale in this study was .69.  

4.3.3.4 Self-Monitoring.  

Self-monitoring was measured with the 18-item scale developed by 

Snyder and Gangestad (1986). Items include “In different situations and 

with different people, I often act like very different persons” and “I’m not 

always the person I appear to be”. Each item was scored on a True/False 

scale. In this study the Cronbach’s alpha for self-monitoring was .71. 

4.3.3.5 Emotional Intelligence. 

Emotional intelligence was assessed using the short form of the trait 

emotional intelligence questionnaire (TEIQue-SF) (Petrides, 2009), which is 

based on the full form of TEIQue developed by Petrides and Furnham 

(2001). It is a self-report questionnaire that consists of 30 items that are 

responded to using a 7-point Likert scale. The TEIQue-SF was designed to 

measure an individual’s self-perceptions of their underlying lower-level 

personality traits and dispositions related to emotions. Items include 

“Expressing my emotions with words is not a problem for me” and “I can 
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deal effectively with people”. In this study the Cronbach’s alpha for trait 

emotional intelligence was .87. 

4.3.3.6 Career Satisfaction. 

Career satisfaction was measured by the career satisfaction scale 

(Greenhaus, Parasuraman, & Wormley, 1990) which consists of 5 items that 

were scored on 5-point Likert scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree. 

Items include “I am satisfied with the success I have achieved in my career” 

and “I am satisfied with the progress I have made toward meeting my 

overall career goals”. In this study the Cronbach’s alpha for career 

satisfaction was .82. 

4.3.3.7 Coaching Effectiveness. 

A measure for coaching effectiveness was designed specifically for 

this study. Items were derived based on factors that have been identified by 

Grover and Furnham (2016) as increasing the effectiveness of a coaching 

intervention such as improving a coachee’s self-awareness and goal 

attainment. For example, a number of studies (Evers, Brouwers, & Tomic, 

2006; Antony M. Grant, 2013; Grant, Curtayne, & Burton, 2009) have 

measured goal attainment as an outcome of coaching and found that 

coaching has a significant positive influence on coachee goal attainment. 

Additionally, MacKie (2014) in a control group study found that adherence 

to a strength-based coaching methodology resulted in greater positive 

change in the coachee. Therefore, these coaching outcome factors were used 

to derive the items for the coaching effectiveness assessment.  

Initially, ten items were developed and these were reduced to 6 items 

based on a pilot study and consultation with trained executive coaches. Five 

items were assessed on a 5-point Likert scale from Not at all to Extremely 

effective and one item was measured on sliding scale from 0% (No 

attainment) to 100% (Complete attainment) for client’s goal attainment. An 

exploratory factor analysis was conducted on these items to confirm they 

were assessing the same construct. Principal axis factoring in SPSS showed 

a single eigenvalue exceeded 1, with a value of 3.62, and accounted for 60% 

of the variance of the items. Each of the six items loaded strongly on the 

factor with a range of .67 to .78 (see Figure 4.2). Due to the different scales 
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the scores for each item were standardized and in this study the Cronbach’s 

alpha for coaching effectiveness was .87. 
Figure 4.2: Factor loadings for each item on the coaching effectiveness latent variable 

 
 
4.3.3.8 Demographic/control variables. 

Participants were also asked their age, gender, level of education, 

and whether they spoke English as a first language.  

4.4 Analysis 

Due to the significant correlations between the Dark Triad traits, the 

other Dark Triad traits were entered as control variables alongside gender 

and age, when testing for moderation. The moderation analysis was 

performed using the PROCESS macro in SPSS developed by Hayes (2013). 

Briefly, the Dark Triad traits, self-monitoring and emotional intelligence 

were mean-centered. Multiplying the mean-centered variables (Dark Triad 

traits) together with the mean-centered moderators (self-monitoring and 

emotional intelligence) created the interaction terms. The mean-centered 

variables together with their interaction term were entered in to the linear 

regression model. The effects of age and gender were controlled for on the 

dependent variables (coaching effectiveness and career satisfaction). The 

PROCESS macro is based on ordinary least squares (OLS) regression and 

adopts a nonparametric bootstrapping procedure (1000 bootstrapped 

samples in this study), which gives rise to a bias-corrected confidence 

interval (CI) for effect size inference. The presence of a significant effect is 

denoted if zero is not included by the upper and lower bound of 95% CI 

(Preacher & Hayes, 2008).  
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4.5 Results 

4.5.1 Descriptive Statistics 

Table 4.1 shows the means, standard deviation and bivariate Pearson 

correlations for the variables in this study. The correlations between the 

Dark Triad traits were as expected: with the strongest correlation between 

Primary Psychopathy and Machiavellianism (r = .515, p < .000) and a non-

significant correlation between Secondary Psychopathy and Narcissism (r = 

-.014, ns). The correlations between the sub-factors of the Dark Triad that 

were derived in Chapter 2 were as expected: the highest correlation was r 

= .452, p < .000, between Status and Control which are both sub-factors of 

Machiavellianism and the lowest correlations were both non-significant; r = 

-.010, ns, between Aggression (a sub-factor of Psychopathy) and Leadership 

(a sub-factor of Narcissism) and r = .010, ns, between Amorality (a sub-

factor of Machiavellianism) and Leadership. 

The correlations between the Dark Triad traits and career satisfaction 

were largely as expected although Narcissism had a non-significant positive 

correlation. Both factors of Psychopathy (Primary: r = -.131, p < .01 and 

Secondary: r = -.260, p < .000) and Machiavellianism (r = -.276, p < .000) 

had significant negative correlations with career satisfaction. Therefore, 

hypotheses 1a and 1b were supported and hypothesis 1c was not supported. 

However, the significant positive correlation between the sub-factor of 

Narcissism: Leadership, with career satisfaction (r = .098, p < .05) does 

partially support hypothesis 1c. 

Similarly, the correlations between the Dark Triad traits and 

coaching effectiveness were largely as expected with one notable exception: 

Narcissism had a significant positive correlation with coaching effectiveness 

(r = .237, p < .000), which is an opposite effect to what was expected. Both 

factors of Psychopathy (Primary: r = -.144, p < .001 and Secondary r = -

.179, p < .001) and Machiavellianism (r = -.096, p < .05) had significant 

negative correlations with coaching effectiveness. Therefore, hypotheses 2a 

and 2b were supported and hypothesis 2c was not supported.  
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Table 4.1: Means, standard deviations and correlations for all variables Study 4.1 

 
Mean  SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1. Gender 1.70 .46 
                    2. Age 51.65 8.95 -.127** 

                   3. Psych 1 1.42 .30 -.119** -.107* 
                  4. Psych 2 1.76 .36 -.110* -.150*** .330*** 

                 5. Mach 2.44 .65 -.095* -.158*** .514*** .348*** 
                6. Narc 5.03 2.77 .000 -.054 .280*** -.010 .290*** 

               7. Amorality 7.95 2.69 -.106* -.070 .603*** .354*** .506*** .122** 
              8. Control 10.95 3.66 -.090* .019 .259*** .140** .668*** .355*** .201*** 

             9. Status 10.16 4.08 -.038 -.141*** .343*** .155*** .734*** .331*** .220*** .452*** 
            10. Control 8.76 3.95 -.004 -.152*** .301*** .272*** .653*** .001 .253*** .144*** .206*** 

           11. Egocentricity 4.27 1.29 -.068 -.145*** .726*** .235*** .430*** .170*** .351*** .162*** .304*** .281***           
12. Callousness 4.87 1.77 -.103* .051 .568*** .120** .164*** .130** .250*** .079 .102* .110** .174*** 

         13. Impulsivity 6.12 1.73 -.076 -.123** .190*** .760*** .175*** -.004 .238*** .054 .089* .111** .098* .078 
        14. Aggression 2.93 1.19 -.007 -.117** .267*** .514*** .249*** .043 .205*** .123** .069 .227*** .249*** .058 .114** 

       15. Leadership 1.99 1.17 .043 -.094* .143*** -.071 .176*** .757*** .010 .266*** .236*** -.028 .056 .092* -.043 -.010 
      16. Grandiose 1.43 1.27 -.059 .005 .198*** .007 .178*** .745*** .114** .255*** .237*** -.077 .123** .094* .058 .011 .353*** 

     17.Exploitative .34 .54 .007 -.081 .220*** .085* .190*** .377*** .106* .247*** .147*** .034 .118** .143*** -.013 .122** .119** .172*** 
    18. SM 8.59 3.39 -.052 -.035 .196*** .079 .166*** .328*** .160*** .181*** .178*** .008 .066 .118** .099* .012 .184*** .362*** .132** 

   19. EI 5.71 .56 .188*** .075 -.293*** -.557*** -.354*** .231*** -.335*** -.061 -.113** -.390*** -.228*** -.120** -.344*** -.272*** .226*** .184*** -.055 .069 
  20. Satisfaction 3.88 .70 .014 .141*** -.131** -.260*** -.276*** .057 -.214*** -.053 -.170*** -.282*** -.123** -.053 -.169*** -.084* .098* .022 -.053 -.043 .366*** 

 21. Effectiveness .00 .78 .047 .108* -.144*** -.179*** -.096* .237*** -.163*** -.008 .024 -.119** -.089* -.029 -.116** -.043 .219*** .156*** .024 .058 .374*** .148*** 
Note. SD = Standard Deviation, Psych 1 = Primary Psychopathy, Psych 2 = Secondary Psychopathy, Mach = Machiavellianism, Narc = Narcissism, SM = Self-Monitoring, EI = Emotional Intelligence, 
Satisfaction = Career Satisfaction, Effectiveness = Coaching Effectiveness, *p  <  .05,  **p  <  .01, ***p < .001.!! !
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The correlations between the Dark Triad traits and emotional 

intelligence were inline with previous research (Petrides et al., 2011) with 

Primary Psychopathy, Secondary Psychopathy and Machiavellianism 

having significant negative relationships and Narcissism having a 

significant positive relationship with trait EI. The intra-correlations between 

the sub-factors were largely in-line with expectations, notably the 

correlations between Amorality, Egocentricity, Callousness and Exploitative 

were lower than previously found, suggesting that the same response scales 

for Psychopathy and Machiavellianism may be contributing to some of their 

overlap.   

4.5.2 Moderation Analysis 

4.5.2.1 Coaching effectiveness – self-monitoring as a moderator. 

Table 4.2 summarises the results of the moderation analysis 

investigating self-monitoring as a moderator of the relationship between the 

Dark Triad traits and coaching effectiveness. The following control 

variables were entered in to the analysis: gender, age and emotional 

intelligence, alongside the other Dark Triad traits. The only significant 

interaction found was between self-monitoring and Machiavellianism, 

ΔR2 = .008, F(1, 535) = 4.30, p = .039. The conditional effect of 

Machiavellianism for coaches 1 SD below the mean of self-monitoring was 

negative: b = -.068, SEb = .081, t = -.840, p = .401, the conditional effect of 

Machiavellianism for coaches with a mean level of self-monitoring was 

positive but close to zero: b = .037, SEb = .062, t = .595, p = .552, and the 

conditional effect of Machiavellianism for coaches 1 SD above the mean of 

self-monitoring was positive and close to significance: b = .142, SEb = .079, 

t = 1.793, p = .074 (see Figure 4.3). The overall model statistics for this 

model were R2 = .192, F(9, 535) = 12.59, p < .001. Therefore, hypothesis 3b 

was supported and hypotheses 3a and 3c were not supported. 

For the sake of completeness the moderation analysis was run again 

with both self-monitoring and emotional intelligence included as moderators 

between the Dark Triad traits and coaching effectiveness and as expected 

emotional intelligence was not a significant moderator. Furthermore the 

results for self-monitoring did not change, consequently the results 
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displayed below are those with only self-monitoring as a moderator in the 

analysis. 

 
Table 4.2: Testing of moderating effects of self-monitoring between Dark Triad traits 
and coaching effectiveness  
 b SE t p 95% CI 

Lower        Upper Primary Psychopathy -.326 .129 -2.533 .012 -.578 -.073 
Self-Monitoring -.002 .010 -.161 .872 -.022 .018 
Primary Psychopathy x Self-Monitoring .043 .034 1.263 .207 -.024 .110 

� R2  .003      
F 1.594      

Secondary Psychopathy .102 .110 .931 .352 -.113 .318 
Self-Monitoring -.003 .010 -.249 .804 -.022 .017 
Secondary Psychopathy x Self-Monitoring .010 .025 .382 .703 -.040 .060 

� R2 .000      
F .146      

Machiavellianism .037 .062 .595 .552 -.085 .159 
Self-Monitoring -.003 .010 -.293 .770 -.023 .017 
Machiavellianism x Self-Monitoring .031 .015 2.074 .039 .002 .060 

� R2 .008      
F 4.303*      

Narcissism .055 .013 4.231 .000 .030 .081 
Self-Monitoring -.003 .010 -.257 .798 -.024 .017 
Narcissism x Self-Monitoring .002 .003 .575 .566 -.004 .007 

� R2 .001      
F .330      

Note. *p  <  .05.  **p  <  .01. ***p < .001 
 
Figure 4.3: Simple slopes of Machiavellianism predicting Coaching Effectiveness at 
different levels of Self-Monitoring 

 !
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The only other variables, alongside Primary Psychopathy, 

Narcissism and the interaction term with Machiavellianism and self-

monitoring, that were significant in these models were age and emotional 

intelligence. The results for these variables from the Machiavellianism and 

self-monitoring interaction model were: age b = .008, SEb = .004, t = 1.99, p 

= .047 and EI b =.452, SEb = .070, t = 6.42, p < .001 (see Table 4.3). 
Table 4.3: Moderation model for interaction between Machiavellianism and Self-
monitoring on coaching effectiveness  
 b SE t p 95% CI 

Lower        Upper Age .008 .004 1.987 .047 .000 .015 
Gender -.013 .065 -.197 .844 -.140 .115 
EI .452 .070 6.419 .000 .313 .590 
Primary Psychopathy -.315 .128 -2.457 .014 -.566 -.063 
Secondary Psychopathy .116 .108 1.078 .282 -.096 .328 
Narcissism .055 .013 4.330 .000 .030 .080 
Machiavellianism .037 .062 .595 .552 -.085 .159 
Self-Monitoring -.003 .010 -.293 .770 -.023 .017 
Machiavellianism x Self-Monitoring .031 .015 2.074 .039 .002 .060 

R2 .1918      
F 12.594      

� R2   .008    
F   4.303*    

Note. *p  <  .05.  **p  <  .01. ***p < .001 
 
4.5.2.1.1 Sub-factors. 

Model Fit. To begin with the factor structure of sub-factors was 

tested in this sample using the same procedure as in Chapter 2. The model 

fit statistics for those model were good with Chi Sq = 1059.49, Chi SqSB 

1447.92, df = 610, CFI = .960, TLI = .954 and RMSEA = .043 [.040 - .046]. 

Although the RMSEA statistics are good the CFI and TLI are lower than the 

values found in the previous chapter, however they are still above the 

threshold for good model fit. In addition, there appears to be poor loading 

for the Exploitative factor, with one item having a negative non significant 

loading on this factor: loading = -.178, p = .171 and the other items loading 

poorly. Furthermore one item on Leadership factor was found to have a low 

loading, .169, albeit still significant, p = .014. Additionally, the covariance 

between Exploitative and Control was greater than 1. None of these specific 

issues were seen in Chapter 2 or Chapter 3.  

 The Cronbach’s alphas for the sub-factors in this sample were: 

Amorality .68, Control .73, Status .78, Distrust .81, Egocentricity .47, 

Callousness .52, Impulsivity .53, Aggression .66, Leadership .39, 

Grandiose .62, Exploitative .05. Across all the items the Cronbach’s alpha 
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for this study was .80. The extremely poor level of Cronbach’s alpha for 

Exploitative is worrisome alongside the inadequate alphas for the 

Psychopathy factors. Examining the troublesome item from the Narcissism 

factor highlighted that the data was heavily skewed for this item. The 

narcissistic response is “I insist upon getting the respect that is due to me” 

and the none narcissistic response is “I usually get the respect I deserve”. 

Nearly 98% of participants selected the narcissistic response. Comparing 

this to the other Narcissism items, which have a more equal split between 

narcissistic and non-narcissistic responses, highlights this may be causing 

the poor loading and alphas issues. Although the correlations between the 

factors are lower in this study compared to previous samples, the shorter 

response format for Psychopathy may have negatively impacted its 

reliability. 

Moderation analysis of Sub-factors. Examination of the sub factors 

of the Dark Triad traits found that for coaching effectiveness Status, from 

Machiavellianism, was the only sub-factor moderated by self-monitoring. 

Although none of the other Dark Triad traits were found to have significant 

interactions with self-monitoring all of the sub-factors were investigated for 

moderation effects.  

Table 4.4 summarises the results of the moderation analysis of 

Status and self-monitoring. The significant variables are in line with those 

found in the trait model: age and emotional intelligence. Notably, it is only 

the Leadership factor that has a significant direct effect on coaching 

effectiveness. The conditional effect of Status for coaches with low self-

monitoring (1 SD below the mean) was negative but not significant: b = -

.067, SEb = .012, t = -.539, p = .590, the conditional effect of Status for 

coaches with a average levels of self-monitoring was positive but close to 

zero and not significant: b = .014, SEb = .001, t = 1.55, p = .121, and the 

conditional effect of Status for coaches with high self-monitoring 

(1 SD above the mean) was positive and significant: b = .035, SEb = .011, t = 

3.18, p = .002. Figure 4.4 shows the moderating effects of self-monitoring 

and Status on coaching effectiveness. The results of the all of the analysis 

related to coaching effectiveness are summarized pictorially in Figure 4.5. 
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Table 4.4:  Moderation model for interaction between Status and Self-monitoring on 
coaching effectiveness 
 b SE t p 95% CI 

Lower        Upper Age .010 .004 2.522 .012 .002 .018 

Gender -.022 .064 -.337 .736 -.148 .105 

EI .481 .070 6.895 .000 .344 .619 

Amorality -.021 .015 -1.344 .180 -.051 .010 

Control -.014 .010 -1.416 .157 -.034 .005 

Distrust .010 .010 1.016 .310 -.009 .029 

Egocentricity -.020 .028 -.709 .479 -.074 .035 

Callousness -.001 .020 -.052 .958 -.041 .039 

Impulsivity .014 .021 .685 .494 -.027 .055 

Aggression .046 .028 1.649 .100 -.009 .100 

Leadership .089 .030 3.014 .003 .031 .147 

Grandiose .035 .027 1.297 .195 -.018 .087 

Exploitative .037 .061 .604 .546 -.083 .157 

Self-Monitoring .000 .010 .035 .972 -.019 .020 

Status .014 .009 1.554 .121 -.004 .032 

Status x Self-Monitoring .006 .002 2.779 .006 .002 .010 

R2 .200      

F 7.437***     

� R2   .013  
  

F   7.722***   

Note. *p  <  .05.  **p  <  .01. ***p < .001 
 
Figure 4.4: Graph of moderating effects of self-monitoring and status on coaching 
effectiveness 
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Figure 4.5: Pictorial representation of Dark Triad effects on coaching effectiveness and moderating effects of self-monitoring 

!
Note. The moderating effect of Self-Monitoring on Egocentricity became non-significant when the moderating effect of Self-Monitoring on Status was entered in to a hierarchical regression
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4.5.2.2 Career Satisfaction – emotional intelligence as a 

moderator.  

Table 4.5 summarises the results of the moderation analysis 

investigating emotional intelligence as a moderator of the relationship 

between the Dark Triad traits and career satisfaction. The following control 

variables were entered in to the analysis: gender, age and self-monitoring, 

alongside the other Dark Triad traits. Two of the interaction terms were 

found to be significant: emotional intelligence was found to moderate the 

effects of Secondary Psychopathy and Machiavellianism on career 

satisfaction. The only control variable to have a significant effect was age: b 

= .007, SEb = .003, t = 2.22, p = .027 (these statistics are from the 

Machiavellian interaction model).  

For the sake of completeness the moderation analysis was run again 

with both emotional intelligence and self-monitoring included as moderators 

between the Dark Triad traits and career satisfaction and as expected self-

monitoring was not a significant moderator. Furthermore the results for 

emotional intelligence did not change; consequently the results displayed 

below are those with only emotional intelligence as a moderator in the 

analysis. 
Table 4.5: Testing of moderating effects of emotional intelligence between Dark Triad 
traits and career satisfaction 
 b SE t p        95% CI 

Lower        Upper Primary Psychopathy -.172 .121 1.419 .157 -.066 .410 
EI .362 .071 5.074 .000 .222 .502 
Primary Psychopathy x EI .128 .152 .844 .399 -.171 .427 

� R2  .011      
F .712      

Secondary Psychopathy -.089 .096 -.929 .353 -.276 .099 
EI .338 .070 4.851 .000 .201 .475 
Secondary Psychopathy x EI .311 .118 2.636 .009 .079 .542 

� R2 .010      
F 6.951**      

Machiavellianism -.176 .059 -2.984 .003 -.292 -.601 
EI .347 .070 4.985 .000 .210 .484 
Machiavellianism x EI .187 .061 3.098 .002 .069 .306 

� R2 .013      
F 9.597**      

Narcissism .012 .011 1.085 .279 -.010 .035 
EI .365 .072 5.079 .000 .224 .506 
Narcissism x EI .006 .018 .343 .732 -.029 .042 

� R2 .000      
F .118      

Note. *p  <  .05.  **p  <  .01. ***p < .001 
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The relationship between Secondary Psychopathy and career 

satisfaction was moderated by emotional intelligence, ΔR2 = .010, F(1, 537) 

= 6.95 p = .009. The conditional effect of Secondary Psychopathy for 

coaches 1 SD below the mean of emotional intelligence was negative and 

significant, b = -.261, SEb = .113, t = -2.324, p = .020, the conditional effect 

of Secondary Psychopathy for coaches with a mean level of emotional 

intelligence was negative but not significant, b = -.089, SEb = .096, t = -.929, 

p = .353, and the conditional effect of Secondary Psychopathy for coaches 

1 SD above the mean of emotional intelligence was positive but not 

significant, b = .084, SEb = .119, t = .705, p = .481 (see Figure 4.6). The 

overall model statistics for this model were R2 = .189, F(9, 537) = 

13.20, p < .001. Individuals with higher emotional intelligence did not 

experience the negative effects of Secondary Psychopathy on their career 

satisfaction. Therefore, hypothesis 4a was partially supported with 

emotional intelligence moderating the effects of Secondary Psychopathy but 

not Primary Psychopathy on career satisfaction. 
Figure 4.6: Graph of moderating effects of emotional intelligence and Secondary 
Psychopathy on career satisfaction 
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The relationship between Machiavellianism and career satisfaction 

was moderated by emotional intelligence, ΔR2 = .013, F(1, 537) = 9.60 

p = .002. The conditional effect of Machiavellianism for coaches 

1 SD below the mean of emotional intelligence was negative and significant, 

b = -.280, SEb = .059, t = -4.777, p < .001, the conditional effect of 

Machiavellianism for coaches with a mean level of emotional intelligence 

was negative and significant but the magnitude of the effect was smaller, b 

= -.176, SEb = .059, t = -2.984, p = .003, and the conditional effect of 

Machiavellianism for coaches 1 SD above the mean of emotional 

intelligence was negative and not significant, b = -.072, SEb = .076, t = -.944, 

p = .345 (see Figure 4.7). The overall model statistics for this model were 

R2 = .191, F(9, 537) = 13.10, p < .001. Individuals with higher emotional 

intelligence did not experience the negative effects of Machiavellianism on 

their career satisfaction. Therefore, hypothesis 4b was supported, however, 

hypothesis 4c was not supported as emotional intelligence did not moderate 

the effects of Narcissism on career satisfaction. 
Figure 4.7: Graph of moderating effects of emotional intelligence and 
Machiavellianism on career satisfaction  
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A hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted to see if 

both of the moderation effects remained significant when entered together. 

Table 4.6 summarises the results of each step in this model. The ΔR2 for the 

final step is significant, ΔR2 = .019, F(4, 534) = 3.095, p = .016, but the only 

interaction that is significant is that of Machiavellianism and emotional 

intelligence, b = .201, SE = .087, t = 2.321, p = .021.  

Table 4.6: Hierarchical multiple regression of the Dark Triad traits and moderation 
effects of emotional intelligence on career satisfaction "

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Variable B SE � B SE � B SE � 

Gender .043 .066 .028 -.076 .062 -.050 -.092 .062 -.060 

Age .011 .003 .145*** .007 .003 .086* .007 .003 .089* 

SM -.008 .009 -.039 -.012 .009 -.060 -.014 .009 -.069 

EI    .364 .066 .289*** .332 .067 .264*** 

Primary Psychopathy    .153 .112 .065 .129 .114 .055 

Secondary Psychopathy    -.087 .094 -.045 -.070 .094 -.036 

Machiavellianism    -.203 .054 -.187*** -.166 .054 -.153** 

Narcissism    .013 .012 .050 .013 .012 .050 

EI x Primary Psychopathy       -.284 .197 -.077 

EI x Secondary Psychopathy       .230 .143 .079 

EI x Machiavellianism       .201 .087 .129* 

EI x Narcissism       .003 .018 .006 

R2 .02 .18 .20 

ΔR2 .02 .16 .02 

F for ΔR2 4.250** 20.301*** 3.095* 

Note. *p  <  .05.  **p  <  .01. ***p < .001. 
 

4.5.2.2.1 Sub-factors. 

Examination of the sub factors of the Dark Triad traits found that for 

career satisfaction, Status, the main effect and interaction variable with EI 

were both significant, from Machiavellianism, and Impulsivity from 

Psychopathy was moderated by EI. The only other sub-factor that had 

significant unconditional effects on career satisfaction was Distrust, from 

Machiavellianism. Age continue to be a significant variable in the models 

that contained all of the sub-factors of the Dark Triad.  

The conditional effect of Status for coaches with low EI (1 SD below 

the mean) was negative and significant: b = -.039, SEb = .011, t = -3.618, p 

< .001, the conditional effect of Status for coaches with average levels of EI 

was also negative but less significant: b = -.021, SEb = .009, t = -2.305, p 

= .022, and the conditional effect of Status for coaches with high EI  

(1 SD above the mean) was still negative but not significant: b = -.003, SEb 
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= .011, t = -.227, p = .820. So at high levels of emotional intelligence the 

negative effects of Status on career satisfaction are dampened. 

The conditional effect of Impulsivity for coaches with low EI 

(1 SD below the mean) was negative and significant: b = -.065, SEb = .024, t 

= -2.676, p = .008, the conditional effect of Impulsivity for coaches with 

average levels of EI was also negative but not significant: b = -.015, SEb 

= .018, t = -.824, p = .410, and the conditional effect of Impulsivity for 

coaches with high EI  (1 SD above the mean) was positive but not 

significant: b = .036, SEb = .023, t = 1.549, p = .122. So similar to Status, at 

high levels of emotional intelligence the negative effects of Impulsivity on 

career satisfaction are dampened. 

A further moderation analysis was performed to test which of these 

interaction effects remained significant when entered together to predict 

career satisfaction. This analysis showed that both the interactions between 

Status and Impulsivity and emotional intelligence were significant when 

entered together. However, the direct effect of Status became non-

significant in this model. The results of this moderation analysis are shown 

in Table 4.7. The results of the all of the analysis related to career 

satisfaction are summarized pictorially in Figure 4.9. 
Table 4.7: Hierarchical multiple regression of sub-factors of Dark Triad traits and 
moderation effects of emotional intelligence on career satisfaction  
 b SE t p 95% CI 

Lower        Upper Gender -.082 .059 -1.400 .162 -.197 .033 
Age .007 .003 2.030 .043 .000 .013 
SM -.010 .009 -1.084 .279 -.027 .008 
Amorality -.012 .013 -.882 .378 -.037 .014 
Control .005 .010 .443 .658 -.016 .024 
Distrust -.024 .008 -3.077 .002 -.040 -.009 
Egocentricity .024 .026 .929 .353 -.027 .074 
Callousness -.001 .019 -.034 .973 -.039 .037 
Aggression .030 .026 1.169 .243 -.021 .081 
Leadership .040 .027 1.485 .138 -.013 .093 
Grandiose -.014 .028 -.485 .628 -.070 .042 
Exploitative -.011 .064 -.170 .865 -.136 .114 
Status -.017 .009 -1.891 .059 -.034 .001 
Impulsivity -.009 .018 -.522 .602 -.044 .025 
EI .343 .064 5.331 .000 .217 .470 
Status x EI .028 .012 2.419 .016 .005 .050 
Impulsivity x EI .079 .028 2.815 .005 .024 .134 

R2 .215      
F 8.290***     

� R2   .024    
F   7.609***   

Note. *p  <  .05.  **p  <  .01. ***p < .001 
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Figure 4.8: Moderation effects of EI on Status and Impulsivity for Career Satisfaction
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Figure 4.9: Pictorial representation of Dark Triad effects on career satisfaction and moderating effects of emotional intelligence 

  
Note. The moderating effect of EI on Mach was the only significant effect when all the moderating effects of EI on the Dark Triad traits were entered in to the hierarchical regression.  
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4.6 Study 4.1: Summary of results related to hypotheses 

H1a: Both Primary and Secondary Psychopathy will have a negative 

correlation with career satisfaction. Not supported 

H1b: Machiavellianism will have a negative correlation with career 

satisfaction. Supported 

H1c: Narcissism will have a positive correlation with career satisfaction. 

Not supported 

H2a: Both Primary and Secondary Psychopathy will have a negative 

correlation with coaching effectiveness. Partially supported 

H2b: Machiavellianism will have a negative correlation with coaching 

effectiveness. Not supported 

H2c: Narcissism will have a negative correlation with coaching 

effectiveness. Not supported 

H3a: Self-monitoring will moderate the relationship between Primary and 

Secondary Psychopathy and coaching effectiveness. Not supported 

H3b: Self-monitoring will moderate the relationship between 

Machiavellianism and coaching effectiveness. Supported 

H3c: Self-monitoring will moderate the relationship between Narcissism 

and coaching effectiveness. Not supported 

H4a: Emotional intelligence will moderate the relationship between 

Primary and Secondary Psychopathy and career satisfaction. Partially 

supported 

H4b: Emotional intelligence will moderate the relationship between 

Machiavellianism and career satisfaction. Supported 

H4c: Emotional intelligence will moderate the relationship between 

Narcissism and career satisfaction. Not supported 

4.7 Discussion 

The results of this study were largely inline with expectations. 

Primary Psychopathy, Secondary Psychopathy and Machiavellianism all 

had significant negative correlations with both career satisfaction and 

coaching effectiveness. These findings align with existing research that has 

found the Dark Triad traits to have negative relationships with performance 

(O’Boyle et al., 2012) and satisfaction (Bruk-Lee et al., 2009; Spurk et al., 

2016). The correlation between Narcissism and career satisfaction, although 
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not significant, was in the expected direction, positive, which supports the 

theory posited by Hirschi and Jaensch (2015). However, the positive 

correlation between coaching effectiveness and Narcissism was not 

expected. This finding could be explained by the inflated view of self that 

narcissists have and the tendency for them to self-report themselves as being 

exceptional individuals. On the other hand this result could be due to the 

curvilinear relationship Narcissism has been found to have with leadership 

(Grijalva, Harms, et al., 2015). As this sample was majority female, the 

average level of Narcissism was relatively low, mean = 5.02 with a maximal 

value of 16, and therefore could be the optimal level of Narcissism that 

positively impacts coaching effectiveness. 

Furthermore, when the Dark Triad traits were examined in tandem 

with one another, the control variables and the moderating effects of self-

monitoring only Primary Psychopathy remained a significant negative 

predictor of coaching effectiveness, Narcissism was a significant positive 

predictor and Machiavellianism had no main effect on coaching 

effectiveness but the moderation variable between Machiavellianism and 

self-monitoring was significant. However, the conditional effects of 

Machiavellianism were not significant at any of the levels of self-

monitoring so even though the moderation was significant the effects on the 

dependent variable were negligible. 

A number of reasons could explain why only limited support for the 

moderation effects of self-monitoring for coaching effectiveness, firstly, 

emotional intelligence was included as a control variable and it was a very 

significant predictor, this could have limited the effect of the additional 

variance of the interaction terms on coaching effectiveness. Secondly, the 

coaching effectiveness variable was self-report and not a direct measure of 

the coach-coachee relationship, which is the interpersonal relationship that 

self-monitoring was theorised to moderate. Finally, significant positive 

correlations between all of the Dark Triad traits and self-monitoring were 

found. Furthermore, the correlation between Narcissism and self-monitoring 

was higher than that for the other Dark Triad traits (r = .331, p < .000). 

Although, this is similar to the correlation found by Ames et al. (2006) in 

their original study that presented the NPI-16, this correlation could have 



218 

confounded the moderating effects of self-monitoring. Furthermore, as 

Narcissism was found to positively influence coaching effectiveness the 

impression management aspects of self-monitoring are unlikely to have any 

additional effect.  

The moderation analysis of emotional intelligence and the Dark 

Triad on career satisfaction shows strong support for emotional intelligence 

buffering against the negative effects of the Dark Triad traits. At high levels 

of trait EI, the negative effects of both Secondary Psychopathy and 

Machiavellianism were not significant. Additionally, at low levels of trait EI, 

the effects of both Secondary Psychopathy and Machiavellianism were 

negative and significant. These findings show support for emotional 

intelligence, potentially through emotion regulation, as limiting the negative 

influences of the Dark Triad traits. Primary Psychopathy was not moderated 

by emotional intelligence and had no significant main effect on career 

satisfaction when entered with control variables. The differing effects of 

Primary and Secondary Psychopathy suggest that high Neuroticism, which 

is a component of Secondary Psychopathy but not Primary Psychopathy 

could have a greater negative effect on career satisfaction than low 

Agreeableness, which is shared by both factors of Psychopathy. 

However, when entered simultaneously, only the moderation 

between Machiavellianism and emotional intelligence remained significant, 

suggesting some aspect that is shared between Secondary Psychopathy and 

Machiavellianism is moderated by trait EI. Examination of the sub-factors 

suggests that trait EI moderates the desire for status in Machiavellians. The 

desire for status had been theorised to prevent Machiavellians from being 

satisfied with their career achievements. The ability to regulate one’s 

emotions might be the mechanism by which the desire for status is subdued 

in those individuals with high EI but also high Machiavellianism.   

Although the majority of the sub-factors were found not to have 

significant effects on the outcome variables, the results are insightful in two 

ways. Firstly, they allude to what underlying factors of the Dark Triad are 

driving the effects that were found with the high level traits. For example, 

Status drives the majority of the variance of the influence of 

Machiavellianism in this sample. This makes sense, as due to the nature of 
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the role coaches are unlikely to be distrusting and/or controlling. However, 

many coaches have spent years in industry some running their own 

companies and teams and it likely they are motivated to achieve status. 

Secondly, the fact that many of the direct effects of the sub-factors were not 

significant suggests that the high level effects are a result of the cumulative 

sub-factors. Alternatively, it could suggest that the effects of the Dark Triad 

traits may be limited at the sub-factor level but cumulatively have a more 

significant effect at the trait level.  

4.7.1 Limitations and Future research 

All of the data collected in this study was self-report, including the 

outcome variable: coaching effectiveness. Due to socially desirable 

responding, many individuals are likely to be overtly positive about their 

performance. However, the significant negative correlations between the 

majority of the Dark Triad traits and coaching effectiveness suggest that 

socially desirable responding is likely to have had a minimal effect if any. 

Additionally, the other outcome variable: career satisfaction, has been 

designed to be assessed via self-report and the results for career satisfaction 

did show support for the moderating effects of emotional intelligence on the 

Dark Triad. Future research should utilise other reports of coaching 

effectiveness but also assessment of perceptions of the coaching relationship 

is needed to truly investigate whether coaches with high self-monitoring are 

able to constrain the negative behaviours associated with the Dark Triad.  

The effectiveness variable was also derived specifically for this 

research and is yet to be validated against existing coaching effectiveness 

measures. Although currently there are very few validated coaching 

effectiveness measures in the literature (Grover & Furnham, 2016). Future 

research should utilise individual and organisational outcome variables to 

assess the effectiveness of coaching, such as goal attainment, productivity 

and job performance.  

The findings for the moderating effects of emotional intelligence and 

the Dark Triad although positive in supporting a mechanism by which the 

negative effects of the Dark Triad can be mitigated cannot be generalized to 

the wider population. This sample consisted of only coaches; further 

research investigating these relationships in a more varied employee sample 
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is needed. Additionally, exploration of additional individual-level outcome 

variables, such as well-being are needed to understand whether the 

moderating effects of trait EI are limited to only career satisfaction.  

4.8 Study 4.2 

In study 4.1, self-monitoring was found to only significantly 

moderate the relationship between Machiavellianism and coaching 

effectiveness, on the other hand emotional intelligence was found to 

significantly moderate both Machiavellianism and Secondary Psychopathy. 

Additionally, the sample in Study 4.1 was a very specific subset of 

individuals and it is unclear whether the moderation effects found would 

generalise to other individuals in different industries or roles. Therefore, this 

study will look to extend the previous findings related to emotional 

intelligence to a sample of employees from diverse occupations that is more 

representative of the general population relative to the previous sample of 

business coaches.  

As assessment of work performance is difficult across a varied 

sample, an outcome measure that can be examined more consistently across 

any type of job or role was selected. Although job type, organisation and 

industry may vary significantly across people there may be some 

homogeneity in how the work may impact the individual physically and 

emotionally. Burnout, which describes a physical and emotional level of 

exhaustion that can be caused by exposure to extensive periods of stress 

(Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001), is a disorder that can impact anyone in 

any particular industry or role. This study will look to investigate how the 

Dark Triad traits impact burnout in a sample of working individuals. 

Emotional intelligence and resilience will be examined as moderators of the 

relationship between the Dark Triad traits. 

4.8.1 Dark triad and Burnout 

Research has shown that individual differences predict burnout. 

Certain dispositional characteristics mean that some individuals are more 

prone to burnout. For example, high Neuroticism or low Emotional Stability 

leads to higher burnout. Individuals who are highly anxious but also low on 

self-esteem are more vulnerable to burnout. This effect stems from how 

individuals or certain personality types cope with stress. Those that cope 
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actively and confront stressful situations rather than being passive or 

avoidant are less likely to burnout (Maslach et al., 2001). Psychopathy, 

specifically Primary Psychopathy, was originally conceptualised as a trait 

that is lacking anxiety or is low in Neuroticism (Levenson et al., 1995).  

The other Big Five personality traits have been found to reduce 

burnout. Extraversion, Agreeableness and Conscientiousness have been 

found to have a negative relationship with burnout, although the effects are 

not as strong as the detrimental effect of Neuroticism. On the other hand, 

Openness to experience has no relationship with burnout (Alarcon et al., 

2009).  

Research has shown that although exposure to a stressful event is 

important the reaction an individual has to the event may be more important 

in determining whether it will have any lasting impact on the individual. As 

prolonged stress is a primary cause of burnout examining how the Dark 

Triad traits predict stress reactions will give insight in to a potential 

relationship with burnout.  

Noser, Zeigler-Hill, and Besser (2014) examined whether the Dark 

Triad traits moderated the relationship between stress and positive affective 

experiences. In a pre- post-study they assessed the Dark Triad traits and 

positive affective expectations for 193 individuals before they checked-in to 

a hotel for a 4-day holiday. Participants then completed a measure of stress 

and positive affective experiences just before they checked-out of the hotel. 

Although the authors found no direct effects of the Dark Triad traits on 

positive affective experiences they did find a significant moderation 

between stress and Psychopathy.  

Individuals with high levels of Psychopathy reported a lower 

number of positive affective experiences when they reported higher stress 

levels. Additionally, individuals with high levels of Psychopathy but low 

levels of stressed reported more positive affective experiences than their low 

Psychopathy counterparts. This pattern of results suggests high psychopaths 

are very reactive to stress, which may be due to their lack of impulsive 

control and their tendency to get frustrated or aggressive with situations 

(Noser et al., 2014).  
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The results of this study are insightful but there are a number of 

limitations, the socioeconomic background of the sample was very specific 

and limits generalisability of the results. Additionally, a single item measure 

of stress was utilised. Furthermore, the authors failed to make any 

distinction between Primary and Secondary Psychopathy. Research (Dean et 

al., 2013) has shown that Secondary Psychopathy and not Primary 

Psychopathy is the trait associated with impulsivity and aggression.   

Ali, Amorim, and Chamorro-Premuzic (2009) examined the effects 

of Primary Psychopathy, Secondary Psychopathy and Machiavellianism in 

relation to the affect experienced when viewing sad and neutral images. The 

authors found that individuals high in Primary Psychopathy and 

Machiavellianism experienced positive feelings when looking at sad images 

and when looking at neutral images, those high in Secondary Psychopathy 

and Machiavellianism experienced negative feelings. This research 

highlights that although Machiavellianism overlaps with both Primary and 

Secondary Psychopathy, Machiavellianism is not associated with low 

Neuroticism or low anxiety. Additionally, recent research has found 

Machiavellianism to positively correlate with levels of anxiety (Al Aïn, 

Carré, Fantini-Hauwel, Baudouin, & Besche-Richard, 2013). 

Narcissism is characterised by grandiosity and self-entitlement and 

high narcissists have positive views of self and display explicit self-esteem 

(Jordan, Spencer, Zanna, Hoshino-browne, & Correll, 2003). Self-esteem 

negatively relates to burnout (Alarcon et al., 2009) so Narcissism is likely to 

have the same relationship. However, Noser et al. (2014) proposed that 

Narcissism would positively predict stressful reactions due to the vulnerable 

element of Narcissism but the results of their study did not support their 

hypothesis.  

Richardson and Boag (2016) investigated the relationship between 

the Dark Triad traits, defensive strategies and stress and found that 

Machiavellianism, as discussed above, positively predicted stress and this 

was mediated by immature defense. Narcissism negatively predicted stress 

and Psychopathy, examined holistically and not split in to Primary and 

Secondary Psychopathy, did not predict stress. 
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Consequently it is hypothesized that Primary Psychopathy, due to 

low anxiety, and Narcissism, due to high self-esteem, will have a negative 

relationship with burnout (i.e. reduce burnout) and Secondary Psychopathy, 

due to low impulse control, and Machiavellianism, due to a positive 

correlation with anxiety, will positively predict burnout (i.e. increase 

burnout).  

H1a: Primary Psychopathy will have a negative correlation with 

burnout. 

H1b: Secondary Psychopathy will have a positive correlation with 

burnout. 

H1c: Machiavellianism will have a positive correlation with burnout. 

H1d: Narcissism will have a negative correlation with burnout. 

4.8.3 Dark triad and Emotional Intelligence 

 In line with the findings from Study 4.1, emotional intelligence is 

expected to moderate the negative effects of the Dark Triad traits on 

burnout. Research investigating the effects of emotional intelligence on 

burnout has found that EI reduces the likelihood of burnout (Lee & Ok, 

2012; Mikolajczak, Menil, & Luminet, 2007). Additionally, emotional 

intelligence has been found to moderate the relationship between stress and 

burnout in a sample a nurses (Görgens�Ekermans & Brand, 2012). The 

authors found that the ability to effectively regulate emotions in oneself and 

others is specifically what protects those with high EI from burnout. 

Additionally, this research found that at high emotional intelligence the 

relationship between stress and burnout was weaker than for low EI. 

Individuals with high emotional intelligence are less likely to experience 

burnout even if they experience stress.  

 Consequently, EI is expected the buffer against the negative effects 

of the Dark Triad traits, specifically Secondary Psychopathy and 

Machiavellianism on burnout. Furthermore, EI is expected to amplify the 

beneficial effects of Primary Psychopathy and Narcissism on burnout. To 

clarify, a negative/detrimental effect on burnout is one that increases 

burnout and a positive/beneficial effect is one that decreases burnout. 

H2a: Emotional intelligence will moderate the relationship between 

Primary Psychopathy and burnout. 
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H2b: Emotional intelligence will moderate the relationship between 

Secondary Psychopathy and burnout. 

H2c: Emotional intelligence will moderate the relationship between 

Machiavellianism and burnout. 

H2d: Emotional intelligence will moderate the relationship between 

Narcissism and burnout.  

4.8.3 Dark triad and resilience  

There are no academic papers that have directly studied the 

relationship between the Dark Triad traits and resilience. However, some 

papers have examined the relationship of the Dark Triad traits with 

psychological hardiness or mental toughness, which are related to resilience. 

Some authors have posited that the relationship between the Dark Triad and 

resilience may explain how individuals with the Dark Triad traits have 

achieved success in the workplace (Onley, Veselka, Schermer, & Vernon, 

2013). Additionally, others theorise that the associations between resilience 

and Psychopathy may buffer individuals from the adverse impact of chronic 

stress on mental health (Anestis, Harrop, Green, & Anestis, 2017; Sandvik, 

Hansen, Hystad, Johnsen, & Bartone, 2015).    

In their adult twin study, Onley et al. (2013) found that Narcissism 

correlated significantly with all the underlying factors of mental toughness. 

The relationship was positive so with increased Narcissism, mental 

toughness also increased. Although the authors expected Psychopathy and 

Machiavellianism to also positively correlate with mental toughness, their 

results did not support this. Psychopathy was found to have significant 

negative correlations with the factors of mental toughness. However, 

Machiavellianism was found to have significant positive correlations with 

two of the factors of mental toughness: commitment and control, and 

negative correlations with the other two factors: challenge and confidence. 

Although the authors used separate assessments for each of the Dark Triad 

traits they failed to separate Primary Psychopathy from Secondary 

Psychopathy.  

Authors that have investigated Primary Psychopathy and Secondary 

Psychopathy separately in relation to psychological hardiness (Sandvik et al., 

2015) and reduced development of post traumatic stress disorder (Anestis et 
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al., 2017), have theorised that these two factors of Psychopathy can have 

divergent effects on an individual’s ability to experience stressful situations 

without the negative effects on well-being. Sandvik et al. (2015) found 

support for this divergent relationship when examining a sample of 74 male 

prisoners from Norway. The authors found a significant indirect relationship 

between the factors of Psychopathy and anxiety. Primary Psychopathy had 

an indirect negative effect on anxiety through the commitment factor of 

psychological hardiness but Secondary Psychopathy had an indirect positive 

effect on anxiety through commitment. The authors concluded that their 

findings could explain why the stress of incarceration may effect individuals 

differently.  

On the other hand, Anestis et al. (2017) found in their sample of 

combat veterans that both Primary and Secondary Psychopathy offered 

some protection against the development of post traumatic stress disorder 

(PTSD). At high levels of Primary Psychopathy the relationship between 

combat experience and development of PTSD was not significant. Although, 

the relationship between combat experience and PTSD was significant at all 

levels of Secondary Psychopathy, the strength of that relationship decreased 

at high levels of PTSD. The authors conclude that both factors of 

Psychopathy could in some way provide resilience to PTSD.  

Although both of these studies (Sandvik et al., 2015; Anestis et al., 

2017) are insightful, the sample groups examined, prisoners and combat 

veterans, are experiencing levels of stress that are likely to differ from those 

experienced by workers in an organisational setting. However, the differing 

findings suggest that there may potentially be an other variable that is 

moderating the effects of Primary and Secondary Psychopathy on well-

being and burnout. Consequently, it is hypothesised that resilience may 

moderate the effects of Primary and Secondary Psychopathy on burnout. 

Additionally, resilience is expected to moderate the effects of 

Machiavellianism and Narcissism. As with emotional intelligence, 

resilience is expected to mitigate the negative/detrimental effects of 

Secondary Psychopathy and Machiavellianism on burnout and amplify the 

positive/beneficial effects of Primary Psychopathy and Narcissism on 

burnout. 
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H3a: Resilience will moderate the relationship between Primary 

Psychopathy and burnout. 

H3b: Resilience will moderate the relationship between Secondary 

Psychopathy and burnout. 

H3c: Resilience will moderate the relationship between 

Machiavellianism and burnout. 

H3d: Resilience will moderate the relationship between Narcissism 

and burnout.  

The hypotheses for this study are summarized in Figure 4.10.  
Figure 4.10: Summary of study 4.2 hypotheses 

 
 

 
4.9 Method 

4.9.1 Sample 

The sample consisted of 232 individuals with 108 (47%) females 

and 123 (53%) males. The average age of participants was 30.60 years with 

a standard deviation of 9.60 years, the minimum age was 18 and the 

maximum age was 67 years. In terms of education, 1.3% had a GCSE level 

education, 9.5% A-Levels, 24.6% had some university, 41.4% had a 

university degree and 23.2% had some sort of postgraduate qualification.  A 

large portion of participants (39%) in this sample worked in the professional, 

scientific or a technical industry. 

4.9.2 Procedure 

An online survey was created and the link was distributed internally 

at a large consulting firm as well as being promoted on the board of a 

survey-taking group. Participants who had at least 2 years full-time work 
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experience were asked to take part in this study. The only incentive 

provided to participants was their scores on various personality traits.  

4.9.3 Measures. 

4.9.3.1 Psychopathy. 

Psychopathy was measured using the LSRP (Levenson et al., 1995). 

In this study the Cronbach’s alphas for the LSRP total, Primary 

Psychopathy and Secondary Psychopathy were: .89, .91 and .72 respectively. 

4.9.3.2 Narcissism. 

Narcissism was measured using the NPI-16 (Ames et al., 2006). The 

Cronbach’s alpha for this scale in this study was .71.  

4.9.3.3 Machiavellianism. 

Machiavellianism was measured using the MPS (Dahling et al., 

2009). In this study the Cronbach’s alpha for the entire 16-item scale 

was .86. 

4.9.3.4 Self-Monitoring.  

Self-monitoring was measured with the 18-item scale developed by 

Snyder and Gangestad (1986). In this study the Cronbach’s alpha for self-

monitoring was .75. Self-monitoring was included as control variable in this 

study as previous research (Bono & Vey, 2007) has shown that high self-

monitors may experience less stress when expressing emotions or engaging 

in emotional labour, which may reduce the likelihood of them potentially 

experiencing burnout.  

4.9.3.5 Emotional Intelligence. 

Emotional intelligence was assessed using the short form of the trait 

emotional intelligence questionnaire (TEIQue-SF). In this study the 

Cronbach’s alpha for trait emotional intelligence was .91.  

4.9.3.6 Resilience. 

Resilience was assessed using the brief resilience scale (Smith et al., 

2008) which consists of 6 items that were measured on a 5-point Likert 

scale from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). Items include “I 

tend to bounce back quickly after hard times” and “I have a hard time 

making it through stressful events”.  In this study the Cronbach’s alpha for 

the brief resilience scale was .90.  
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4.9.3.7 Burnout. 

Burnout was assessed using the Copenhagen Burnout Inventory 

(Kristensen, Borritz, Villadsen, & Christensen, 2005). Two of the three 

scales were used to assess personal burnout (6 items) and work burnout (7 

items). Client burnout, the third scale, was omitted as this sample was from 

a varied workforce it is unlikely participants will have the same level of 

client contact, which is likely to skew the data. Items include “How often do 

you feel tired?” from personal burnout and “Is your work emotionally 

exhausting?”. Each item was scored on a 5-point Likert scale, for the 

personal burnout questions and 4 items from work burnout this ranged from 

1 (Always) to 5 (Never). For the rest of the work burnout items it was 1 (To 

a very high degree) to 5 (To a very low degree). In this study the 

Cronbach’s alphas for the personal burnout was .86 and for work burnout 

was also .86. 

4.10 Analysis 

Due to the significant correlations between the Dark Triad traits, the 

other Dark Triad traits were entered as control variables alongside gender 

and age, when testing for moderation. The moderation analysis was 

performed using the PROCESS macro in SPSS developed by Hayes (2013). 

Briefly, the Dark Triad traits, resilience and emotional intelligence were 

mean-centered; this centering of the variables reduces the multi-colinearity 

effects that would be present between a variable and its interaction term. 

Multiplying the mean-centered variables (Dark Triad traits) together with 

the mean-centered moderators (resilience and emotional intelligence) 

created the interaction terms. The mean-centered variables together with 

their interaction terms were entered in to the linear regression model at the 

same time. Emotional intelligence and resilience are expected to moderate 

the effects of the Dark Triad independently; therefore the two-way 

interactions will be entered simultaneously. A three-way interaction 

between the Dark Triad variables, EI and resilience is not expected and 

consequently will not be tested in this analysis. The effects of age, gender 

and self-monitoring were controlled for on the dependent variables 

(personal burnout and work burnout). The PROCESS macro is based on 

ordinary least squares (OLS) regression and adopts a nonparametric 
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bootstrapping procedure (1000 bootstrapped samples in this study), which 

gives rise to a bias-corrected confidence interval (CI) for effect size 

inference. The presence of a significant effect is denoted if zero is not 

included by the upper and lower bound of 95% CI (Preacher & Hayes, 

2008).  

In terms of the sub-factors, the sample size for this study was too 

small to conduct a CFA to examine model fit but the model fit has been 

good for all of the previous samples tested. However, due to the low values 

of the Cronbach’s alphas in the previous study the reliability of the sub-

factors was investigated prior to moderation analysis. The Cronbach’s alpha 

for the sub-factors in this sample were: Amorality .88, Control .82, 

Status .84, Distrust .82, Egocentricity .73, Callousness .75, Impulsivity .69, 

Aggression .73, Leadership .45, Grandiose .61, Exploitative .37. Across all 

the items the Cronbach’s alpha for this study was .89. Although the 

reliability scores for the Psychopathy sub-factors have improved and in this 

study to reach an adequate level and three Narcissism sub-factors continue 

to show poor reliability. Therefore they will be dropped from any further 

analysis. The subsequent sub-factor analysis will use the eight factors of 

Psychopathy and Machiavellianism and will use the full-score of the NPI-16 

to control for Narcissism in the analysis.  

4.11 Results 

4.11.1 Descriptive statistics 

Table 4.8 shows the means, standard deviation and bivariate Pearson 

correlations for the variables in this study. The correlations between the 

Dark Triad traits were as expected: with the strongest correlation between 

Primary Psychopathy and Machiavellianism (r = .782, p < .000) and the 

lowest correlation between Secondary Psychopathy and Narcissism (r 

= .192, p < .01). The correlations between the sub-factors of the Dark Triad 

that were derived in Chapter 2 were mostly as expected, the highest 

correlation was between Amorality and Callousness, r = .661, p < .000. The 

next highest was between Amorality and Egocentricity, r = .567, p < .000 

and then Egocentricity and Callousness, r = .552, p < .000. These three 

factors were the ones that created the overlap-factor in Chapter 2. The 

lowest correlation was non-significant, r = -.012, ns, between Impulsivity (a 
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sub-factor of Secondary Psychopathy) and Control (a sub-factor of 

Machiavellianism). 

The correlations between the Dark Triad traits and resilience are 

interesting, as no previous study has investigated these correlations. 

Although, some research has examined mental toughness and the Dark 

Triad traits, the results have been mixed. The results show a strong negative 

correlation between Secondary Psychopathy and resilience (r = -.311, p 

< .000) but none of the other Dark Triad traits are significant. The 

correlation between Narcissism and resilience was positive and close to 

significance r = .119, p = .071. The sub-factors show that the negative 

correlation between resilience and Secondary Psychopathy is largely driven 

by Impulsivity (r = -.231, p < .000) and some Aggression (r = -.155, p 

= .018). Distrust, from Machiavellianism, also has a significant negative 

correlation with resilience (r = -.177, p = .007). 

As expected resilience and emotional intelligence were correlated (r 

= .602, p < .000), gender was not correlated with emotional intelligence but 

was significantly correlated with resilience (r = -.213, p < .01). The 

correlation between gender and resilience suggest that the females in this 

sample reported lower levels of resilience than the males. Due to this result, 

the sample was split by gender and the correlation between EI and resilience 

was examined for each group. For females, the correlation between EI and 

resilience was r = .764, p < .000 and the correlation for males was r = .426, 

p < .000. In line with previous research, there were some gender differences 

in the Dark Triad traits, specifically women scored lower on Primary 

Psychopathy, Machiavellianism, Narcissism, self-monitoring and the sub-

factors of Amorality and Egocentricity.  
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Table 4.8: Means, standard deviations and correlations for Study 4.2 variables 

  
M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

1 Gender 1.47 .50 
                  2 Age 30.60 9.60 -.098 

                 3 Psych 1 2.35 .79 -.181** -.172** 
                4 Psych 2 2.79 .70 -.019 -.045 .399*** 

               5 Mach 2.84 .71 -.174** -.216*** .782*** .410*** 
              6 Narc 4.04 2.93 -.150* -.047 .434*** .192** .481*** 

             7 Amorality 12.73 5.62 -.190** -.220*** .797*** .427*** .745*** .420*** 
            8 Control 10.66 3.19 -.117 -.256*** .444*** .205** .642*** .553*** .409*** 

           9 Status 10.49 3.63 -.077 -.190** .514*** .041 .652*** .371*** .320*** .428*** 
          10 Distrust 10.81 4.04 -.084 .050 .345*** .399*** .610*** .068 .274*** .105 .115 

         11 Egocentricity 7.36 3.05 -.130* -.115 .848*** .289*** .639*** .286*** .567*** .313*** .473*** .313*** 
        12 Callousness 6.67 2.74 -.102 -.109 .795*** .330*** .557*** .360*** .661*** .323*** .356*** .177** .552*** 

       13 Impulsivity 9.45 3.18 -.016 .017 .147* .788*** .149* -.022 .201** -.012 -.149* .290*** .092 .124 
      14 Aggression 4.12 2.19 .049 -.019 .237*** .550*** .312*** .307*** .285*** .275*** .110 .223** .169** .211** .187** 

     15 SM 9.34 3.79 -.166* -.087 .190** .033 .222*** .371*** .280*** .340*** .192** -.064 .023 .142* -.079 .095 
    16 EI 4.80 .82 -.020 .079 -.331*** -.614*** -.291*** .149* -.330*** -.007 .028 -.369*** -.266*** -.282*** -.506*** -.158* .240*** 

   17 Resilience 3.30 .93 -.213** .078 -.010 -.311*** -.048 .119 -.047 .053 .056 -.177** .012 -.010 -.231*** -.155* .099 .602*** 
  18 P Burnout 3.03 .77 -.221*** .095 -.056 -.359*** -.131* .022 -.105 -.046 .044 -.227*** .024 -.023 -.244*** -.106 .049 .543*** .457*** 

 19 W Burnout 3.28 .80 -.215** .076 -.042 -.254*** -.129* .068 -.066 -.061 -.009 -.195** -.009 .002 -.156* -.060 -.059 .425*** .383*** .723*** 
Note. *p  <  .05.  **p  <  .01. ***p < .001, SM = Self-Monitoring, P Burnout = Personal Burnout, W Burnout = Work Burnout 
 
!
!
!



232 

The correlations between both personal burnout and work burnout 

and the Dark Triad traits had a similar pattern. As expected Secondary 

Psychopathy and Machiavellianism had significant positive correlations, r 

= .359, p < .000 and r = .131, p = .046 for personal burnout respectively and 

r = .254, p < .000 and r = .129, p < .050 for work burnout, which supports 

hypotheses 1b and 1c that both Secondary Psychopathy and 

Machiavellianism will have detrimental effects on burnout. Burnout is 

higher for those individuals with high levels of Secondary Psychopathy and 

Machiavellianism. The correlations between Primary Psychopathy (r = .056, 

p = .397) and r = .042, p = .529) and Narcissism (r = -.022, p = .741 and r = 

-.068, p = .303) and personal and work burnout were not significant. 

However, the effect was in the expected direction for Narcissism. Therefore, 

hypotheses 1a and 1d were not supported; Primary Psychopathy and 

Narcissism do not significantly reduce burnout. 

 
4.11.2 Moderation Analysis 

4.11.2.1 Personal and work burnout – EI and Resilience as 

moderators of Dark Triad traits.    

Table 4.9 summarises the results of the moderation analysis 

investigating both emotional intelligence and resilience as moderators of the 

relationship between the Dark Triad traits and personal and work burnout. 

The following control variables were entered in to the analysis: gender, age 

and self-monitoring, alongside the other Dark Triad traits. For personal 

burnout, emotional intelligence and resilience moderated the effects of 

Primary Psychopathy, ΔR2 = .033, F(1, 219) = 11.588, p < .001 for EI, 

ΔR2 = .015, F(1, 219) = 6.405, p = .012 for resilience and for both 

interactions ΔR2 = .033, F(2, 219) = 6.033, p = .003. The overall model 

statistics were good with the predictors explaining 43% of the variance 

(R2 = .429, F(11, 219) = 13.860, p < .001). As expected, emotional 

intelligence and Primary Psychopathy had significant main effects on 

personal burnout. The Primary Psychopathy predictor was negative, so 

increased Primary Psychopathy reduced burnout; this provides support for 

hypothesis 1a. However, the main effect of resilience was not significant but 

the predictor was in the expected direction: negative. Gender had a positive 
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main effect on personal burnout, which highlights that women in this 

sample had greater burnout than men. No other variables were significant 

predictors of personal burnout in this model (see Table 4.10). 

The significance of the interaction variables supports both 

hypotheses 2a and 3a. However, the moderation effects of resilience were 

not in the expected direction, the interaction term was positive: b = .172, 

SEb = .068, t = 2.531, p = .012. This means that as resilience increases the 

effect of Primary Psychopathy become less negative or potentially positive, 

as in having a detrimental effect on burnout, which is not what was 

hypothesized. Resilience was expected to amplify the negative relationship 

between Primary Psychopathy and personal burnout rather than attenuate it 

as these findings show, so hypothesis 3a was not supported. On the other 

hand, the interaction term between EI and Primary Psychopathy was in the 

expected direction: negative; b = -.253, SEb = .074, t = -3.404, p < .001. At 

high levels of emotional intelligence, as Primary Psychopathy increases it 

reduces the level of burnout, supporting hypothesis 2a that the effect of 

Primary Psychopathy would be moderated by emotional intelligence.  

 
Table 4.10: Model testing moderation effects of EI and resilience on Primary 
Psychopathy and personal and work burnout 

 Personal Burnout Work Burnout 
 b SE t p     95% CI 

Lower Upper 
b SE t p     95% CI 

Lower Upper Gender .259 .090 2.872 .004 .081 .436 .323 .101 3.194 .002 .124 .522 
Age -.003 .004 -.630 .529 -.011 .006 .001 .005 .133 .894 -.010 .011 
SM .022 .012 1.785 .076 -.002 .047 .050 .013 3.825 .000 .024 .076 
EI -.502 .099 -5.041 .000 -.698 -.305 -.427 .108 -3.952 .000 -.640 -.214 
Resilience -.088 .063 -1.403 .162 -.212 .036 -.075 .071 -1.062 .289 -.215 .064 
Psych 1 -.284 .095 -2.993 .003 -.470 -.097 -.265 .107 -2.482 .014 -.475 -.054 
Psych 2 .068 .079 .860 .391 -.087 .222 -.009 .095 -.091 .927 -.195 .178 
Narc .072 .112 .645 .519 -.149 .293 .189 .110 1.719 .087 -.028 .405 
Mach .026 .021 1.250 .213 -.015 .067 -.012 .021 -.559 .576 -.053 .029 
Psych 1 x EI -.253 .074 -3.404 .001 -.399 -.106 -.208 .080 -2.609 .010 -.365 -.051 
Psych 1 x Resi .172 .068 2.531 .012 .038 .307 .193 .080 2.430 .016 .037 .350 

R2 .429      .320      
F 13.860***     10.921***     

Δ R2   .033      .024    
F   6.033**     3.943*   

Note. *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001!
 

Examining the conditional effects (see Table 4.11) provides further 

support for emotional intelligence amplifying the beneficial relationship 

between Primary Psychopathy and personal burnout. The situation in which 

the moderators provide the greatest amplification is when resilience is low 
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(1 standard deviation below the mean) and EI is high (1 standard deviation 

above the mean), this is the third row in table 4.11. The effect of Primary 

Psychopathy is at its largest magnitude under these conditions: b = -.652, 

SEb = .139, t = -4.679, p < .000. At high resilience and low EI, the effect of 

Primary Psychopathy is positive and not significant: b = .085, SEb = .152, t 

= .561, p = .575.  
Table 4.11: Conditional effect of Primary Psychopathy on personal burnout at 
different levels of moderators 
Resilience level EI level P1 Effect SE t p 95% CI 

Lower     Upper Low Resilience Low EI -.236 .112 -2.108 .036 -.456 -.015 
Low Resilience Average EI -.444 .111 -4.015 .000 -.662 -.226 
Low Resilience High EI -.652 .139 -4.679 .000 -.927 -.378 
Average Resilience Low EI -.075 .117 -.643 .521 -.306 .156 
Average Resilience Average EI -.284 .095 -2.994 .003 -.470 -.097 
Average Resilience High EI -.492 .108 -4.546 .000 -.705 -.279 
High Resilience Low EI .085 .152 .561 .575 -.214 .384 
High Resilience Average EI -.123 .117 -1.050 .295 -.354 .108 
High Resilience High EI -.331 .110 -3.024 .003 -.547 -.115 
Note. Conditional effects p < .05 in bold, and p < .10 in italics 

 
For work burnout, emotional intelligence and resilience also 

moderated the effects of Primary Psychopathy, ΔR2 = .021, F(1, 219) = 

6.808, p = .010 for EI, ΔR2 = .018, F(1, 219) = 5.907, p = .016 for resilience 

and for both interactions ΔR2 = .024, F(2, 219) = 3.943, p = .021. The 

overall model statistics were good but the predictors did not explain as 

much variance as with personal burnout. For this model, only 32% of the 

variance: R2 = .320, F(11, 219) = 10.921, p < .001, was explained. 

Emotional intelligence and Primary Psychopathy had significant direct 

negative effects on work burnout. However, the negative effect of resilience 

was not significant. Gender was significant which shows that women report 

higher burnout than men. Age and the other Dark Triad traits were not 

significant which is that same result as for personal burnout. However, self-

monitoring was significant and, unexpectedly increased work burnout, b 

= .050, SEb = .013, t = 3.825, p < .000 (see Table 4.10).  

The moderation effects of EI and resilience on Primary Psychopathy 

and work burnout mirrored those found for personal burnout. EI amplified 

the beneficial effects of Primary Psychopathy but resilience attenuated them. 

The situation in which the moderators provide the most beneficial effect of 

Primary Psychopathy on work burnout is when resilience is low (1 standard 

deviation below the mean) and EI is high (1 standard deviation above the 
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mean). Therefore, hypothesis 2a was fully supported across both dependent 

variables and the effects were in the expected direction. On the other hand, 

although resilience was found to moderate the effects of Primary 

Psychopathy the effect was not in the expected direction so hypothesis 3a 

was not supported. Rather than resilience increasing the beneficial effects of 

Primary Psychopathy in reducing burnout, high resilience dampens them, 

making the negative effect of Primary Psychopathy non-significant.    

For Secondary Psychopathy and personal burnout (Table 4.9), the 

interaction between EI and Secondary Psychopathy is not significant, b = -

.136, SEb = .070, t = -1.931, p = .055, and the interaction between resilience 

and Secondary Psychopathy is not significant, b = .047, SEb = .081, t = .583, 

p = .560. The direct effect of Secondary Psychopathy was also not 

significant. The only significant predictors in this model were EI, b = -.517, 

SEb = .108, t = -4.790, p < .000, gender, b = .285, SEb = .090, t = 3.169, p 

= .002 and Primary Psychopathy, b = -.240, SEb = .098, t = -2.445, p = .015. 

The overall model statistics were good with the predictors explaining 41% 

of the variance (R2 = .407, F(11, 219) = 14.313, p < .001). For work burnout, 

none of the interaction terms with Secondary Psychopathy were significant 

(see Table 4.9). Emotional intelligence and Primary Psychopathy reduced 

burnout and gender, self-monitoring and Machiavellianism, b = .228, SEb 

= .113, t = 2.022, p = .044, increased burnout. The overall model statistics 

were R2 = .297, F(11, 219) = 9.047, p < .001. Therefore hypotheses 2b and 

3b were not supported, Secondary Psychopathy was not moderated by either 

emotional intelligence or resilience.  

For personal burnout, emotional intelligence and resilience 

moderated the effects of Machiavellianism (see Table 4.9), ΔR2 = .024, F(1, 

219) = 8.012, p = .005 for EI, ΔR2 = .025, F(1, 219) = 8.650, p = .004 for 

resilience and for both interactions ΔR2 = .032, F(2, 219) = 5.612, p = .004. 

The overall model statistics were good with the predictors explaining 43% 

of the variance (R2 = .428, F(11, 219) = 14.028, p < .001). Emotional 

intelligence and Primary Psychopathy, b = -.273, SEb = .095, t = -2.889, p 

= .004, had significant main effects on personal burnout. However, the main 

effect of resilience was in the expected direction but not significant. Gender 

was significant with females having higher levels personal burnout than 
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males but no other variables were significant predictors of personal burnout 

in this model. 

The interaction terms for Machiavellianism mirror those found for 

Primary Psychopathy, the EI interaction term is negative; b = -.217, SEb 

= .077, t = -2.831, p = .005, as expected but the resilience interaction is 

unexpectedly positive; b = .205, SEb = .070, t = 2.411, p = .004. Examining 

the conditional effects of Machiavellianism on personal burnout, at low 

resilience and high EI the effect is negative but not significant: b = -.292, 

SEb = .159, t = -1.837, p = .068. However, at high resilience and low EI the 

effect is positive and significant: b = .445, SEb = .151, t = 2.949, p = .004. 

High EI does offer some protective aspects to Machiavellianism, supporting 

hypothesis 2c, that EI moderates the effects of Machiavellianism, but 

resilience appears to attenuate any benefits of Machiavellianism on personal 

burnout, therefore hypothesis 3c is not supported. Although, resilience does 

moderate Machiavellianism it is in the opposite direction, it increases the 

detrimental effects of Machiavellianism on burnout rather than reducing 

them.     

For work burnout, none of the interaction terms with 

Machiavellianism were significant (see Table 4.9). Emotional intelligence 

and Primary Psychopathy reduced burnout and gender and self-monitoring 

increased burnout. The overall model statistics were R2 = .307, F(11, 219) = 

9.222, p < .001. Therefore, only partial support for hypothesis 2c, emotional 

intelligence as a moderator of Machiavellianism, was found and no support 

for hypothesis 3c for resilience as a moderator of Machiavellianism. 

For personal burnout and Narcissism, the interaction between 

Narcissism and emotional intelligence was significant, ΔR2 = .020, F(1, 

219) = 8.435, p = .004, however the interaction between resilience and 

Narcissism was not significant ΔR2 = .009, F(1, 219) = 3.566, p = .060. The 

R2 change for both interactions was ΔR2 = .020, F(2, 219) = 4.307, p = .015. 

The overall model statistics were good with the predictors explaining 42% 

of the variance (R2 = .416, F(11, 219) = 14.489, p < .001). Emotional 

intelligence and Primary Psychopathy, b = -.294, SE = .093, t = -3.164, p 

= .002, had significant main effects on personal burnout in line with 

expectations. The main effect of resilience was not significant but in the 
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expected direction. Gender had a main effect on personal burnout as well as 

self-monitoring, b = .026, SEb = .013, t = 1.997, p = .047. The interaction 

variable for EI and Narcissism was in the expected direction: b = -.060, SEb 

= .021, t = -2.904, p = .004, supporting hypothesis 2d, that emotional 

intelligence reduces the detrimental effects of Narcissism on burnout. At 

high levels of Emotional Intelligence the effect of Narcissism is no longer 

significant, at low levels of EI Narcissism increases burnout.  

For work burnout, none of the interaction terms with Narcissism 

were significant (see Table 4.9). Emotional intelligence and Primary 

Psychopathy reduced burnout and gender and self-monitoring increased 

burnout. The overall model statistics were R2 = .301, F(11, 219) = 

9.194, p < .001. Therefore, only partial support for hypothesis 2d, that EI 

moderates the effects of Narcissism, was found and no support for 

hypothesis 3d, that resilience moderates the effects of Narcissism on 

burnout. 

4.11.2.1.1 Sub-factors. 

Next the sub-factors of the Dark Triad were examined as predictors 

of personal and work burnout and the moderating effects of emotional 

intelligence and resilience were examined. For personal burnout the analysis 

showed that Amorality, Distrust and Egocentricity were the only sub-factors 

that had any significant interactions with EI and Resilience. The results for 

this analysis are summarized in Tables 4.12, 4.13 and 4.14. Only those 

models with significant interactions terms are shown in these tables. The 

direct effects of gender and EI are consistent with the trait analysis above, 

however Narcissism was found to have a significant effect on burnout; high 

Narcissism is associated with increased burnout, which is the opposite effect 

of hypothesis 1d. Although Narcissism was close to significance p = .074 in 

the trait analysis, alongside the sub-factors the effect is substantially more 

significant p = .001. However this is only the case when the interactions 

with Amorality (Table 4.12) are included in the analysis but not the other 

sub-factor moderation terms (Table 4.13 and Table 4.14). 
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Table 4.12: Model testing moderation effects on Amorality for Personal Burnout 
 Personal Burnout 

 b SE t p 95% CI 
Lower Upper 

Gender .301 .091 3.320 .001 .123 .480 
Age -.003 .005 -.538 .591 -.012 .007 
SM .023 .014 1.638 .103 -.005 .050 
Control -.002 .016 -.099 .921 -.032 .029 
Status .016 .013 1.225 .222 -.010 .043 
Distrust -.036 .019 -1.860 .064 -.074 .002 
Egocentricity -.039 .021 -1.813 .071 -.081 .003 
Callousness -.015 .018 -.824 .411 -.051 .021 
Impulsivity .005 .019 .256 .799 -.033 .042 
Aggression .035 .022 1.584 .115 -.008 .078 
Narcissism .301 .091 3.320 .001 .123 .480 
Amorality -.008 .015 -.540 .590 -.037 .021 
EI -.555 .102 -5.451 .000 -.756 -.354 
Resilience -.075 .067 -1.118 .265 -.207 .057 
Amorality x EI -.030 .012 -2.578 .011 -.053 -.007 
Amorality x Resilience .021 .010 2.220 .028 .002 .040 

R2 .441     
F 10.294***    

Δ R2   .026   
F   3.683*   

Note. *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001 
 
 
Table 4.13: Model testing moderation effects on Distrust for Personal Burnout 

 Personal Burnout 

 b SE t p 95% CI 
Lower Upper 

Gender .323 .092 3.503 .001 .141 .505 
Age -.002 .005 -.527 .599 -.011 .006 
SM .020 .014 1.423 .156 -.008 .048 
Amorality -.004 .014 -.251 .802 -.032 .025 
Control .007 .019 .365 .716 -.030 .044 
Status .005 .016 .315 .753 -.026 .035 
Egocentricity -.043 .018 -2.336 .020 -.079 -.007 
Callousness -.032 .022 -1.439 .152 -.076 .012 
Impulsivity -.009 .018 -.494 .622 -.044 .027 
Aggression -.008 .018 -.451 .653 -.044 .028 
Narcissism .036 .022 1.655 .100 -.007 .079 
Distrust .018 .013 1.423 .156 -.007 .043 
EI -.561 .099 -5.640 .000 -.757 -.365 
Resilience -.069 .066 -1.047 .296 -.198 .061 
Distrust x EI -.020 .015 -1.347 .180 -.050 .009 
Distrust x Resilience .024 .012 2.107 .036 .002 .047 

R2 .428     
F 9.091***    

Δ R2   .013   
F   2.225   

Note. *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001 
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Table 4.14: Model testing moderation effects on Egocentricity for Personal Burnout 
 Personal Burnout 

 b SE t p 95% CI 
Lower Upper 

Gender .277 .093 2.974 .003 .093 .460 
Age -.004 .005 -.879 .381 -.013 .005 
SM .021 .014 1.517 .131 -.006 .048 
Amorality -.004 .014 -.274 .784 -.031 .023 
Control .005 .019 .280 .780 -.033 .043 
Status .001 .015 .060 .952 -.030 .031 
Distrust .019 .013 1.471 .143 -.007 .045 
Callousness -.034 .022 -1.527 .128 -.077 .010 
Impulsivity -.014 .018 -.749 .455 -.049 .022 
Aggression .001 .018 .066 .948 -.035 .037 
Narcissism .035 .021 1.632 .104 -.007 .077 
Egocentricity -.048 .018 -2.627 .009 -.084 -.012 
EI -.580 .100 -5.792 .000 -.778 -.383 
Resilience -.063 .066 -.952 .342 -.193 .067 
Egocentricity x EI -.047 .021 -2.236 .026 -.089 -.006 
Egocentricity x Resilience .027 .018 1.497 .136 -.009 .063 

R2 .430     
F 9.280***    

Δ R2   .015   
F   2.502   

Note. *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001 
 
Amorality was found to be moderated by both emotional intelligence 

and resilience when predicting personal burnout, for both interactions the 

total change in R2 was: ΔR2 = .026, F(2, 214) = 3.683, p = .027. The 

interaction effects pattern mirrored that of its parent trait Machiavellianism: 

interaction term with EI was negative and with resilience was positive (see 

Table 4.12). So again, at high levels of EI but low levels of resilience 

Amorality has a negative relationship with burnout, i.e. Amorality reduces 

burnout and therefore has a beneficial effect.   

Distrust, which is a sub facet of Machiavellianism, was found to be 

moderated by resilience when predicting personal burnout, ΔR2 = .012, F(1, 

214) = 4.440, p = .036. However, the interaction between Distrust and EI 

was not significant, ΔR2 = .007, F(1, 214) = 1.813, p = .180. As such, the 

overall change in R2 when including both the interaction terms not 

significant (see Table 4.13). Additionally, in this model the direct effect of 

Egocentricity, a sub-factor of Psychopathy, became significant, the greater 

the level of Egocentricity the lower the level personal burnout. This result 

was also found in the next sub-factor model, which looks at the moderation 

of Egocentricity. 
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Alongside the direct negative relationship with personal burnout, 

Egocentricity was also found to be moderated by emotional intelligence, 

ΔR2 = .015, F(1, 214) =4.999, p = .026. However, the interaction between 

resilience and Egocentricity was not significant, therefore the overall change 

in R2 when including both the interaction terms was not significant, 

ΔR2 = .015, F(2, 214) = 2.502, p = .084 (see Table 4.14). 

For work burnout, the interaction effects of emotional intelligence or 

resilience on the sub-factors of the Dark Triad traits were found to be less 

significant. The interaction between EI and Amorality did not reach 

significant but was close p = .0502. However, Callousness was found to be 

moderated by EI, p = .0488 for the interaction term, this result was not 

found for personal burnout. Similar to the previous analysis Egocentricity 

was found to be moderated by emotional intelligence, ΔR2 = .022, F(1, 214) 

=7.178, p = .008. However, the interaction between resilience and 

Egocentricity was not significant but was close to significance, 

ΔR2 = .011, F(1, 214) =3.049, p = .082. The overall change in R2 when 

including both the interaction terms was significant, ΔR2 = .022, F(2, 214) = 

3.589, p = .029. At high levels of emotional intelligence Egocentricity 

reduces participants level of burnout. .  

The results at the sub-factor level are unexpected as few of the sub-

factors were found to significantly interact with both emotional intelligence 

and resilience but the results at the trait level were very significant and 

explained a considerable amount of variance in personal burnout. As a result, 

a hierarchical regression was conducted to see which of the moderation 

effects at the trait level would remain significant when including the other 

significant interaction terms. Table 4.15 shows the results of this analysis. 

This analysis was only conducted on personal burnout as the individual 

model results of work burnout only showed Primary Psychopathy to have 

any interaction effects and the results of the sub-factors on work burnout 

showed no direct or significant conditional effects. 
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Table 4.15: Hierarchical regression with the Dark Triad traits and significant 
interaction terms predicting personal burnout 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Variable B SE β B SE β B SE β 
Age -.006 .005 -.075 -.003 .004 -.032 -.003 .004 -.032 
Gender .323 .101 .211** .298 .086 .195** .259 .085 .169** 
SM -.004 .013 -.018 .022 .012 .108 .021 .012 .102 
EI    -.542 .088 -.582*** -.487 .087 -.523*** 
Resilience    -.068 .058 -.082 -.087 .058 -.106 
Psych 1    -.265 .086 -.272** -.33 .087 -.339*** 
Psych 2    .019 .08 .018 .076 .08 .069 
Mach    .109 .097 .101 .115 .097 .106 
Narc    .034 .018 .129 .029 .018 .109 
Psych 1 x EI        . -.189 .118 -.187 
Mach x EI         .015 .129 .013 
Narc x EI         -.03 .02 -.101 
Psych 1 x Resilience         -.009 .123 -.009 
Mach x Resilience        .222 .114 .207 

R2 .055 .396 .447 
ΔR2 .055 .341 .051 

F for ΔR2 4.370** 20.779*** 4.013** 
Note. *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001, Psych 1 = Primary Psychopathy, Psych 2 = Secondary 
Psychopathy 

 
Table 4.15 shows that although the R2 change in the final step when 

the interaction terms are added is significant none of the interaction terms 

are significant. This suggests that no single trait of the Dark Triad is 

significantly moderated by emotional intelligence or resilience. However, 

when examining the collinearity statistics the variation inflation factors 

suggested some overlap between the interaction terms, VIF > 4 but less than 

6. These findings suggest that the shared variance or the core of the Dark 

Triad might be moderated by emotional intelligence and resilience.  

Although the core of the Dark Triad traits has not been explored 

related to external correlates in the previous chapters, the results above 

indicate there may be value in exploring it in this study. Analysis at the 

individual trait level showed significant moderation effects and these 

disappeared going to the sub-factor level, therefore an exploration at a 

higher level may prove insightful. There are likely to be moderators that 

only influence what is unique about each Dark Triad trait but there are also 

going to be other moderators that influence what is shared by the Dark Triad 

traits. However, little previous literature has examined moderators of the 

Dark Triad core. In order to examine this theory the mean of the 

standardized values of Primary Psychopathy, Secondary Psychopathy, 

Machiavellianism and Narcissism was used as a composite score of the 

Dark Triad. Standardised values were used because of the different scoring 
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mechanisms between Narcissism and the other traits. The overlap-factor 

from Chapter 2 was not used in this analysis due to the issues with the 

Exploitative factor of Narcissism. With the composite score the moderation 

effects of emotional intelligence and resilience were analysed using the 

PROCESS method above. Age, gender and self-monitoring were included 

as control variables. Table 4.16 summarises the results of this analysis.   

 

Table 4.16: Moderation analysis of composite Dark Triad trait with EI and resilience 
on personal burnout 

 Personal Burnout 

 b SE t p 95% CI 
Lower Upper Age -.001 .004 -.267 .790 -.010 .007 

Gender .276 .088 3.125 .002 .102 .451 
SM .023 .013 1.793 .074 -.002 .048 
Dark triad total -.003 .052 -.064 .949 -.107 .100 
EI -.414 .072 -5.780 .000 -.556 -.273 
Resilience -.131 .064 -2.038 .043 -.258 -.004 
Dark Triad Total x EI -.168 .054 -3.130 .002 -.274 -.062 
Dark Triad Total x Resilience .096 .045 2.148 .033 .008 .184 

R2 .389     
F 18.007***    

Δ R2   .025   
F   5.324**   

Note. *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001 
 
For personal burnout, emotional intelligence and resilience 

moderated the effects of the Dark Triad total, ΔR2 = .025, F(1, 222) = 

9.799, p = .002 for EI, ΔR2 = .011, F(1, 222) = 4.614, p = .033 for resilience 

and for both interactions ΔR2 = .025, F(2, 222) = 5.324, p = .006. The 

overall model statistics were good with the predictors explaining 40% of the 

variance (R2 = .389, F(8, 222) = 18.007, p < .001). Emotional intelligence 

and resilience had significant main effects on personal burnout in the 

expected directions, both variables reducing burnout. Gender had a main 

effect on personal burnout but the effects of age, self-monitoring and the 

Dark Triad total were not significant. The interaction terms mirrored those 

found at the trait level, negative for Dark Triad x EI and positive for Dark 

Triad x resilience. Figure 4.11 shows the moderation plots of EI, resilience 

and the Dark Triad total and Figure 4.12 shows a pictorial representation of 

all of the results of this study.   
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 Figure 4.11: Graph of moderation effects of EI and resilience on Dark Triad total and 
personal burnout 

  
 

Figure 4.11 shows that at low levels of resilience and high levels of 

emotional intelligence increasing levels of the Dark Triad reduce burnout. 

Where as at high levels of resilience, high emotional intelligence has no 

effect but at low levels of emotional intelligence increasing levels of the 

Dark Triad increase burnout. Table 4.17 shows the conditional effect of the 

Dark Triad total at the different levels of the moderators. 

 
Table 4.17: Conditional effect of Dark Triad composite on personal burnout at 
different levels of moderators 
Resilience level EI level DTT Effect SE t p 95% CI 

    Lower       Upper Low Resilience Low EI .046 .057 .812 .418 -.066 .157 
Low Resilience Average EI -.093 .070 -1.321 .188 -.231 .046 
Low Resilience High EI -.231 .103 -2.251 .025 -.433 -.029 
Average Resilience Low EI .135 .051 2.666 .008 .035 .235 
Average Resilience Average EI -.003 .052 -.064 .949 -.107 .100 
Average Resilience High EI -.142 .083 -1.716 .088 -.305 .021 
High Resilience Low EI .224 .073 3.055 .003 .080 .369 
High Resilience Average EI .086 .063 1.353 .177 -.039 .211 
High Resilience High EI -.053 .081 -.649 .517 -.212 .107 
Note. Conditional effects p < .05 in bold, and p < .10 in italics
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Figure 4.12: Pictorial representation of Dark Triad effects on personal and work burnout and moderating effects of emotional intelligence and resilience 
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!
4.12 Study 4.2: Summary of results related to hypotheses 

H1a: Primary Psychopathy will have a negative correlation with burnout 

(i.e. will reduce burnout). Supported 

H1b: Secondary Psychopathy will have a positive correlation with burnout 

(i.e. will increase burnout). Not supported 

H1c: Machiavellianism will have a positive correlation with burnout (i.e. 

will increase burnout). Not supported 

H1d: Narcissism will have a negative correlation with burnout (i.e. will 

reduce burnout). Not supported 

H2a: Emotional intelligence will moderate the relationship between Primary 

Psychopathy and burnout. Supported 

H2b: Emotional intelligence will moderate the relationship between 

Secondary Psychopathy and burnout. Not supported 

H2c: Emotional intelligence will moderate the relationship between 

Machiavellianism and burnout. Supported 

H2d: Emotional intelligence will moderate the relationship between 

Narcissism and burnout. Supported 

H3a: Resilience will moderate the relationship between Primary 

Psychopathy and burnout. Supported however effect was in the opposite 

direction 

H3b: Resilience will moderate the relationship between Secondary 

Psychopathy and burnout. Not supported 

H3c: Resilience will moderate the relationship between Machiavellianism 

and burnout. Supported however effect was in the opposite direction 

H3d: Resilience will moderate the relationship between Narcissism and 

burnout. Not supported 

4.13 Discussion 

The results of this study show that the Dark Triad traits have a 

differential impact on personal burnout. Specifically, Primary Psychopathy 

was found to reduce an individual’s level of burnout. However, Secondary 

Psychopathy and Machiavellianism were expected to increase burnout, and 

although the correlation results supported this, the regression models did not. 

Narcissism unexpectedly did not have any significant relationship with 
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burnout. The results of Primary Psychopathy and Secondary Psychopathy 

are mostly inline with those studies that have examined these factors and 

psychological hardiness (Sandvik et al., 2015) and resistance to 

development of PTSD (Anestis et al., 2017).  

The moderation effects of emotional intelligence on the Dark Triad 

traits and the Dark Triad total score were inline with the results of the 

previous study (study 4.1). High emotional intelligence appears to provide 

individuals with a buffer again negative effects of the Dark Triad traits but 

also amplifies the positive effects, such as reducing burnout. These findings 

are inline with previous research that has suggested the EI can buffer the 

negative aspects of the Dark Triad traits (Petrides et al., 2011). The 

moderation effects showed that at high levels of emotional intelligence the 

beneficial effects of Primary Psychopathy and Narcissism are amplified but 

the detrimental effects of Machiavellianism are attenuated. It is unclear 

whether emotional intelligence as a whole trait is creating this influence or 

whether its sub-factors are contributing. Machiavellianism is not associated 

with the absence of anxiety; therefore the sub-factor of emotion regulation 

may help Machiavellians deal with the anxiety. However, anxiety is not 

correlated with Primary Psychopathy or Narcissism so this may not be the 

same mechanism by which emotional intelligence has an effect.  

The focus on self is common to both Primary Psychopathy and 

Narcissism and if individuals are focused on their own needs they are more 

likely to look after themselves and also less likely to be concerned or 

stressed by others around them, therefore less likely to get burnt-out. 

Emotional intelligence, through the recognizing emotions in self sub-factor, 

may allow individuals with Primary Psychopathy and Narcissism to have 

greater self-awareness of the emotions or stress they might be experiencing, 

hence allowing them to focus on themselves before they show symptoms of 

burnout.      

The contrarian moderation effects of resilience between the Dark 

Triad traits and burnout were unexpected. The main effects of resilience 

were inline with previous research (McCain, McKinley, Dempster, 

Campbell, & Kirk, 2017): increased resilience reduces burnout. However, 

resilience combined with Dark Triad traits seemed to increase burnout 
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rather than reduce it even when the main effect of Primary Psychopathy was 

linked to decrease burnout. A number of reasons could explain this finding. 

The measure utilised for assessing resilience was a short measure consisting 

of only 6 items, a more extensive measure of workplace resilience 

(Winwood, Colon, & McEwen, 2013) may provide the expected results.  

However, considering both moderation effects, the results of this 

study may potentially suggest that resilience and emotional intelligence are 

proxies to different types of coping strategies. The items of the brief 

resilience scale assess participants ability to quickly recover after hard times, 

but does not assess how that recovery takes place, i.e. the process of 

recovery, rather it focuses on speed of recovery. The speediest form of 

recovery could be to potentially suppress or ignore hard times. On the other 

hand, emotional intelligence could represent a coping strategy based in 

emotion regulation and management, which is more conducive to helpful 

coping. Research has shown that EI moderates the relationship between 

stress and burnout in nurses (Görgens‐Ekermans & Brand, 2012). 

Additionally, existing research has shown that alternative coping strategies 

can have diverging effects on burnout (McCain et al., 2017) but future 

research is needed to investigate the plausibility of this theory.       

The lack of moderating effects of emotional intelligence and 

resilience on Secondary Psychopathy is likely due to the high correlation 

between these variables. Secondary Psychopathy was found to have r =-.614, 

p < .000 with emotional intelligence and r = -.311, p < .000 with resilience. 

Although the majority of the moderation results for personal burnout were 

significant, the interaction terms were largely not significant for work 

burnout. This may be due to the fact that the sample was made up of 

individuals with varied roles and from different industries. Individuals from 

different industries have been found to have higher incidents of burnout 

such as medical professionals and teachers (Kumar, 2016; Watts & 

Robertson, 2011).  

4.13.1 Limitations and Future Research 

This study was based on self-report data, which can be susceptible to 

common method variance, in order to further validate the findings future 

research should examine whether EI and resilience, as reported by others, 
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moderates the relationship between the Dark Triad traits and well-being. 

Furthermore, gender differences were found for resilience, personal and 

work burnout and some of the Dark Triad traits. Future research should 

examining whether the moderating effects of EI on the Dark Triad traits is 

influenced by the gender of participants. Additionally future research should 

use more extensive measures of resilience and emotional intelligence, with 

sub-factors, to further understand the processes underlying how these 

moderators may amplify the benefits of the Dark Triad traits and attenuate 

the detrimental effects of them on an individuals’ level of well-being.  

Analysis of the sub-factors in this study highlighted a number of 

issues. The poor reliability of the Narcissism factors in this study and the 

last study led to them being dropped from the analysis. The sub-factors that 

remained added little insight towards a greater understanding of the effects 

of the Dark Triad traits on burnout in the workplace, the Dark Triad traits 

and the composite Dark Triad score provided the most value in this 

investigation. Although, the sub-factors were derived statistically, their 

theoretical relationships with the dependent variables in these studies have 

not been as expected. Consequently, the following chapters in this thesis 

will continue to examine the Dark Triad at the trait level or the composite 

level where necessary but not at the sub-factor level. Once research has 

thoroughly explored the relationships between the Dark Triad traits and 

workplace outcome variables, then research should focus on the 

relationships of the sub-factors of the Dark Triad traits and those outcome 

variables. Additionally, it is important that the sub-factors are derived from 

both an empirical and theoretical foundation.    
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Chapter 5: It's not what you know but who you know: Network 

variables as mediators between the Dark Triad and job performance 

5.1 Introduction 

The aim of this current chapter is to explore the relationship between 

the dark side of personality and one particular class of mediator that may sit 

between the Dark Triad personality traits and performance in the workplace. 

This mediator is an individual’s position within an organisation’s informal 

advice network. There are a number of different positions that an individual 

can occupy within such a network, including whether they are in a central 

position in the network, often called centrality, or whether they bridge 

individuals who are not connected in the network, often called brokerage. 

Research in the network domain has found that centrality is a 

positive predictor of job performance (Mehra, Kilduff, & Brass, 2001) and 

student performance (Baldwin, Bedell, & Johnson, 1997). It is theorised that 

individuals with high centrality have greater access to resources, such as 

information and advice, in an organisation and as such they occupy more 

advantageous positions that contribute to their performance (Mehra et al., 

2001).  

Brokerage has also been found to link to workplace performance 

such as early promotion (Burt, 1992), higher bonuses (Burt, 1997) and 

salary (Burt, Hogarth, & Michaud, 2000). Brokers, individuals who bridge 

disparate groups, are believed to benefit as a result of having access to less 

redundant information, having early awareness of activities in various 

groups and having an ability to arbitrage between groups (Burt, Kilduff, & 

Tasselli, 2013).  

As yet, a handful of studies have investigated dark side personality 

and network position and structure (see exceptions: Clifton, Turkheimer, & 

Oltmanns, 2009; Lamkin, Clifton, Keith, & Miller, 2014) but none have 

examined the relationship between the Dark Triad traits, Psychopathy, 

Machiavellianism and Narcissism, and network measures of centrality and 

brokerage.  

The first study in this chapter will examine whether Psychopathy, 

Narcissism and Machiavellianism are positive predictors of a participant’s 

influence within the advice network. Influence is a type of centrality 
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measure, which weighs an individual’s connections dependent on how well 

connected they are. Individual’s who are connected to well-connected others 

are given higher influence scores than those who are connected to isolated 

others. Following this, a mediation analysis will be conducted to assess 

whether influence mediates the relationship between the Dark Triad traits 

and workplace performance.  

The second study in this chapter will examine centrality as measured 

by in-degree in the advice network and brokerage as measured by constraint 

in the advice network as mediators between the Dark Triad traits and 

workplace performance. Additionally, a moderated mediation model will be 

assessed to explore the conditional effects of willingness to trust others on 

the mediator variables. Alongside the network variables, self-monitoring 

will also be examined as a potential parallel mediator between the Dark 

Triad traits and performance. 

5.2 Social Network Analysis 

Social network analysis is a technique that is used to measure the 

interpersonal relationship between individuals within a particular group. 

Individuals are defined as part of a group if they share some sort of 

commonality such as group membership or are employees of the same 

organisation. This method is useful for quantifying the nature of the 

relationships that exist between employees and the flow of information and 

resources between those employees. In contrast to an organisation’s 

hierarchical structure social network theory examines informal or hidden 

networks within an organisation and reveals insights that are not likely to be 

found by other mechanisms.  

Social network analysis is used in a number of domains outside the 

psychology field such as sociology, epidemiology, animal groups and 

anthropology (Wasserman & Faust, 1994). An individual within a network 

is often referred to as a node or vertex. However social networks do not only 

examine individuals; a node could represent a team of individuals or an 

organisation within in a sector. The relationships or connections between 

nodes are described as ties or edges. There is a distinction between directed 

and undirected ties. For example, looking at the individuals in a family tree, 

a biological relationship is one that is by its nature reciprocated. However, 



251 

when examining whom individuals in the family go to for advice there is no 

certainty that the tie will be reciprocated. A fundamental aspect of social 

network analysis is that nodes affect one another. Individuals pass 

information on to other individuals in their network or provide them with 

support or advice. As a result a nodes position within a network comes with 

its own set of opportunities and constraints. Network position is analogous 

to social capital (Borgatti, Everett, & Johnson, 2013). Networks and nodes 

have various attributes such as the reciprocity of a network, density of a 

network, centrality of a node and the brokerage of a node.  

5.2.1 Centrality 

Node centrality is one of the most heavily investigated concepts in 

social network analysis. There are a number of measures for calculating 

centrality such as degree centrality, betweenness, closeness, eigenvector 

centrality and power centrality (Bonacich, 1987). Each centrality measure 

differs in its calculations because the underlying assumptions of flow within 

the network ties are distinct. For example, some centrality measures assume 

the trajectory of what is flowing through the network follows certain 

stipulations such as using the shortest path or does not revisit nodes. Others 

assume the object of the flow is discrete and therefore cannot be split 

between ties, such as goods or money, or others assume the object of flow is 

divisible such as information and can flow along ties simultaneously, see 

Figure 5.1 for a pictorial representation. Consequently, it is important to 

pick an appropriate centrality measure for the type of flow and network 

being investigated (Borgatti, 2005). 

Each centrality measure assumes a different concept of centrality. 

In-degree, for example, is calculated by summing incoming ties and 

therefore represents how prominent an individual is within a network. On 

the other hand, out-degree is a summation of outgoing ties and this may 

represent how influential an individual is. Closeness is a centrality measure 

that assesses the distance between nodes and those nodes that are shorter 

distances from others are higher in closeness centrality. Therefore, it is 

important to select the most relevant centrality measure from a theoretical 

perspective, while considering the type of network being examined, such as 
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advice, business relationships, knowledge or friendship (Borgatti et al., 

2013). 

Although the calculations for each centrality measure are unique 

they are based on the same underlying data and therefore are correlated with 

one another. Additionally, those measures that require symmetrisation share 

further commonality, for example eigenvector centrality and degree 

centrality have been found to have the highest correlation (r = .92). 

However, other measures of centrality share less variance such as in-degree 

and out-degree with a correlation, r = .30 (Valente, Coronges, Lakon, & 

Costenbader, 2008). 
Figure 5.1: Representation of how different objects flow through a network 

 
  Several studies utilising social network analysis have examined the 

impact of personality on several network variables, such as size, strength of 

relationships and centrality. Enough have been done, that a meta-analysis 

(Fang et al., 2015) of 138 independent samples was recently conducted to 

examine the impact of the Big Five personality traits and self-monitoring on 

in-degree centrality and brokerage in instrumental (e.g. advice) and 

expressive (e.g. friendship) networks. Brokerage is a term used to describe a 

situation in which a node straddles two unconnected clusters or groups of 

nodes. Their results showed that all of the the Big Five personality traits and 
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self-monitoring significantly correlated with centrality (in-degree) and 

brokerage. High self-monitoring, high Conscientiousness, high Emotional 

Stability and low Openness correlated with high centrality, and high self-

monitoring, high Openness, high Conscientiousness, high Extraversion and 

low Agreeableness correlated with high brokerage. Furthermore, the 

personality and network variables in expressive and instrumental networks 

related to job performance and career success. Self-monitoring was found to 

have a significant relationship with both in-degree and brokerage even when 

controlling for the Big Five personality traits.  

Additionally, the meta-analysis showed that centrality was strongly 

related to job performance and career success when compared to brokerage. 

However, the variance accounted for in these network constructs by all of 

these personality variables was rather modest, between 3% and 5%. With 

such little variance explained by these personality variables it leaves an 

opportunity to investigate whether dark personality traits may contribute 

towards network position especially as low Agreeableness was found to 

correlate with high brokerage. Additionally, research has shown a positive 

correlation between the Dark Triad and perceived organisational politics 

(Baloch et al., 2017), which is a measure of awareness of the informal 

relationships that exist in an organisational environment. Furthermore, the 

Dark Triad traits have been found to correlate positively with a variety of 

social influence tactics (Jonason & Webster, 2012), this arsenal of influence 

tactics allows individuals with high Dark Triad traits to manipulate 

individuals around them without them realizing they are being influenced. 

Additionally, it highlights a mechanism by which the Dark Triad traits may 

equip individuals with techniques to occupy beneficial positions within a 

social network.       

Furthermore all of the Dark Triad traits have been found to correlate 

positively with achievement values (Kajonius, Persson, & Jonason, 2015) as 

well as a motivation for power and status (Jonason & Ferrell, 2016). 

Therefore, individuals high on these traits are likely to be driven to reach 

positions of power within the informal networks of their organisations. 
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5.3 Study 5.1: Mediation 

5.3.1 Bonacich’s Power Centrality 

One measure that has received considerable theoretical and technical 

discussion but has received minimal empirical investigation especially in 

the field of personality psychology is Bonacich’s power centrality 

(Bonacich, 1987) measure. The formula for this measure is given below: 

ci(α, β) =∑j(α-βcj)Ri,j 

c = centrality score, α = scaling vector, β = weighting of centrality 

scores, R = adjacency matrix 

This measure of centrality calculates a value for each node that is 

recursively dependent on the centrality of its connections. For example, see 

Figure 5.2, Anne (A) and Sarah (S) both have 5 connections but Anne’s 

connections also each have a number of connections and Sarah’s 

connections each have no connections, degree centrality would calculate 

Anne and Sarah to have the same centrality value but Bonacich’s power 

centrality measure will not. It will give Anne a higher score because she is 

more well-connected or influential than Sarah is. This situation puts a 

positive weighting on well-connected individuals and provides the influence 

of a node.  

Nodes are thought of as influential when they are connected to well-

connected individuals because they are able to reach or influence a large 

number of nodes. On the other hand, individuals who are connected to 

nodes that have no other connections can be thought of as powerful, such as 

Sarah (S in Figure 5.2). Sarah’s connections have no one else to depend 

upon and as a result Sarah is seen to be powerful. 
Figure 5.2: Comparing out-degree centrality and power centrality  
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A positive or negative value for beta determines whether the 

centrality score is reflective of influence (positive beta) or power (negative 

beta). Essentially the valence of beta determines whether centrality of 

connections is added or subtracted from node centrality and the value of 

beta determines how much emphasis is placed on the distance of 

connections of others. A low value gives greater emphasis to localised 

structure (i.e. connections close to the ego) and a high value gives great 

emphasis to the entire network (i.e. global structure). Finally, a beta value of 

zero will give the same result as degree centrality (Bonacich, 1987; 

Hanneman & Riddle, 2005; Rodan, 2011). 

5.3.2 Psychopathy and Social Networks 

Measures investigating Psychopathy include items that describe an 

inherent social awareness and skill (O’Boyle et al., 2012) but that skill is 

often utilised in a self-serving manner and to manipulate others. Their 

callousness and coldness will likely prevent them forming deep long lasting 

relationships with individuals. However, their awareness of social cues and 

skill in this domain means individuals high on Psychopathy are likely to be 

higher in centrality. Previous centrality research supports this theory and has 

found a link between Antisocial Personality Disorder, the disorder from 

which Psychopathy is derived from, and network centrality (Clifton et al., 

2009). 

Psychopaths are likely to connect to well-connected others rather 

than isolated others. This is because isolated individuals are likely to be 

dependent on the ego. Dependency is associated with an individual that can 

be perceived as needy or high maintenance (Bornstein, 1993) and these are 

traits, which are unlikely to be attractive or fulfilled by psychopaths. Low 

empathy and guilt is not conducive to a relationship with a dependent other. 

As a result, Psychopathy is expected to positively correlate with the level of 

influence a node has. 

H1a: Psychopathy will positive correlate with Influence 

5.3.3 Narcissism and Social Networks 

The core of this trait is an inflated view of self and sense of 

entitlement. Individuals high on this trait exaggerate their abilities and are 

not receptive of criticism. Others view high narcissists are egotistical and 
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arrogant (O’Boyle et al., 2012). However, Narcissism has been shown to 

positively correlate with leadership emergence (Grijalva, Harms, et al., 

2015), hierarchical position (Wille, De Fruyt, & De Clercq, 2013) and 

salary (Spurk et al., 2016) so it appears this trait may prove somewhat 

beneficial in organisational settings. Furthermore, Narcissism has been 

linked to a need for achievement (Elliot & Thrash, 2001) and a well-

connected, high-status, prominent individual who provides an opportunity 

for self-enhancement seems like a natural ally to a narcissist (Campbell, 

1999). Furthermore, narcissists may be more likely to seek out the opinions 

of others in order to validate their own sense of self (Morf & Rhodewalt, 

2001). Therefore, Narcissism is expected to positively correlate with the 

level of influence of a node.  

H1b: Narcissism will positive correlate with Influence 

5.3.4 Machiavellianism and Social Networks 

The underlying facets of Machiavellianism are the use of 

manipulation techniques, a cynical view of humanity and distrust of 

individuals and a drive to get ahead by whatever means necessary (Christie 

& Geis, 1970). Machiavellians are attracted to status and power. They prefer 

long-term manipulation that is self-serving and are able to carry it off, as 

they are not as impulsive as their psychopathic counterparts but are just as 

manipulative. Previous research has found that high Machiavellianism is 

positively linked to sales performance in unstructured organisations (Shultz, 

1993) and has been linked to leadership (Spurk et al., 2016). Researchers 

theorise that high Machiavellians are likely be social astute, capable of 

networking and are likely to align themselves with influential individuals 

(Dahling et al., 2009; Kessler et al., 2010). As such, it is expected that 

Machiavellianism will positively correlate with a node’s level of influence. 

H1c: Machiavellianism will positive correlate with Influence 

5.3.5 Centrality and Performance 

Although network centrality and individual performance have been 

studied a number of times, the relationship between these variables has been 

examined using correlation studies. Researchers assume that personality 

relates to network centrality and network centrality relates to performance. 

However, no inferences about causal relationships are possible as it could be 
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that those with higher performance achieve higher centrality within a 

network (Fang et al. 2015). Nevertheless, research does show that there is a 

significant relationship between network centrality and individual 

performance in the workplace.  

Cross and Cummings (2004) found that an individual’s network 

position, as measured by betweenness, predicted performance measured by 

a combination of supervisor evaluated performance, 360 ratings and 

objective measures, such as hours billed. This result was replicated in two 

organisational settings: an engineering firm and a consulting firm. However, 

it is important to note that the type of work assessed in this paper was 

project based and as such required disparate inputs, therefore these findings 

can not be generalized other jobs without such demands.  

Network centrality has also been investigated as a mediator between 

individual role characteristics, specifically functional role, status and 

communication role, and individual performance in a virtual research and 

development project (Ahuja, Galletta, & Carley, 2003). Ahuja et al. 

measured in-degree, which was derived from email interactions, during two 

time periods: 1989 and 1993, and utilised structural equation modelling to 

find that centrality mediated the effect of functional role and status on 

individual performance. Developers and those of higher seniority within the 

group had higher centrality which lead to higher individual performance, 

which was measured by the quantity, weighted by quality, of publication 

related to the project. Furthermore, centrality partially mediated the 

relationship between communication role and individual performance. 

Those individuals who were information contributers rather than 

information seekers were more central within the network and had higher 

individual performance. The findings from this study although insightful are 

limited in their generalizability due to the very specific group analysed, the 

measure of individual performance and the fact that no other 

communication medium was assessed or controlled for.  

Furthermore, centrality in the advice network of a group has been 

found to contribute to individual performance. Sparrowe, Liden, Wayne, 

and Kraimer (2001) examined 38 groups from 4 different organisations: a 

university, a manufacturing organisation, a distributor of industrial products 
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and a consumer products manufacturer, and found that advice centrality 

positively predicted individual performance. Individual performance was 

measure by supervisor-rated in-role and extra-role behaviours and those 

individuals that were more central in the advice network had increased 

ratings on both in-role and extra-role performance. The correlation between 

advice centrality and in-role performance was r = .26, p < .01 and for extra-

role performance was r = .22, p < .01. 

In addition, Sparrowe et al. (2001) also assessed the hindrance 

network, which is a network that describes relationships in which the target 

makes it difficult for the ego/source to complete their work, in these groups 

and found that those individuals who were more central in this network had 

lower ratings of in-role and extra-role performance. Both advice and 

hindrance centrality were significant when entered as predictors in a 

hierarchical regression, advice was positive and hindrance negative. 

Together the network variables accounted for 13% of the variance of in-role 

performance and 10% of the variance of extra-role performance. Although 

these results were replicated across different organisational groups, the 

authors mentioned that it is unclear whether centrality causes increased 

performance or whether high performers are more likely targets for advice 

or whether there is an element of reciprocity between centrality and 

performance.  

Although, this research (Sparrowe et al., 2001) examined a number 

of different organisations and individuals with a variety of roles, such as 

clerical jobs as well as managerial jobs, the authors did not control for 

demographics or organisational variables such as role, tenure or seniority of 

individuals. Additionally, advice centrality was determined by two items: 

"Do you go to [name] for help or advice on work related matters?" and "Do 

you talk to [name] about confidential work-related matters?"; the second 

question is rather ambiguous in relation to advice seeking as employees are 

limited in who they can speak to about confidential matters. Furthermore, 

the reliabilities of the performance variables were above .90 indicating 

redundancy between items which suggests the performance variables may 

be assessing a narrow aspect of job performance.  
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As a result of this research, hypothesis 2 is that influence in the 

advice network will positively predict performance. The advice network is 

the relationships formed by individuals reporting the frequency with which 

they would approach a target for advice about their job or work. 

Additionally, hypothesis 3 is that influence in the advice network will 

mediate the effects of the Dark Triad traits on performance. Figure 5.3 

summarises the hypotheses of this study. 
Figure: 5.3: Hypotheses for Study 5.1 

 
5.4 Method 

5.4.1 Sample and Procedure 

Data for this study were collected from a financial services 

organisation based in North America. The organisation was established in 

2006 and provides research and consulting services to financial services 

firms in North America, Europe and Asia. The company is made up 62 

individuals with their main headquarters in Boston. The organisation is 

primarily made up of analysts and sales staff with a small number of 

administrative support staff. A large portion of the organisation, just over 

half of the staff, work remotely with the majority based in the United States. 

An online survey was sent to all 62 employees and completed 

responses were received from 54 employees: one individual had left the 

organisation during the data collection period, one individual had only 

completed 10 hours of work and was a part time employee, four individuals 

were contractors and two individuals decided not to take part in the survey. 

This gives a participation rate of 87%, which is in line with the high 

response rate required for appropriate network analysis (Wasserman & 

Faust, 1994). 

The sample consisted of 54.8% male participants, 33.9% female and 

the rest missing. The average age of participants was 44 (43.61) years with 

an age range of 23 to 68 years. The average number of years spent working 
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at the organisation was 3.75 years with the minimum two months and the 

maximum 10 years (since the inception of the organisation). 

5.4.2 Measures. 

5.4.2.1 Dark Triad. 

The Short Dark Triad (SD3) (Jones & Paulhus, 2014) was used to 

measure the dark side of personality. This measure consists of 27 items with 

9 items each for the following factors: Machiavellianism, Narcissim and 

Psychopathy. Although Chapter 2 discussed measurement issues with the 

Short Dark Triad, the organisation was concerned with the length of the 

survey and requested a more concise measurement of dark side personality. 

During our pilot test with the organisation a specific item was 

highlighted as being inappropriate: “I enjoy having sex with people I hardly 

know”. Furthermore, this particular item was found to have very poor 

loading on the factor, Psychopathy, to which it belonged (see Chapter 2 

Tables 2.4, 2.5 and 2.6). Therefore the item was removed for this study. A 

likert scale of 1 Disagree strongly – 6 Agree strongly was used, items 

included: “It’s not wise to tell your secrets”, “I know that I am special 

because everyone keeps telling me so” and “I like to get revenge on 

authorities”. The Cronbach’s alpha for each factor of the SDT was as 

follows: Machiavellianism .77, Narcissim .65 and Psychopathy .76. 

5.4.2.2 Control Variables.  

The following variables were recorded and included as control 

variables in this analysis: age, gender, tenure with organisation, whether the 

individual occupied a management position in the organisation and whether 

the individual worked remotely (at home) or at the organisation’s two 

offices. 

5.4.2.3 Network Measures.  

Influence variables were calculated for both the workflow and 

advice networks in the organisations. For workflow the following network 

question was used: “To get your job done, who you must interact with?” and 

the following Likert scale was used: not at all (0), very seldom (1), at least 

once a month (2), at least once a week (3), several times a week (4) and 

daily (5). For advice the following network question was used: “If you have 

questions or problems related to your specific job, who would you ask for 
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help or advice?” and the following Likert scale was used: never (0), rarely 

(1), sometimes (2), often (3), usually (4) and always (5). A roster 

mechanism was utilised, which consists of a list of all the employees’ names 

in alphabetical order. This method of data collection is more accurate and 

effective for this type of question over and above using free-recall methods. 

The workflow network centrality measures will be included as control 

variables when predicting the influence variable for the advice network. 

5.4.2.4 Performance. 

Two variables assessing performance were measured in this study. 

Firstly, organisational performance was requested from the organisation, in 

an annual evaluation individuals are provided with a score from 1-5 based 

on their performance during the previous year. The score is calculated based 

on supervisor ratings, contributions to research/sales, ratings from other 

team managers and contribution to organisational culture. Due to 

individuals joining the organisation after annual evaluations and some roles, 

such as administrative or customer support roles, being excluded from 

annual evaluations, organisational performance data was only available for 

36 individuals.  

Secondly, a 360-rating of performance was assessed for each 

individual in the organisation using a network style question. Each 

participant was asked the assess how each individual in the firm performed: 

“In your opinion, overall, how well do the following people perform in their 

job?”. This item was scored on 1-6 Likert scale ranging from “Don’t Know” 

to “Exceptional”. The responses were aggregated across raters to get an 

average rating of performance. Each individual was rated by an average of 

25 people with a minimum of 2 raters and a maximum of 47. Only those 

individuals who had selected having at least some contact on the workflow 

network question were included as raters. This was done to ensure that the 

rater had at least some experience of the target in the workplace and would 

therefore be able to rate the overall performance of the target. Individuals 

who selected they had no contact with the target are unlikely to give 

accurate performance ratings. 
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5.5 Analysis 

Both networks were dichotomised before any analysis, as the 

majority of network statistics can only be calculated with binary data, with 

values of 3 and above coded as 1 representing the existence of a tie and any 

values of 2 and below coded as 0 representing no tie. Following this 

dichotomisation Bonacich’s power centrality (Bonacich, 1987) measure was 

used to calculate values of influence using a beta value of 0.5. A positive 

beta positively weights nodes that are highly connected so centrality is 

higher for nodes that are connected to well-connected nodes. On the other 

hand, a negative beta results in a lower centrality score for nodes connected 

to well-connected nodes and a higher centrality for nodes that are connected 

to nodes without any other connections. There is a theory underlying the 

selection of the value of beta, however for the current network under 

investigation the value of beta, which can range from 0 to +/-1, is 

inconsequential and therefore the value of 0.5 was selected (Rodan, 2011). 

In order to compute the centrality scores all nodes were included 

(n=62) and the advice network was not symmetrised. The reasoning behind 

this is that often advice relationships are inherently asymmetrical and givers 

of advice are not necessitated to approach their receivers for advice although 

in some cases they may do so. This preservation of asymmetry maintains a 

distinction between those that are the object of a tie and the source of a tie. 

Furthermore it prevents dissipation of potential power differentials that can 

be lost through arbitrary symmetrisation, such as those situations in which a 

node has a number of incoming ties for advice but does not reciprocate 

those ties and chooses to get advice from alternative nodes in the network  

(Burt, 1982; Krackhardt, 1990). Reciprocity of the advice network was 

found to be .255 and .585 for the workflow network. This is consistent with 

the expectation that workflow is more likely to be a two-way relationship 

compared to the advice relationship between individuals. Although network 

data for 8 individuals was missing research has shown that centrality 

calculations remain relatively robust with missing data and our participation 

rate 87% was inline with the threshold of accurate calculation (Borgatti, 

Carley, & Krackhardt, 2006). 
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An inherent methodological issue within network research is 

violation of a fundamental assumption of general linear regression i.e. 

independence of observations. This is because network data deals with the 

relationships between nodes, often individuals, and individuals talk to one 

another and influence one another. Therefore an individual’s perceptions are 

not independent of other individual’s perceptions in the sample population 

and this is known as network autocorrelation. In order to account for this 

issue, UCINET’s (Borgatti, Everett, & Freeman, 2002) node-level 

regression procedure was used. This tool utilises a boot strapping technique, 

with 10,000 random permutations, to estimate standard errors and 

significance levels for each independent variable. The p-value from this 

method is a reflection of the number of random permutations that resulted in 

a similar result to the one stated for each predictor. As with traditional 

multiple regression techniques a value of less than .05 was taken for the 

significance level (Borgatti et al., 2013; Hanneman & Riddle, 2005). 

Each regression was investigated for outliers by examining Cook’s 

D values and 3 individuals were identified as potential outliers when 

utilising the threshold of 4/n. These individuals were removed from the 

analysis leaving the final sample size at 51. The analysis was conducted on 

both samples (i.e. with and without outliers) and the overall direction and 

significance of the predictors did not change. 

The control variables: age, gender, work location, tenure, 

management and workflow influence were entered in to the model alongside 

the Short Dark Triad as predictors. If the any of the Short Dark Triad traits 

were found to be significant predictors of influence in the advice network 

and performance a mediation analysis will be conducted.  

5.6 Results 

5.6.1 Descriptive Statistics 

Table 5.1 shows the means, standard deviations and bivariate 

correlations between each of the variables investigated in this study. The 

correlations between the Dark Triad traits were mostly as expected with the 

highest correlation seen between Machiavellianism and Psychopathy (r 

= .536, p < .001).  
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Table 5.1: Means, standard deviations and bivariate correlations between independent and dependent variables 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note. *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001

  Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1 Age 42.71 11.02            
2 Gender .39 .49 -.019           
3 Work Location .59 .50 .383** .101          
4 Tenure 5.39 .60 .066 .011 .082         
5 Management .24 .43 -.002 .123 -.193 .100        
6 Machiavellianism 2.92 .70 .007 -.320* -.097 -.023 .013       
7 Narcissism 3.30 .59 .169 -.098 .179 -.037 .009 .276      
8 Psychopathy 1.92 .57 -.045 -.372** -.204 -.093 -.030 .536*** .174     
9 Influence Workflow -5.48 24.92 .098 .060 -.250 -.004 .074 .132 -.166 .116    
10 Influence Advice -2.37 14.67 -.023 -.281* -.166 .067 -.025 .641*** .232 .419** .004   
11 Org Performance 3.72 .50 -.034 .207 -.443** -.141 .194 -.042 -.155 .093 .262 -.010  
12 360 Performance 3.84 .36 -.216 .260 .108 .085 .187 -.183 -.229 -.196 -.031 -.188 .386* 
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Traditionally the lowest correlation is found between 

Machiavellianism and Narcissism (r = .276, p = .050) but in this sample the 

lowest correlation was found between Psychopathy and Narcissism (r 

= .174, p = .221) within the Dark Triad. 

The performance variables were significantly correlated but the 

magnitude was not as high as expected (r = .386, p = .02). The only variable 

to correlate with either of the performance variables was work location (r = 

-.443, p = .007) with organisational performance but work location did not 

significantly correlate with 360-rated performance. The negative correlation 

with work location suggests the organisational performance measure rated 

those individuals working from home higher than those working from either 

of the two offices.  

In terms of demographic and organisational variables, age was 

correlated positively with work location (r = .383, p = .006) meaning older 

individuals were more likely to work from home versus the office. As 

expected, management was positively correlated with tenure at the 

organisation (r = .677, p < .001).  

5.6.2 Nodal Regression 

Table 5.2 summarises the results from the nodal regression analysis 

investigating influence in the advice network. The model overall has a 

significant model fit but the only significant predictor was 

Machiavellianism, which has a positive relationship with influence 

centrality in the advice network. Although Narcissism and Psychopathy 

were not significantly related to influence in the advice network their 

correlations (Table 5.1) with the dependent variable were in the expected 

direction (Narcissism r = .232, p = .101) and Psychopathy r = .419, p 

= .002) and Psychopathy had a significant correlation. However, when 

controlling for the effect of the other Dark Triad traits only 

Machiavellianism remained significant. Therefore, hypothesis 1c is 

supported, hypothesis 1a is partially supported and hypothesis 1b is not 

supported.  
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Table 5.2: Nodal Regression of Influence in the Advice Network 

 Model 1 
Variable B SE �  
Age .04 .17 .03 
Gender -.98 3.82 -.03 
Work Location -4.76 4.08 -.16 
Tenure 2.60 2.84 .11 
Management -2.07 4.11 -.06 
Influence Workflow -.06 .07 -.10 
Machiavellianism 12.04 3.01 .57** 
Narcissism 1.71 3.13 .07 
Psychopathy 1.98 3.71 .08 

R2 .458 
F for R2 3.854* 

Note. *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001 
 
5.6.3 Hierarchical Regression 

A hierarchical regression was conducted in SPSS to examine 

whether the Dark Triad traits and influence in the advice network predicted 

organisational performance and 360-rated performance. The results are 

summarised in Tables 5.3 and 5.4. The first step (Model 2a & 3a) included 

just the control variables: age, gender, work location, tenure and 

management. Step two (Model 2b & 3b) included the Dark Triad traits and 

the final step (Model 2c & 3c) adds the network variable: influence in the 

advice network. 

The results of the hierarchical regression analyses show that neither 

the Short Dark Triad traits nor influence in the advice significantly 

predicted organisational or 360-rated performance. Consequently, no 

mediation analysis was conducted on this sample. As a result hypotheses 2 

and 3 were not supported.   
 
!  
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Table 5.3: Hierarchical Regression of Organisational Performance (Model 2a, 2b & 
2c)  

Note. *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001 
 
 
 
 
Table 5.4: Hierarchical Regression of 360-Rated Performance (Model 3a, 3b & 3c) 

Note. *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001 

 Model 2a Model 2b Model 2c 

Variable B SE � B SE � B SE � 

Age .015 .008 .296 .014 .008 .290 .014 .008 .286 

Gender .221 .149 .222 .275 .168 .276 .279 .171 .279 

Work Location -.660 .173 -.612** -.683 .191 -.634** -.679 .195 -.630** 

Tenure -.181 .114 -.235 -.180 .117 -.233 -.190 .126 -.247 

Management .379 .221 .264 .423 .229 .295 .418 .234 .292 

Machiavellianism    -.116 .125 -.171 -.139 .153 -.204 

Narcissism    .086 .135 .109 .084 .138 .107 

Psychopathy    .173 .155 .204 .171 .158 .202 

Influence Advice       .002 .008 .055 

R2 .391 .427 .429 

�R2 .391 .036 .002 

F for �R2 3.855** .567 .067 

 Model 3a Model 3b Model 3c 
Variable B SE � B SE � B SE � 
Age -.010 .005 -.307* -.009 .005 -.284 -.009 .005 -.284 
Gender .149 .099 .205 .116 .108 .159 .114 .110 .157 
Work Location .172 .109 .238 .109 .113 .263 .186 .115 .258 
Tenure .038 .081 .063 .028 .082 .048 .031 .083 .052 
Management .168 .117 .201 .179 .118 .214 .177 .120 .212 
Machiavellianism    -.018 .085 -.035 -.006 .101 -.012 
Narcissism    -.119 .088 -.197 -.117 .090 -.193 
Psychopathy    -.020 .106 -.032 -.019 .108 -.030 
Influence Advice       -.001 .004 -.042 

R2 .188 .233 .234 
�R2 .188 .045 .001 

F for �R2 2.089 .816 .051 
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5.7 Study 5.1 Summary of results related to hypotheses 

H1a: Psychopathy will positively predict influence in the advice network. 

Partially supported 

H1b: Narcissism will positively predict influence in the advice network. 

Not supported 

H1c: Machiavellianism will positively predict influence in the advice 

network. Supported 

H2: Influence in the advice network will positively predict performance. 

Not supported 

H3: Influence in the advice network will mediate the effects of the Dark 

Triad traits on performance. Not supported 

 
Figure 5.4: Diagram summarising results of Study 5.1 

!
 

5.8 Discussion 

The present study found that Machiavellianism positively correlates 

with the level of influence within an advice network in an organisational 

setting. However, Psychopathy and Narcissism were found to not be 

significant predictors of influence. Furthermore, the Dark Triad traits and 

influence were found to not significantly correlate with either organisational 

performance or 360-rated performance. 

High levels of Machiavellianism were associated with a more 

influential position in the advice network. Nodes in a more influential 

position within a network are more likely to be connected to nodes of high 

status, i.e. well-connected nodes rather than nodes that have no connections. 

These results are in-line with previous research that suggests that 
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Machiavellians are likely to be social astute, capable of networking and are 

likely to align themselves with influential individuals (Dahling et al., 2009; 

Kessler et al., 2010). 

The non-significant and partial support findings related to 

Narcissism and Psychopathy were surprising. However, the lack of 

impulsivity may explain why Machiavellians are successful in this strategy 

when compared to their psychopathic counterparts. Psychopaths may be as 

charismatic as, or even more charismatic than Machiavellians but they may 

lack a long-term focus, which could explain the significant correlation but 

the non-significant relationship with influence in the advice network once 

controlling for the other Dark Triad traits. High Machiavellians are long-

term, strategic manipulators where as psychopaths tend to be short-term, 

sensation seeking manipulators. This theory is supported when examining 

the relationship between Conscientiousness and Psychopathy, which is 

traditionally found to be a significant negative correlation, and a lack of 

correlation between Machiavellianism and Conscientiousness (Paulhus & 

Williams, 2002). Combining this finding with the result that 

Conscientiousness has a positive influence on centrality (Fang et al., 2015) 

it may help to understand why Psychopathy may not have a strong 

significant relationship with centrality but Machiavellianism does. 

However, the current research did not distinguish between Primary 

and Secondary Psychopathy because the organisation requested fewer items 

in the questionnaire and therefore the Short Dark Triad was used and this 

measure does not assess the factors of Psychopathy. Secondary Psychopathy 

is positively correlated with Neuroticism and negatively correlated with 

Conscientiousness; Neuroticism has been found to negatively relate to 

centrality and Conscientiousness positively relates to it (Fang et al., 2015). 

The results of the current study and previous research on the Big Five and 

centrality may imply that impulsivity and high anxiety levels may prevent 

secondary psychopaths from effectively aligning themselves with powerful 

individuals. They may have similar charm and social skills to 

Machiavellians but their low levels of Conscientiousness and high 

Neuroticism may counteract the effect of these. Furthermore primary 

psychopaths, who have low Neuroticism and have been found to have more 
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impulse control than secondary psychopaths (Dean et al., 2013; Lyons, 

2015), may match Machiavellians with their effect on influence.   

Narcissism was also found to be non-significant but this may be due 

to the fact that associating with high status individuals may be a double-

edged sword for narcissists. Although narcissists may be attracted to those 

that are well connected or prominent individuals in order to bolster their 

own status (which can be thought of as a process of self-enhancement) they 

may also compare themselves to those individuals and therefore may feel 

inferior to those individuals that are well connected and be threatened by or 

envious of their status (Campbell, 1999). Furthermore, narcissists are likely 

to be too self-obsessed to take the time or effort to identify and build 

relationships with prominent individuals.  

The lack of a significant relationship between the network attribute, 

influence, and performance was unexpected, as previous research has found 

centrality to be significant predictor of performance in the workplace (e.g. 

Ahuja et al., 2003; Fang et al., 2015; Sparrowe et al., 2001). However, 

previous research utilised alternative measurements of centrality and no 

research has examined the relationship between influence, as measure by 

Bonacich’s power centrality, and organisational performance.  

The results of this study highlight a potential benefit of the Dark 

Triad and specifically Machiavellianism. As this variable has previously 

been associated with sales performance (Shultz, 1993) and leadership 

(Spurk et al., 2016), the current research may provide an avenue to 

understanding why Machiavellians are successful in these situations. They 

align themselves with well-connected individuals and as a result have access 

to a wider range of resources and have influence across that network. 

Additionally, it may be a more effective strategy to maintain relationships 

with fewer well-connected individuals rather than cultivating direct 

connections with a larger number of individuals. It takes time and effort to 

maintain a large direct network but it may not take the same amount of 

social resources if you have a smaller direct network but target high status 

individuals. Furthermore, as your connections are well-connected they are 

less likely to turn to you for support allowing Machiavellians to potentially 

maintain these relationships over time. However, it is unclear if this benefit 
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continues over time, Machiavellians have been found to drop friendships if 

they do not see the value in maintaining them (Jonason & Schmitt, 2012). 

Additionally, their distrust of others may cause strain in their relationships 

over time.  

5.8.1 Limitations and Future Research 

The sample size for this study was small but it has resulted in 

preliminary analysis of the Dark Triad and network centrality. In order to 

investigate these results further a large organisational sample is needed. In 

addition, the Short Dark Triad, although a time effective measurement tool, 

contained items that were highlighted as inappropriate for an organisational 

setting. The lack of distinction between Primary and Secondary 

Psychopathy as well as the poor reliability associated with the Narcissism 

factor warrants future studies with alternative measures, potentially 

independent measures of the Dark Triad variables. 

Although the significant finding related to Machiavellianism was as 

expected due to participant time constraints this study did not include self-

monitoring and, therefore limits the conclusions that can be made. As an 

extensive amount of network research has found self-monitoring to be a 

significant predictor of centrality and performance, future research will need 

to control for the effects of self-monitoring when examining the Dark Triad. 

Research has shown self-monitoring to be associated with impression 

management (Turnley & Bolino, 2001) and a handful of papers have 

investigated a possible dark side to self-monitoring (Parks & Mount, 2005; 

Wright, Holloway, & Roloff, 2007), which could potentially signal to a 

latent association between the Dark Triad and self-monitoring. For example, 

the mechanisms that lead to success in terms of network positioning may be 

similar across Machiavellianism and self-monitoring but this theory will 

have to be investigated by future research. 

Although personality is believed to be relatively stable over time, 

networks can evolve and be dynamic. For example, students in their first 

week of university are likely to have networks that develop as they get to 

know other students. However, by their final year they are likely to have 

very stable networks and relationships. It is unclear how dark side 

personality effects networks as they evolve and this calls for an examination 
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of longitudinal network data. Do Machiavellians maintain their positions in 

the network as time goes on? How long does it take them to find high status 

individuals? Furthermore, evolutionary psychologists have suggested that 

the existence of dark side personality traits could provide solutions in terms 

of survival and could be adaptive to individuals however this may only be 

the case in the near term (Buss, 2009). Bright side personality variables 

have been linked to social relationships over longitudinal studies 

(Asendorpf & Wilpers, 1998) but little research has investigated the 

longitudinal impact of the dark side on relationships and networks 

especially in an organisational setting.    

5.9 Study 5.2: Moderated Mediation 

The results of study 5.1 showed that although Machiavellianism was 

positively related to network position in the advice network, network 

position did not correlate with organisational performance or 360 ratings of 

performance and therefore was not a mediator between the Dark Triad traits 

and workplace performance. The measure of network position used was 

influence based on Bonacich’s power centrality, which measures whether a 

node is connected to well-connected individuals. However, Burt  (2010) 

argues that being connected to well-connected individuals does not provide 

workplace advantages rather a node that directly bridges or brokers across 

disparate nodes benefits from this structural position. 

Therefore in this study alternative network characteristics, centrality 

measured by in-degree and brokerage measured by constraint, will be 

examined as mediators between the Dark Triad and performance. 

Furthermore, a moderated mediation model will be explored in order to 

understand which factors may influence the effect of the Dark Triad on 

network characteristics. Finally, as self-monitoring has been studied 

extensively as a predictor of both brokerage and centrality this study will 

explore whether the Dark Triad directly impact network position or whether 

this is mediated by self-monitoring. 

5.9.1 Brokerage (Structural Holes) 

Brokerage within social network analysis is a term to describe a 

node that sits between unconnected nodes. Broker nodes bridge structural 

holes that may exist in a social network. Burt (1992) describes structural 
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holes as “the separation between nonredundant contacts. Nonredundant 

contacts are connected by a structural hole.” Because of the structural holes 

between nodes there is an increased likelihood that the information or 

resources held by each unconnected node provides additive benefits to the 

broker node. As such, brokerage is a heavily studied concept in social 

network theory. Figure 5.5 shows a pictorial representation of a broker node 

within a network. 
Figure 5.5: An example of a broker node within a network of nodes 

 
As with centrality, there are a number of ways to measure the level 

of brokerage of a node, the two most common ways are effective size 

(Wasserman & Faust, 1994) and constraint (Burt, 2005).  Effective size 

calculates the degree of a node and then subtracts the average degree of the 

connected nodes. If connected nodes have very few other connections 

effective size will be high but if they have many connections the effective 

size will be small. Figure 5.6 highlights two nodes within a network: one 

with high effective size and the other with low effective size. 

On the other hand, constraint measures the structural holes in an 

individual’s local network, if an individual is connected to nodes that are all 

connected to one another this constrains the behaviour of the individual. 

However, if the individual is connected to nodes that are not connected to 

each other then the individual is less constrained and has more freedom of 

behaviour. Constraint is an inverse measure of the number of structural 

holes. In Figure 5.6 the node with high effective size would have low 
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constraint (high number of structural holes) and the node with low effective 

size (low number of structural holes) would have high constraint. 
Figure 5.6: An example of low and high effective size within a network of nodes 

 
Research investigating brokerage has found that it positively relates 

to workplace outcomes. It is theorised that a broker node has access to less 

redundant information but also gets access to information in a timely 

manner and has the opportunity to arbitrage between groups (Burt et al., 

2013). Studies have found the brokerage positively correlates with early 

promotion (Burt, 1992), higher bonuses (Burt, 1997) and salary (Burt et al., 

2000). 

Although there are a number of benefits of structural holes there are 

instances in which they negatively impact performance. Cummings and 

Cross (2003) examined work groups in a large telecoms company. Each 

group on average consisted of 8 people (min=4 and max=12) and contained 

a designated leader, general manager and a customer. They measured 

effective size for the 137 leaders that took part in the research and found 

that the presence of structural holes in a leader’s work group negatively 

influenced manager and leader-rated performance. Fewer structural holes in 

a work group allow group individuals to share knowledge and expertise 

without having to go through the leader therefore increasing efficiency and 

performance.  

Furthermore, an examination of the brokerage in highly collectivistic 

cultures shows that it can be detrimental to career outcomes. Xiao and Tsui 

(2007) examined the effects of brokerage on career achievement in 4 

Chinese tech firms. The researchers calculated brokerage using the 
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constraint measure and found that structural holes negatively predicted 

salary and bonus but not job satisfaction for the 417 individuals examined. 

The authors discuss how individuals who bridge groups, are distrusted by 

both groups in Chinese culture; their lack of commitment to either group 

results in backlash. The collectivistic culture encourages cohesion and 

commitment so dense networks with network closure are more likely to 

benefit from resources.  

Additionally, Xiao and Tsui (2007) found that aggregated job 

commitment moderated the effects of structural holes on career outcomes. 

Those organisations with high commitment showed a greater negative 

relationship between structural holes and salary and bonus. The negative 

effect of structural holes was not significant in the low commitment 

organisations. Although this research focused on one specific culture, it 

highlights the importance of how an organisation’s culture can moderate the 

impact of network variables on performance.  

In addition to culture, research has shown that the job role of a node 

also moderates the relationship between structural holes and performance. 

Gargiulo, Ertug, and Galunic (2009) examined the effect of network 

characteristics on the bonuses of 2000 individuals across 41 units of a 

financial services firm. In their analysis of a knowledge exchange network 

they found that an individual’s network closure, which is a measure of how 

densely connected the network is around a node and can be thought of as the 

inverse of structural holes, in an acquirer role increases their bonus, but 

network closure in a provider role decreases bonus. This suggests that when 

a node is required to provide information brokerage is likely to increase 

performance.  

With the understanding of the potential benefits of brokerage, 

research has begun to focus on what leads to nodes becoming broker nodes. 

What is clear is that a broker often bridges boundaries that are hard to cross; 

if the relationships were easy to establish then the structural holes would not 

exist. Early research (Burt, Jannotta, & Mahoney, 1998) examining the type 

of behaviours and personality traits advocated by individuals who occupy 

brokerage positions suggests that they are entrepreneurial outsiders; 

individuals who are non-conformist and defiant, who are looking for 
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positions of authority in dynamic and unstable environments. Since this 

initial research into the personality of brokers, more recent research has 

utilised Big Five personality traits and self-monitoring (Fang et al., 2015) 

but none has examined how to the Dark Triad traits link to brokerage.   

5.9.2 Dark Triad and Network Variables 

5.9.2.1 Machiavellianism.  

The results of the previous study showed that Machiavellianism 

positively predicted the influence of a node, i.e. those with higher levels of 

Machiavellianism were more likely to be connected to well-connected 

others. Due to their social astuteness Machiavellians are capable of 

identifying and forming relationships with influential individuals (Dahling 

et al., 2009; Kessler et al., 2010). However, this does not necessarily imply 

Machiavellianism will positively relate to in-degree. Maintaining significant 

relationships with a large number of individuals requires time and effort, 

which may be difficult for Machiavellians especially due to their inherent 

distrust of others. Machiavellians are more likely to be selective in the 

relationships they cultivate and therefore are unlikely to have a large 

number of incoming ties. Therefore, Machiavellianism is expected to 

negatively relate to in-degree.   

H1a: Machiavellianism will be negatively related to centrality. 

Although their inherent distrust of others is likely to prevent them 

from many relationships, a Machiavellian’s drive for status and control and 

their ability to manipulate is likely to lead them to brokerage positions. 

Brokers, due to their structural position, are likely to have control over 

information and people. Therefore, Machiavellianism is expected to 

positively relate to number of structural holes in the advice network.  

H2a: Machiavellianism will be positively related to structural holes. 

5.9.2.2 Psychopathy. 

Individuals high in Primary Psychopathy as opposed to Secondary 

Psychopathy, are low in empathy and guilt and are more resistant to the 

impulsive and sensation seeking behaviours that drive secondary 

psychopaths. Primary psychopaths are believed to be manipulative and 

selfish but it is secondary psychopaths who are believed to be antisocial due 

to their impulsivity. Some argue that primary psychopaths are a result of 
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neurological deficits in empathy and emotions where as secondary 

psychopaths are results of inadequate social learning (Levenson et al., 1995). 

Previous research examining Primary and Secondary Psychopathy has 

found a significant difference in their risk-taking behaviours (Dean et al., 

2013; Lyons, 2015). Due to their impulse control primary psychopaths can 

maintain their superficial charm and manipulative behaviours. On the other 

hand secondary psychopaths are likely to be easily distracted and 

manipulate those around them for short-term fun rather than long-term gain.  

Although, the previous study did not find a significant result for 

Psychopathy with influence, the measure used did not distinguish between 

Primary Psychopathy and Secondary Psychopathy. As such in the current 

study, primary psychopaths are likely to have greater incoming ties due to 

the social charm where as secondary psychopaths are likely to have fewer. 

H1b: Primary Psychopathy will be positively related to centrality. 

H1c: Secondary Psychopathy will be negatively related to centrality. 

Furthermore, the low empathy and Neuroticism associated with 

Primary Psychopathy suggests that high primary psychopaths are unlikely to 

be embarrassed or feel guilty about manipulating individuals around them 

for personal gain. Although, establishing relationships across groups carries 

inherent risk as there is no guarantee a relationship will be formed, that risk 

is a calculated risk rather than an impulsive or sensation seeking risk. An 

individual must form a relationship where there is no obligation so there is a 

chance of rejection and embarrassment. Therefore, we would expect 

primary psychopaths to have greater structural holes within their networks 

and secondary psychopaths to have fewer structural holes. Additionally, 

those primary psychopaths who judge themselves to be higher risk takers 

are more likely to form relationships across disparate teams than those 

primary psychopaths are more risk averse. 

H2b: Primary Psychopathy will be positively related to structural 

holes. 

H2c: Secondary Psychopathy will be negatively related to structural 

holes. 

H3: Risk-taking will moderate the relationship between Primary 

Psychopathy and structural holes. 
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5.9.2.3 Narcissism. 

Research (Lamkin et al., 2014) examining Narcissism and social 

networks has found that those high in Narcissism tend to hold negative 

views of the individuals in their social networks. However, those believed to 

be central to a network are seen more favorably by narcissists although this 

does also lead to envy and social comparison. Due to their self-indulgent 

nature, narcissists are unlikely to be approached for advice, although they 

may believe themselves to be more central in the network. Narcissists use 

the people around them for ego-validation (Jonason & Schmitt, 2012) and as 

such they are less inclined to cross boundaries to form relationships in 

unknown groups.   

H1d: Narcissism will be negatively related to centrality. 

H2d: Narcissism will be negatively related to structural holes. 

5.9.3 Dark Triad Traits and Self-monitoring 

Self-monitoring can be viewed as an individual’s ability to adapt to 

the context of a situation but it can also be construed as inauthentic. 

Measures of self-monitoring allude to deceit and manipulation of others and 

as a result research (Kowalski, Rogoza, Vernon, & Schermer, 2018; 

Rauthmann, 2011) has found that all of the Dark Triad traits positively 

correlate with self-monitoring.   

H4a: Machiavellianism will be positively related to self-monitoring. 

H4b: Primary Psychopathy will be positively related to self-

monitoring. 

H4c: Secondary Psychopathy will be positively related to self-

monitoring. 

H4d: Narcissism will be positively related to self-monitoring. 

5.9.4 Mediator Variables and Job Performance 

As discussed above, existing network research has found self-

monitoring, centrality and brokerage (structural holes) to positively relate to 

job performance and career success (Fang et al., 2015).  

H5a: Self-monitoring will be positively related to performance. 

H5b: Centrality will be positively related to performance. 

H5c: Structural holes will be positively related to performance. 
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5.9.5 Dark Triad Traits and Job Performance 

Machiavellianism is expected to negatively impact centrality, which 

is positively related to performance, however, this is likely to be 

compensated for by the positive influence on structural holes and self-

monitoring, which will positively predict performance. Additionally, 

Machiavellianism is likely to have a direct positive effect on performance as 

previous research has shown that Machiavellianism is positively linked to 

sales performance (Shultz, 1993) and leadership (Spurk et al., 2016). 

H6a: Machiavellianism will be positively related to performance. 

Primary Psychopathy is expected to positively impact centrality, 

structural holes and self-monitoring, which in turn will positively influence 

performance. Although Secondary Psychopathy is expected to positively 

influence self-monitoring, the negative relationship between Secondary 

Psychopathy and the network variables is going to result in an overall 

negative indirect effect of Secondary Psychopathy on performance.  

As little research has examined both Primary Psychopathy and 

Secondary Psychopathy as distinct traits, Primary Psychopathy is expected 

to have a positive direct effect on performance. Primary psychopaths are 

motivated to achieve and their lack of empathy and impulse control means 

they will do anything to succeed. Where as Secondary Psychopathy is 

expected to have a negative direct effect on performance as their 

disinhibited, impulsive nature is likely to lead to boredom and laziness.   

H6b: Primary Psychopathy will be positively related to performance. 

H6c: Secondary Psychopathy will be negatively related to 

performance. 

The expected positive relationship with Narcissism and self-

monitoring is unlikely to compensate with the negative influence of 

Narcissism on the network variables. As such, Narcissism is expected to 

have a negative indirect relationship with performance. Furthermore, 

previous research (Judge, LePine, & Rich, 2006) has shown that Narcissism 

is negatively related to other-ratings of performance.  

H6d: Narcissism will be negatively related to performance. 

Figure 5.7 summarises the hypotheses for this study pictorially.  
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Figure 5.7: Diagram of hypotheses for Study 5.2 

 
5.10 Method 

5.10.1 Sample and Procedure 

Data was collected from a Russian real estate organisation based in 

Moscow. It consists of 216 individuals who mainly work in a sales or a 

business development capacity. The survey items were translated to Russian 

and then back-translated to English by another bilingual English-Russian 

speaker to check the accuracy of translation. An online survey was emailed 

to the study participants and 182 individuals completed the survey giving a 

participation rate of 84%. Following this, a second survey with performance 

items was sent to each manager to assess each individual within their team. 

This was completed for 181 individuals within the organisation.   

The sample consisted of 125 females (68.7%) and 57 males (31.3%) 

and the average age of participants was 35.5 years with a minimum of 19 

years and a maximum age of 60 years. For 180 individuals Russian was 

their first language and Russian was the operating language for the 

organisation. Just over half of the organisation (52.2%) was educated to the 

Specialist level. A specialist degree is more focused on applied work in 

industry and consists of a 5-year program. It would fall between a UK 

Bachelors degree and Masters degree.  

5.10.2 Measures. 

5.10.2.1 Psychopathy. 

Psychopathy was measured using the Levenson Self-Report 

Psychopathy Scale (LSRP) (Levenson et al., 1995). In this study the 
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Cronbach’s alphas for the LSRP total, Primary Psychopathy and Secondary 

Psychopathy were: .84, .85 and .70 respectively.  

5.10.2.2 Narcissism. 
Narcissism was measured using the Narcissistic Personality 

Inventory NPI - 16 items (Ames et al., 2006). The Cronbach’s alpha for this 

scale in this study was .72.  

5.10.2.3 Machiavellianism. 

Machiavellianism was measured using the Machiavellian Personality 

Scale MPS (Dahling et al., 2009). In this study the Cronbach’s alpha for the 

entire 16-item scale was .86. 

5.10.2.4 Self-Monitoring. 

Self-monitoring was measured with the 18-item scale developed by 

Snyder and Gangestad (1986). Each item was scored on a 7-point Likert 

scale, which ranged from strongly disagree to strongly agree. In this study 

the Cronbach’s alphas for self-monitoring was .76. 

5.10.2.5 Risk taking. 

Risk taking was measured using a self-report measure of risk taking 

propensity. Four items from Dohmen et al. (2011) individual risk-attitudes 

questionnaire were used. Participants were asked their willingness to take 

risks in general and then three specific work-related domains: making 

investments, career and trusting other people. Each item was measured on a 

10-point Likert scale ranging from “Not willing to take any risks at all” to 

“Very willing to take any risks”. In this study the Cronbach’s alphas for 

risk-taking was .70. 

5.10.2.6 Control Variables.  

The following variables were recorded and included as control 

variables in this analysis: age, gender, tenure with organisation, and whether 

the individual occupied a management position in the organisation. In 

addition a measure of cognitive ability was also included as a control 

variable. Cognitive ability was assessed using a short-form of an Eysenck 

IQ test. Participants are given 7 minutes and 30 seconds to complete 10 

questions that get progressively more difficult.   
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5.10.2.7 Network Measures.  

Centrality and constraint were calculated for both the workflow and 

advice networks in the organisations. For workflow the following network 

question was used: “To get your job done, who you must interact with?” and 

the following Likert scale was used: not at all (0), very seldom (1), at least 

once a month (2), at least once a week (3), several times a week (4) and 

daily (5). For advice the following network question was used: “If you have 

questions or problems related to your specific job, who would you ask for 

help or advice?” and the following Likert scale was used: never (0), rarely 

(1), sometimes (2), often (3), usually (4) and always (5). A roster 

mechanism was utilised, which consists of a list of all the employees’ names 

in alphabetical order. This method of data collection is more accurate and 

effective for this type of question over and above using free-recall methods. 

The workflow network centrality measures will be included as control 

variables when predicting the influence variable for the advice network. 

5.10.2.8 Organisational Performance. 

Organisational performance was measured using supervisor ratings 

of task performance. The task performance items were five items from 

Williams and Anderson's (1991) measure, rated on a 6-point Likert scale 

from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Items include “Adequately 

completes assigned duties” and “Performs tasks that are expected of 

him/her”. In this study the Cronbach’s alphas for supervisor rated task 

performance was .93. 

5.10.2.9 360-rated Performance. 

Secondly, a 360-rating of performance was assessed for each 

individual in the organisation using a network style question. Each 

participant was asked the assess how each individual in the firm performed: 

“In your opinion, overall, how well do the following people perform in their 

job?”. This item was scored on 1-6 Likert scale ranging from “Don’t Know” 

to “Exceptional”. The responses were aggregated across raters. Each 

individual was rated by an average of 27 people with a minimum of 9 raters 

and a maximum of 81. Only those individuals who had selected having at 

least some contact on the workflow network question were included as 

raters.  
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5.11 Analysis 

Both networks were dichotomised before any analysis with values of 

3 and above coded as 1 representing the existence of a tie and any values of 

2 and below coded as 0 representing no tie. Neither network was 

symmetrised to calculate the centrality and constraint values. The reasoning 

behind this is that often advice relationships are inherently asymmetrical 

and givers of advice are not necessitated to approach their receivers for 

advice although in some cases they may do so. This preservation of 

asymmetry maintains a distinction between those that are the object of a tie 

and the source of a tie.  

Due to aberrant responding, such as responding with the same 

response for every item in the survey, from some participants and as some 

individuals were asked to leave the organisation during the assessment 

period, these nodes were removed from the networks before calculating any 

network attributes.  

Reciprocity of the advice network was found to be .288 and .644 for 

the workflow network. This is consistent with the expectation that workflow 

is more likely to be a two-way relationship compared to the advice 

relationship between individuals and mirrors the reciprocity found in the 

previous study. Centrality for both the advice and workflow networks was 

measured using in-degree and calculated using the degree function in the 

‘sna’ package (Butts, 2016) in R Studio. Constraint was calculated for both 

networks using the constraint function in the ‘igraph’ package (Csardi, 

2017) in R Studio. In order to make interpretation straightforward constraint 

was inversed to and this is referred to as structural holes going forward. 

Structural equation modeling (SEM) was used to simultaneously test 

the three mediator variables as well as the moderated mediation of risk-

taking on the path between Primary Psychopathy and constraint. The 

‘lavaan’ package (Rosseel, 2012) was used to conduct the SEM in R Studio. 

Maximum likelihood estimation was used and the model fit statistics to 

examine how well each model fit the data were: Comparative Fit Index 

(CFI), Tucker–Lewis index (TLI), Root Mean Square Error of 

Approximation (RMSEA), and Standardised Root Mean Square Residual 

(SRMR). Although there are a number of thresholds to determine adequate 
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model fit, a model is considered acceptable when CFI and TLI are greater 

than .90, though good model fit is when both these statistics are greater than 

or equal to .95 (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2009), RMSEA is smaller 

than .06, and SRMR is smaller than .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). 

5.12 Results 

5.12.1 Descriptive Statistics 

Table 5.5 shows the bivariate correlations between each of the 

variables investigated in this study. The correlations between the Dark Triad 

factors was mostly as expected with the highest correlation seen between 

Machiavellianism and Primary Psychopathy r = .757, p < .001. The 

correlation between Primary Psychopathy and Secondary Psychopathy was 

r = .280, p < .001. The lowest correlation within the Dark Triad traits was 

between Narcissism and Secondary Psychopathy, r = .164, p < .05. 

There were significant gender differences for all of the Dark Triad 

traits expect for Secondary Psychopathy, r = .028, p = .724. The lack of 

gender differences for Secondary Psychopathy is surprising but risk-taking 

also showed no gender differences. Unexpectedly, there was no significant 

correlation between Secondary Psychopathy and risk-taking. This may 

because the domains assessed by the items focused on investments, career 

and trusting other people, these domains may not proved secondary 

psychopaths with the sensation seeking they desire therefore there is no 

correlated between the variables. IQ correlated significantly with 

Machiavellianism, r = .158, p < .05.   

The correlation between the two performance variables was positive 

and significant but not as large as expected, r = .324, p < .001. The only 

other variable that significantly correlated with the organisational 

performance measure was age, which had a negative correlation, r = -.183, p 

< .05. The 360-rated performance variable correlated positively with 

management, tenure and IQ. As expected structural holes and in-degree in 

the advice network positively correlated with 360-rated performance. 
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Table 5.5: Means, standard deviations and bivariate correlations between variables in Study 5.2  
  Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

1 Age 35.47 7.93                 

2 Gender .70 .46 -.029                

3 Management .15 .36 .095 -.163*               

4 Tenure 1.72 1.40 .134 -.103 .278***              

5 IQ 2.68 1.64 -.063 -.154* .290*** .131             

6 Primary Psych 3.07 .81 -.176* -.297*** .090 .034 .080            

7 Secondary Psych 2.39 .62 .111 .028 .005 -.049 -.038 .280***           

8 Machiavellianism 3.49 .80 -.160* -.297*** .039 .053 .158* .757*** .253**          

9 Narcissism 6.75 3.20 -.210** -.247** .171* .067 .076 .496*** -.164* .495***         

10 Self-Monitoring 71.55 12.28 -.164* -.139 .013 .040 -.001 .403*** -.122 .391*** .587***        

11 SH Advice .28 .20 -.046 .000 .282*** .259** .037 .041 -.088 -.013 .130 .027       

12 ID Advice 6.10 7.06 -.063 -.126 .527*** .353*** .163* .190* .016 .031 .106 .061 .521***      

13 ID Workflow 21.54 14.25 -.102 -.148 .499*** .304*** .160* .185* .002 .078 .145 .103 .517*** .897***     

14 SH Workflow .10 .04 -.083 -.128 .365*** .299*** .119 .060 -.069 .018 .140 .039 .537*** .552*** .648***    

15 Risk-taking 4.95 2.69 -.197* -.112 .122 .002 -.040 .125 -.060 .201** .252** .282*** .125 .096 .175* .099   

16 Org Performance 4.82 .86 -.183* .110 -.094 -.027 .081 .021 -.093 -.089 -.110 -.131 .151 .078 .034 -.031 -.062  

17 360 Performance 3.72 .32 -.052 .053 .408*** .363*** .155* .073 .023 -.049 .018 .021 .522*** .598*** .581*** .398*** .132 .324*** 

Note. *p  <  .05,  **p  <  .01, ***p < .001, SH= Structural Holes, (Inverse constraint), ID= In-degree
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Self-monitoring did not correlate significantly with either of the 

performance variables nor the two network variables, structural holes and 

centrality. The only variables that self-monitoring had significant 

correlations with were gender; r = -.164, p < .05, Primary Psychopathy; r 

= .403, p < .001, Machiavellianism; r = .391, p < .001, Narcissism; r = .587, 

p < .001 and risk taking; r = .282, p < .001.  

5.12.2 Path Model 

To examine the potential mediation of the Dark Triad personality 

traits and performance by self-monitoring and the network variables two 

mediation models were tested: full-mediation and partial mediation. These 

are shown in Figures 5.8 and 5.9.  
Figure 5.8: Full-mediation model – Model 1

 
Figure 5.9: Partial-mediation model – Model 2 

 
 
! !
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The full-mediation model (Figure 5.8) tested direct paths between all 

of the Dark Triad traits and self-monitoring, structural holes and centrality 

as well as direct paths between these mediators and the two performance 

variables: organisational performance and 360 performance. The partial-

mediation model (Figure 5.9) includes all of the paths as the full-mediation 

model but all tests direct paths between the Dark Triad traits and the 

performance variables. Both of these models include a moderated 

relationship between Primary Psychopathy and structural holes in the advice 

network. The control variables: gender, age, management, tenure and IQ, 

were included in all the models tested. This was done with direct paths from 

the control variables to the performance variables and the network variables. 

Additionally to control for the effects of network position in the workflow 

network, a path from structural holes in the workflow network to structural 

holes in the advice network was included, as well as, a path from centrality 

in the workflow network to centrality in the advice network.  

The model fit statistics for both of these two models show good 

model fit (see Table 5.6; Full-mediation model is Model 1 and partial-

mediation is Model 2). Though the TLI for Model 1 is less that .95 (Hair et 

al., 2009). Figures 5.10 and 5.11 show the significant paths in each of the 

models; the significant control variables are also included. The R2 for the 

mediator variables and dependent variables are also shown. 

 
Table 5.6: Model fit statistics for full-mediation and partial-mediation models 

 χ2 (df) CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR 
Model 1 48.84 (31) .977 .945 .050 .025 
Model 2 31.58 (23) .985 .950 .048 .022 
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Figure 5.10: Model 1 – Full-mediation model with only significant paths 

!!  
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Figure 5.11: Model 2 – Partial-mediation model with only significant paths 



290 

The only direct path between the Dark Triad and performance that 

was significant was between Primary Psychopathy and organisational 

performance. However, including the direct paths in Model 2 also resulted 

in the path between structural holes and organisational performance 

becoming significant. From Model 1 to Model 2, the R2 of organisational 

performance increased by just over 4% and the unexpected negative paths 

between management and organisational performance and self-monitoring 

and organisational performance became non-significant. Although the 

change in model fit statistics was not significant: Δχ2 / Δdf – 12.26 / 8, p 

= .140, Model 2 explains greater variance in both of the performance 

variables and makes more sense from a theoretical perspective. However for 

the sake of completeness, both Model 1 and Model 2 were tested against 

equivalent neighbouring models in the next section. 

 

5.12.3 Nested Models  

Five neighbouring models were tested against both Model 1 and 2 to 

assess alternative explanations for the data. The five models are shown in 

Figure 5.12 – these models were compared to Model 1 and the same models 

with direct paths from the Dark Triad traits and performance were tested 

against Model 2.  

Model 3 does not include the moderated mediation of Primary 

Psychopathy on structural holes by risk taking. Model 4 tests whether the 

mediator variables fit better in a sequence rather than parallel, with self-

monitoring mediating between the Dark Triad traits and the network 

variables and the network variables mediating between self-monitoring and 

performance. Model 5 tests the mediating effects of only the network 

variables between the Dark Triad traits and performance. 
!  
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Figure 5.12: Nested models (Model 3 to Model 8) 
 
Model 3 

 
 
Model 4 

 
 
Model 5 

!
 
 
Model 6 

 
 
 



292 

Model 7 

 
 
Model 6 treats self-monitoring as an independent predictor of the 

network variables and performance instead of as a mediator variable and 

finally, Model 7 looks at self-monitoring only predicting the performance 

variables. 

The model fit statistics are summarised in Table 5.7, the Model 1 

and 2 fit statistics are also including in this table again, as well as the the 

Chi-Sq difference tests between each model. The b versions of each model 

are those with direct paths from the Dark Triad traits to the performance 

variables.  
Table 5.7: Model fit statistics for Nested Model Comparisons 

 χ2 (df) CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR Tested against Model Δχ2 (Δdf), p 
Model 1 48.84 (31) .977 .945 .050 .025   
Model 2 31.58 (23) .985 .950 .048 .022 Model 1 12.26 (8), .140 
Model 3 49.21 (32) .969 .928 .057 .027 Model 1 5.38 (1), .020* 
Model 3b 36.96 (24) .977 .928 .057 .024 Model 2 5.38 (1), .020* 
Model 4 62.26 (39) .959 .920 .060 .028 Model 1 18.42 (8), .018* 
Model 4b 50.00 (31) .966 .918 .061 .026 Model 2 18.42 (8), .018* 
Model 5 39.57 (24) .968 .918 .063 .026 Model 1 4.27 (7), .749 
Model 5b 27.25 (16) .977 .911 .065 .019 Model 2 4.33 (7), .741 
Model 6 34.26 (20) .971 .910 .066 .021 Model 1 9.57 (11), .569 
Model 6b 22.00 (12) .980 .894 .071 .017 Model 2 9.57 (11), .569 
Model 7 34.94 (22) .974 .925 .060 .021 Model 1 8.90 (9), .446 
Model 7b 22.68 (14) .982 .921 .061 .017 Model 2 8.90 (9), .446 
Note. *p  <  .05,  **p  <  .01, ***p < .001 

 
The results of testing both Model 1 and 2 against alternative 

neighbouring models shows that Model 1 and 2 are the best fitting models 

for the data. As discussed above, Model 2 explains more variance in the 

performance variables and the significant paths support the theoretical 

relationships between the Dark Triad traits, the mediator variables and the 

dependent variables. Consequently, the next section discusses the results of 

Model 2 inline with the hypotheses discussed in the introduction.  
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5.12.4 Significant Paths 

As expected, the network control variables from the workflow 

network had significant effects on the advice network mediator variables; 

for centrality b = .392, p = .000, and for structural holes b = 2.290, p = .000. 

Both management and tenure had positive significant effects on centrality in 

the advice network. Tenure also had a positive significant effect on 360-

rated performance and age had a significant negative effect on 

organisational performance.    

As hypothesised: Machiavellianism negatively relates to centrality, b 

= -1.197, p = .011, which supports H1a, and Primary Psychopathy positively 

relates to centrality, b = 1.339, p = .004, which supports H1b. Narcissism 

was the only Dark Triad trait to predict self-monitoring, b = .097, p = .000, 

which supports H4d but does not support H4a, H4b or H4c. However, 

Narcissism had no relationship with any of the network variables, therefore 

H1d and H2d were not supported.  

As predicted the relationship between Primary Psychopathy and 

structural holes in the advice network was moderated by risk-taking. 

Individuals with high Primary Psychopathy and higher risk-taking were 

more likely to have a greater number of structural holes in their advice 

network, b = .022, p = .019. The direct effect of Primary Psychopathy on 

structural holes was not significant but the direct effect of risk-taking on 

structural holes was significant, b = .015, p = .048. Therefore, hypotheses 

H2b and H3 were supported. Machiavellianism did not significant relate to 

structural holes, therefore H2a was not supported. 

Secondary Psychopathy did not predict any of the network mediator 

variables or the dependent variables, therefore, there was no support for H1c, 

H2c, and H6c. Self-monitoring did not predict either of the performance 

variables in Model 2, and negatively predicted organisational performance 

in Model 1, therefore there was no support for H5a. Centrality and structural 

holes positively predicted 360-rated performance and structural holes also 

predicted organisational performance, therefore H5b and H5c were 

supported.  

In order to investigate the effects of the Dark Triad traits on 

performance, the indirect and direct effects were examined. Narcissism and 
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Secondary Psychopathy did not have significant effects on the mediator 

variables that predicted performance therefore H6c and H6d were not 

supported. As Machiavellianism negatively impacted centrality there was a 

significant negative indirect effect of Machiavellianism on 360-rated 

performance; b = -.017, p = .031. Consequently, H6a was not supported. 

Although Primary Psychopathy had a positive direct significant 

effect on organisational performance, b = .323, p = .011, the indirect effects 

of Primary Psychopathy mediated by centrality and constraint were not 

significant on organisational performance, b = .033, p = .201. However, the 

indirect effects of Primary Psychopathy on 360-rated performance were 

significant, b = .036, p = .020. Therefore, H6b was supported.  

The R2 for centrality was large, .825, suggesting that the majority of 

the variance of this variable was explained by the model. On the other hand, 

the R2 for structural holes was smaller but still considerable, .355, 

suggesting there is scope for further investigation. The performance 

variables differ considerably in the variance explained by the model: the R2 

for 360-rated performance was close to 50% (.476) but was relatively small 

for supervisor-rated performance, .160.        

5.13 Study 5.2: Summary of results related to hypotheses 

H1a: Machiavellianism will be negatively related to centrality. Supported 

H1b: Primary Psychopathy will be positively related to centrality. 

Supported 

H1c: Secondary Psychopathy will be negatively related to centrality. Not 

supported 

H1d: Narcissism will be negatively related to centrality. Not supported 

H2a: Machiavellianism will be positively related to structural holes. Not 

supported 

H2b: Primary Psychopathy will be positively related to structural holes. 

Supported 

H2c: Secondary Psychopathy will be negatively related to structural holes. 

Not supported 

H2d: Narcissism will be negatively related to structural holes. Not 

supported 
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H3: Risk-taking will moderate the relationship between Primary 

Psychopathy and structural holes. Supported 

H4a: Machiavellianism will be positively related to self-monitoring. Not 

supported 

H4b: Primary Psychopathy will be positively related to self-monitoring. 

Not supported 

H4c: Secondary Psychopathy will be positively related to self-monitoring. 

Not supported 

H4d: Narcissism will be positively related to self-monitoring. Supported 

H5a: Self-monitoring will be positively related to performance. Not 

supported 

H5b: Centrality will be positively related to performance. Supported 

H5c: Structural holes will be positively related to performance. Supported 

H6a: Machiavellianism will be positively related to performance. Not 

supported 

H6b: Primary Psychopathy will be positively related to performance. 

Supported 

H6c: Secondary Psychopathy will be negatively related to performance. Not 

supported 

H6d: Narcissism will be negatively related to performance. Not supported 

5.14 Discussion 

The findings from this study provide a considerable contribution to 

social network theory and personality research. Firstly, the significant 

relationships between the Dark Triad traits and network characteristics 

suggest an alternative avenue to the heavily researched Big Five personality 

traits and self-monitoring. Although, the Big Five traits and self-monitoring 

explain some variance in centrality and structural holes, this study shows 

that the Dark Triad traits may help explain variance that these traits do not 

account for. Previous research has found self-monitoring to be a significant 

predictor of network characteristics and workplace performance but the 

current study suggests the Dark Triad traits may account for that variance as 

well as additional unaccounted for variance in both network variables and 

performance variables.  
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Organisational personality research has focused specifically on the 

direct negative effects of the Dark Triad traits in the workplace. Little 

research has examined the direct positive effects or the potential indirect 

positive effects. The support for the mediating effects of network 

characteristics suggests that some of the Dark Triad traits can have indirect 

positive effects on performance variables. Some research has investigated 

the influences of the Dark Triad traits on political skill but very few studies 

have utilised network theory to understand the positions individuals with 

Dark Triad traits occupy within an organisation’s advice network. However, 

there was no common mediator that was found to significantly mediate the 

effects of all of the Dark Triad traits. This suggests that the indirect effect is 

unique to that trait of the Dark Triad and is not shared by the other traits.  

A few hypotheses were not supported by the data and one was 

significant in the opposite direction. Although Machiavellianism was 

expected to negatively impact centrality, the hypothesised positive effect of 

Machiavellianism on structural holes and a direct positive effect of 

Machiavellianism on performance, were expected to compensate and result 

in an overall positive effect of Machiavellianism on the performance 

variables. However as this was not the case, there are a number of potential 

reasons why the positive effects of Machiavellianism did not manifest in 

this data. The distrust component of Machiavellianism could have limited 

the positive effects of status and control. Additionally, the performance 

variables examined in this study utilised subjective ratings of performance 

from peers and supervisors but did not include an objective measure of 

performance such as commissions or achievement of sales targets. Primary 

psychopaths may be more charming and have an ability to manage 

relationships with their supervisors better than Machiavellians who tend to 

be more introverted. So primary psychopaths may be more liked by their 

supervisors than their Machiavellian counterparts. Therefore when 

considering objective ratings Machiavellians may perform just as well as 

primary psychopaths.  

Previous research has shown that Machiavellianism positively 

relates to sales performance (Shultz, 1993) but this was based on objective 

performance measured by sales commission. Sales people are externally 
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facing individuals as such Machiavellians may use their social charm to 

increase their sales commissions and in turn their own compensation but 

may not make any effort with internal colleagues as they do not see this as 

worthwhile to their own goals. Furthermore, Machiavellian’s cynical 

distrust or callous manipulation of others is likely to be viewed negatively 

by others. So Machiavellians could achieve high sales targets but could still 

receive negative evaluations from those around them in the organisation.  

Furthermore, the high intercorrelation between Machiavellianism 

and Primary Psychopathy may have been an issue. Once the positive effects 

of Primary Psychopathy were accounted for on the network and 

performance variables, Machiavellianism did not explain any further 

variance in the variables. The intercorrelation among the Dark Triad traits 

may also explain the lack of significance of Narcissism on any of the 

network variables and performance variables. Narcissism did, however, 

have a significant effect on self-monitoring, but self-monitoring did not 

have a positive impact on the performance variables or the network 

variables.  

The lack of relationship between Machiavellianism, Primary and 

Secondary Psychopathy and self-monitoring in the SEM model was 

unexpected as both Machiavellianism and Primary Psychopathy had 

significant positive correlations with self-monitoring. However, this could 

be due to the shared variance among the Dark Triad traits. Once the effects 

of Narcissism, which had the strongest correlation with self-monitoring, had 

been accounted for there was no additional variance explained by Primary 

Psychopathy or Machiavellianism.   

5.14.1 Limitations and Further Research 

Although the correct procedure was used to translate the survey in to 

Russian there may have been some unexpected inconsistencies as to how 

the items were interpreted by the participants. Additionally, as the study 

participants were from a single organisation in Russia, the generalisability 

of these findings are limited to those organisations operating in a similar 

environment and with a similar culture. The organisation assessed in this 

study has a culture that is very focused on objectives and achievement 

related to targets. There is little warmth between colleagues and there is a 
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lack of concern for the well-being of employees from senior management. 

The average tenure of employees in this study was less then 2 years and this 

likely due to the cold climate. Furthermore, this environment is likely to 

have heavily influenced the results found in this study. Additional research 

in different sectors and cultures is needed to solidify these findings.  

This study focused on the advice network within an organisation, 

which is a positive network within an organisation. There are other positive 

networks, such as friendship and trust networks, that have been found to 

positively influence workplace performance, understanding the interplay 

amongst these positive networks and which is most beneficial to workplace 

performance is needed. Additionally, investigation of negative networks, 

such as a hindrance network, may also provide greater insight in to how the 

Dark Triad traits influence performance.  

Additionally, no information was recorded about physical proximity 

or shared offices so it is unclear if thee relationships formed are due to 

proximity and medium of communication. If individuals are based in the 

same office they are more likely to speak face-to-face whereas if they are 

based in different offices or even different floors they may be more likely to 

communicate via email or telephone. Future research should control for 

physical proximity and medium of communication.  

 Furthermore, investigation of the effects of personality and network 

variables on objective measures of individual performance are needed. As 

well as, understanding how a team or group’s personality contribute to their 

cohesion and group performance in an organisational setting.  
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Chapter 6: Risk all or risk nothing: Exploration of the moderating 

effects of Emotional Stability on the relationship between the Dark 

Triad and risk-taking 

6.1 Introduction 

 Risk is an inherent part of decision making; deciding between 

options that have different benefits, costs and likelihoods of occurring is 

risky.  The level of risk-taking that individuals prefer or undertake is very 

much dependent on the individual, activity, domain and/or situation (Soane 

& Chmiel, 2005). Excessive risk-taking describes decision making 

behaviour in which harm may significant outweigh benefit; for example in 

the health domain drug taking can be life endangering (harm) but provides 

users with some sort of short-lived benefit. Additionally, risk aversion 

describes decision-making behaviour in which individuals avoid even small 

levels of risk when the potential benefits could be large, such as 

opportunities to invest in relatively low-risk assets (Rogers, Viding, & 

Chamorro-Premuzic, 2013; Weber, 2010).  

 Psychologists have investigated three aspects of risk: risk 

perception, how individuals view the costs and benefits associated with a 

particular behaviour, activity, technology or decision (Slovic, 1987); risk 

preference or attitude, the level of risk an individual is comfortable taking 

(Weber & Milliman, 1997), and risk-taking behaviour, investigation of 

actual decision making under uncertainty that involves risk (Holt & Laury, 

2002; Sitkin & Weingart, 1995). Individual difference or personality 

psychologists examine the impact of personality traits and motivations on 

these three aspects of risk (Zuckerman & Kuhlman, 2001). In contrast, 

cognitive psychologists examine the thought processes and cognitive 

models that underlie risk and decision-making (Isen, Means, Patrick, & 

Nowicki, 1982). Furthermore, psychologists and behavioural economists 

also examine how the situation, environment or framing of a decision 

impacts an individual’s risk preference, perception or risk-taking behaviour 

(Benjamin & Robbins, 2007; Lauriola, Russo, Lucidi, Violani, & Levin, 

2005; Mano, 1994).     

Economists view risk-taking in terms of expected values, choice 

theory and probabilities where as psychologists examine risk-taking by 
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trying to understand the perceptions of risk and rewards and individuals’ 

attitudes towards those perceptions (Figner & Weber, 2015). As such there 

is no clear common definition of or way to measure risk-taking in the 

academic literature.  This has resulted in a multitude of different ways to 

examine risk as an outcome variable, including: self-report: preferences, 

sensation seeking and impulsivity, behavioural: balloon analogue risk task 

(BART), Columbia card task and lotteries, and measuring the frequency of 

risky behaviours (see Table 6.1 for a summary of the methods to measure 

risk-taking). Alongside the choice of risk measurement method the level of 

compensation, hypothetical vs. real, and the framing of the problem all 

influence individuals’ levels of risk taking (Frey, Pedroni, Mata, Rieskamp, 

& Hertwig, 2017). Furthermore, with the developmental of technology, such 

as wearables for monitoring and neuroimaging techniques, researchers have 

more recently begun to explore the physiological and neurological 

antecedents and consequences of risky decision making (Fooken & 

Schaffner, 2016; Kusev et al., 2017).  
Table 6.1: Measurement of risk 
Measurement method Construct Example 
Self-report Personality Impulsivity 
Self-report Personality Sensation seeking 
Self-report Risk perceptions & preference DOSPERT 
Self-report Risk preference Choice Dilemmas Questionnaire 
Behavioural Risk-taking behaviour BART 
Behavioural Risk-taking behaviour Iowa Gambling Task (IGT) 
Behavioural Risk-taking behaviour Columbia Card Task (CCT) 
Frequency Risk-taking behaviour Risk behaviours past month 

There is continued debate as to whether risk-taking is a stable trait 

(Figner & Weber, 2015). Recent research (Frey et al., 2017) has shown that 

individuals’ have a general factor for risk preference R, which is akin to the 

general factor of intelligence. However, a follow up study (Pedroni et al., 

2017) has found that the method for eliciting risk preferences may activate 

different cognitive processes and therefore create alternative risk 

preferences. However, it is clear that the individual, the situation and also an 

interaction between the individual and situation influence risk-taking 

(Figner & Weber, 2011). Additionally, researchers (Mata, Frey, Richter, 

Schupp, & Hertwig, 2018) have found divergence between stated risk 

preferences and behaviour, from self-report measures, and revealed 
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preferences and behaviour, from behavioural measures such as the BART. 

Furthermore, there is often little convergent validity between behavioural 

measures themselves. The temporal stability of self-report measures is 

higher than that of behavioural measures and experimental design can have 

a significant impact on behavioural measures (Berg, Dickhaut, & McCabe, 

2005). Potentially suggesting that individuals may not have the ability to 

accurately forecast their risk-taking behaviour, description—experience gap 

(Hertwig & Erev, 2009) or the effect of experimental design and potentially 

situational factors, can overpower the effect of stated risk preferences on 

behaviour.  

Although risk preferences differ from person to person and are 

dependent on the domain and the method of elicitation, research has shown 

that on average women and older individuals tend to be more risk averse 

than men and adolescents (Byrnes, Miller, & Schafer, 1999; Defoe, Dubas, 

Figner, & Aken, 2015). Additionally certain personality traits have also 

been found to positively correlate with risk-taking. 

6.1.1 Dark triad and Risk-taking 

 Investigation of individual difference correlates of risk-taking has 

found positive relationships between impulsivity and sensation seeking and 

risk-taking behaviour (Lauriola, Panno, Levin, & Lejuez, 2014). Sensation 

seeking is defined as a tendency to crave experiences that are novel and 

exciting and a willingness to take risk to be exposed to these experiences. 

The risk associated with these experiences leads to arousal which is a 

fundamental aspect of the experience for sensation seekers (Zuckerman, 

1994, 2007). Impulsivity, on the other hand, is a more complex construct, 

which encompasses four sub-factors: negative urgency, lack of planning and 

lack of perseverance, as well as overlapping with aspects of sensation 

seeking (Sharma, Markon, & Clark, 2014). The disinhibition associated 

with impulsivity, an in ability to regulate or control one’s desires in 

situations that may cause harm, is theorised to be the link between 

impulsivity and risk-taking behaviour (Lauriola et al., 2014).  

Investigation of personality traits has found that the Dark Triad traits 

positively correlate with both impulsivity and sensation seeking (Crysel et 

al., 2013). Individuals with Dark Triad traits are more likely to seek out 
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activities that provide thrills and are less likely to consider the potential 

harm associated with those activities. Additionally, low self-control and fast 

life strategies have also been found to be associated with the Dark Triad 

traits (Jonason & Tost, 2010). Alongside this the Dark Triad traits have been 

found to predict actual behaviours that involve risks, such as cheating 

(Baughman, Jonason, Lyons, & Vernon, 2014) and infidelity (Adams, 

Luevano, & Jonason, 2014). Consequently, personality researchers have 

investigated how the Dark Triad traits relate to all aspects of risk-taking: 

perceptions, preferences and behaviour, in order to better understand why 

these traits are associated with high risk activities such as a crime, substance 

abuse and cheating. However, the relationship between the individual Dark 

Triad traits and risk-taking is not consistent.  

Table 6.1 shows a summary of academic studies that have 

investigated the Dark Triad and some sort of risk-taking measure, including 

self-report risk-taking, behavioural measures and also disorders linked to 

excessive risk-taking such as gambling, as well as variables that are a proxy 

to risk-taking such as impulsivity and sensation seeking. The list of outcome 

variables was kept broad, as relatively few papers have examined the same 

risk-outcome measure because there are so many different measurement 

techniques and assessments of risk-taking. Therefore papers investigating 

gambling were included, such as Lakey, Rose, Campbell and Goodie 

(2008). Additionally those papers that include one or two of the Dark Triad 

traits were also included, such as Hunt, Hopko, Bare, Lejuez and Robinson 

(2005) which investigated the effect of the factors of Psychopathy on 

impulsivity and the BART. The results of these studies have been organised 

by risk measure and as the majority of studies have measure multiple risk 

measures there are multiple entries per study.  

A review of these studies shows that the majority of research has 

investigated Psychopathy or Narcissism. Machiavellianism has been 

examined as a Dark Triad trait but no studies have investigated 

Machiavellianism on its own. Additionally, students are the main type of 

participant used, followed by MTurk participants. One study examined 

adolescents (Malesza & Ostaszewski, 2016) and one investigated the 
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relationship between Psychopathy and risk-taking for incarcerated males 

(Swogger, Walsh, Lejuez, & Kosson, 2010).  

Examining the correlations across the different measures of risk 

taking it is clear that self-report risk propensity measures show a stronger 

and consistent correlation between the Dark Triad and risk taking even 

across different self-report assessments. However, correlations across 

behavioural measures such as the balloon analogue risk task (BART) and 

the Iowa gambling task (IGT) are less consistent, which suggests a lack of 

measurement invariance. As discussed above, the convergent validity of risk 

measures is low (Mata et al., 2018); the assessment of risk is not method 

invariant. Researchers (Frey et al., 2017) found a correlation of r = .06 

between self-report and behavioural measures of risk preferences.  

The correlations for Psychopathy and Narcissism appear more 

consistently positive and significant across the various risk measures, on the 

other hand the correlations between Machiavellianism and risk is less 

consistent. This suggests that risk-taking may not be predicted by what is 

core to the Dark Triad but rather what is unique to the individual traits. The 

next section examines the Dark Triad traits separately and their potential 

relationships with risk-taking. 
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Table 6.1: Review of Risk Studies that have investigated the effects of the Dark Triad 
Year Author S  Risk Measure DT  Psych Mach Narc DT 

Measure 
Risk Measure n Type 

2018 McKay, Garcia, 
Clapper and Shultz 

 DOSPERT 
  Social 
  Recreational 
  Financial 
  Health/Safety 
  Ethical 

  
.07* 
.31*** 
.45*** 
.51*** 
.59*** 

 
-.04 
.03 
.30*** 
.30*** 
.52*** 

 SRP, 
Mach-IV 

Domain-specific risk-taking (DOSPERT)  905 Students 

2016 Hosker-Field, 
Molnar and Book 

1 DOSPERT 
  Social 
  Recreational 
  Financial 
  Health/Safety 
  Ethical 

 IM        CA      EL       ASB 
.15*    .10     .21**  .07 
.13      .22** .44**  .09 
.30** .31** .30**  .20** 
.38** .27** .55**  .21** 
.46** .41** .42**  .29** 

  SRP Domain-specific risk-taking (DOSPERT)  194 Students 

  2 DOSPERT 
  Social 
  Recreational 
  Financial 
  Health/Safety 
  Ethical 

 IM     CA      EL     ASB 
.12*   .08     .25**  .04 
.33** .38** .52** .32** 
.35** .35** .41** .31** 
.44** .49** .63** .44** 
.59** .57** .54** .55** 

  SRP Domain-specific risk-taking (DOSPERT)  301 MTurk 

2009 Foster, Shenesey and 
Goff 

 DOSPERT    .30*** NPI Domain-specific risk-taking (DOSPERT)  605 Students 

2016 Malesza and 
Ostaszewski 

 Risk-taking: 
  Thrill-seeking 
  Rebellious 
  Reckless 
  Antisocial 

  
.20** 
.29** 
.48** 
.51** 

 
.21** 
-.01 
.01 
.00 

 
.39** 
.23** 
.30** 
.00 

Dirty 
Dozen 

Adolescent Risk-taking Questionnaire  248 Adolescen
ts 

2015 Lyons  Domain-Specific Risk-
taking 
  Between-group risk 
  Within-group risk 
  Environmental risk 
  Mating and resource risk 
  Reproductive risk 

 Primary   Secondary 
.24***           .41*** 
.31***           .30*** 
.17***           .31*** 
.47***           .54*** 
.25***           .24*** 

  SRP 15-item Domain-Specific Risk Taking Scale  75  

2014 Visser, Pozzebon 
and Reina-Tamayo 

1 Status-Driven Risk-taking  .43** .45** .27** Dirty 
Dozen 

Status-Driven Risk Taking (SDRT) - 8-item 
short form version of the SDRT  

178 Students 

  2 Status-Driven Risk-taking  .54** .28** .25** Short Dark 
Triad 

Status-Driven Risk Taking (SDRT) - 8-item 
short form version of the SDRT 

401 Students 

  3 Status-Driven Risk-taking  .65** .19** .39** Short Dark 
Triad 

Status-Driven Risk Taking (SDRT) - 8-item 
short form version of the SDRT 

166 Students 

2013 Crysel, Crosier and 
Webster 

1 ImpSS .24** .19** .22** .16** Dirty 
Dozen 

19-item Impulsivity and Sensation-Seeking 
(ImpSS) Scale  

109
7 

Students 
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  2 ImpSS .36** .26** .31** .31** Dirty 
Dozen 

19-item Impulsivity and Sensation-Seeking 
(ImpSS) Scale  

304 Mturk 

2016 Malesza and 
Ostaszewski 

 Imp - BIS 
  Attention 
  Motor impulsivity 
  Self-control 
  Perseverance 
  Cognitive complexity 
  Cognitive instability 
Imp - I7 
  Impulsivity 
  Venturesome 
  Empathy 

  
.36** 
.56**  
.05 
.26**  
.19*  
.32**  
 
.24**  
−.02  
−.24** 

 
−.04 
.00  
.02  
.00 
.22**  
.25**  
 
.03  
.01 
−.25** 

 
.18*  
.30**  
.19*  
.21**  
.52**  
.31** 
 
.19*  
.18*  
.04 

SRP, NPI 
and 
German 
Machiavell
ianism 
Scale 
(GMS) 

The BIS-11 is a widely used personality test of 
impulsivity  
 
The I7 was developed to measure impulsivity 
within the framework of Eysenck's conception 
of impulsivity  

298 Students 

2013 Crysel, Crosier and 
Webster 

1 Imp .22** .21** .20** .13** Dirty 
Dozen 

19-item Impulsivity and Sensation-Seeking 
(ImpSS) Scale  

109
7 

Students 

  2 Imp .29** .23** .24** .23** Dirty 
Dozen 

19-item Impulsivity and Sensation-Seeking 
(ImpSS) Scale  

304 Mturk 

2013 Dean et al.   
Imp 

 Primary   Secondary 
.28***           .61*** 

   Barratt Impulsiveness Scale-Version 11—(BIS-
11) 

129 Students 

2005 Hunt et al.    
Imp 

 SRP 1    SRP 2   SRP T 
-.30**     .15      -.01 

  SRP Barratt Impulsiveness Scale (BIS) 80 Students 

2011 Jones and Paulhus 1 Imp  .36** (m); .32** (f) .00 (m); .14 (f) .33* (m); .43** (f) SRP, 
Mach-IV, 
NPI 

Functional and dysfunctional impulsivity 
subscales  

142 Students 

  2 Imp  .48** (m); .52** (f) .27** (m); .35** (f) .55** (m); .22** (f) SRP, 
Mach-IV, 
NPI 

Functional and dysfunctional impulsivity 
subscales  

329 Mturk 

2011 Jones and Paulhus 1 Functional Imp  .19 (m); .07 (f) -.28* (m); -.05 (f) .51** (m); .34** (f) SRP, 
Mach-IV, 
NPI 

Functional and dysfunctional impulsivity 
subscales  

142 Students 

  2 Functional Imp  .14 (m); .26** (f) .10 (m); .15* (f) .46** (m); .29** (f) SRP, 
Mach-IV, 
NPI 

Functional and dysfunctional impulsivity 
subscales  

329 Mturk 

2011 Jones and Paulhus 1 Dysfunctional Imp  .36** (m); .37** (f) .17 (m); .22* (f) .06 (m); .28** (f) SRP, 
Mach-IV, 
NPI 

Functional and dysfunctional impulsivity 
subscales 

142 Students 

  2 Dysfunctional Imp  .58** (m); .50** (f) .32** (m); .39** (f) .35** (m); .10 (f) SRP, 
Mach-IV, 
NPI 

Functional and dysfunctional impulsivity 
subscales  

329 Mturk 

2013 Crysel, Crosier and 
Webster 

1 SS .19** .13** .18** .15** Dirty 
Dozen 

19-item Impulsivity and Sensation-Seeking 
(ImpSS) Scale  

109
7 

Students 

  2 SS .34** .23** .30** .30** Dirty 
Dozen 

19-item Impulsivity and Sensation-Seeking 
(ImpSS) Scale  

304 Mturk 
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2013 Crysel, Crosier and 
Webster 

2 Blackjack bets .12* .08 .09 .13* Dirty 
Dozen 

 304 Mturk 

2016 Malesza and 
Ostaszewski 

 BART explosions  .19* .01 .35** Dirty 
Dozen 

 248 Adolescen
ts 

2016 Carre and Jones  BART pumps 
BART explosions 

 ~.08 ~.08 ~.08 SRP, 
Mach-IV, 
NPI 

 87 Students 

2017 Brunell and Buelow 1 BART adjusted pumps no 
corr  

   NPI-40  353 Students 

  2 BART adjusted pumps no 
corr  

   NPI-40 
PNI 

 244 Students 

  3 BART adjusted pumps    .01 NaGS  312 Students 

2013 Crysel, Crosier and 
Webster 

2 BART pumps .07 .08 .10+ -.01 Dirty 
Dozen 

 304 Mturk 

2010 Swogger et al.  BART adjusted pumps  Total       F1      F2 
-.13       -.15     -.05 

  PCL-R  119 Inmates 

2005 Hunt et al.    
BART adjusted pumps 
BART explosions 

 SRP 1    SRP 2   SRP T 
.02         .26*     .21 
.04         .33**   .29* 

  SRP  80 Students 

2017 Brunell and Buelow 1 Iowa Gambling Task  no 
corr  

   NPI-40 Total disadvantageous selections 366 Students 

  2 Iowa Gambling Task no 
corr  

   NPI-40 
PNI 

Total disadvantageous selections 244 Students 

  3 Iowa Gambling Task    .10 NaGS Total disadvantageous selections 312 Students 

2013 Dean et al.  Iowa Gambling Task no 
corr  

   LSRP Iowa Gambling Task (IGT) 129 Students 

2008 Lakey et al. 3 Iowa Gambling Task    .21** NPI  351 Students 

2017 Brunell and Buelow 2 Columbia Card Task 
  Hot 
  Cold 

no 
corr  

   NPI-40 
PNI 

 244 Students 

  3 Columbia Card Task 
  Hot 
  Cold 

    
.25 
.08 

NaGS  312 Students 

2017 Brunell and Buelow 3 Game of Dice Task    .12 NaGS Game of Dice Task. GDT 312 Students 

2016 Malesza and 
Ostaszewski 

 Delay-discounting task  .18* -.09 .06 SRP, NPI 
and GMS 

Discounting was assessed at five delay intervals 
(1, 7, 30, 180, and 365 days later) 

298 Students 

2016 Malesza and 
Ostaszewski 

 Probabilistic discounting  -.04 .00 .52** Dirty 
Dozen 

 248 Adolescen
ts 

2013 Crysel, Crosier and 
Webster 

2 Probabilistic discounting .07 .02 .02 .12* Dirty 
Dozen 

 304 Mturk 
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2013 Crysel, Crosier and 
Webster 

2 Temporal discounting .13 .10+ .05 .17** Dirty 
Dozen 

 304 Mturk 

2016 Malesza and 
Ostaszewski 

 Stop Task  .16* -.06 .12* SRP, NPI 
and GMS 

The Stop-Signal Time task. Tests abilities of 
inhibition. 

298 Students 

2017 Trombly and 
Zeigler-Hill 

 DIGS  .29** .15** .14** LSRP, 
Mach-IV, 
NPI 

Diagnostic Interview of Gambling Severity 572 Students 

2008 Lakey et al. 2 DIGS    .26** NPI  182 Students 

  3 DIGS    .31** NPI  351 Students 

2014 Jones  Decision to gamble  .23* .22* .18* SRP, 
Mach-IV, 
NPI 

 237 Mturk 

2014 Jones  Money Lost  .18 .08 .02 SRP, 
Mach-IV, 
NPI 

 237 Mturk 

2004 Campbell, Goodie 
and Foster 

 Bet acceptance    .20* NPI  97 Students 

2008 Lakey et al. 1a Gambling amount 
Gambling frequency 

   .25* 
.26* 

NPI Self-report over last 6 months 102 Students 

  1b Gambling amount    .22** NPI Self-report over last 6 months 174 Students 

  2 Gambling frequency    .23** NPI Self-report over last 6 months 182 Students 

  3 Gambling frequency    .18** NPI Self-report over last 6 months 351 Students 

Note. *p  <  .05,  **p  <  .01, ***p < .001
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6.1.1.1 Psychopathy. 
 Psychopathy has been found to positively predict behaviours that 

can be described as high risk, such as criminal behaviour (Skeem & Cooke, 

2010), alcohol and drug abuse (Smith & Newman, 1990), and antisocial 

behaviour (Cooke, Michie, Hart, & Clark, 2004). This risk taking behaviour 

is thought to be caused by a lack of fear and/or a lack of sensitivity to 

punishment (Hare, 1965; Lykken, 1957). No fear of harm or the potential 

costs of a behaviour mean that individuals high in Psychopathy only see the 

benefits of a risky choice when weighing up decisions. Therefore they are 

more likely to engage in risky behaviour. Additionally, the negative 

consequences of risky decisions such as punishment also do not deter them 

from making the same risky choices in the future. However, the literature 

has also found that the positive correlations between Psychopathy and high 

risk behaviour is not consistent at the factor level (e.g. Smith & Newman, 

1990), which suggests that specific traits of Psychopathy may be linked to 

risk-taking rather than the variable as a whole.  

 As discussed in Chapter 1 different measures of Psychopathy 

propose different factor structures; there is support for dividing the construct 

into two, three or four factors. Figure 1.2 provides a summary of the factor 

structures associated with the most utilised measures of Psychopathy. As 

Table 6.1 shows, all the studies investigating the relationship between 

Psychopathy and risk-taking without the other two Dark Triad traits have 

examined the factors of Psychopathy in order to understand their differential 

relationship with risk-taking. All of these studies (Dean et al., 2013; Hosker-

Field et al., 2016; Hunt et al., 2005; Lyons, 2015) have found that not all the 

factors of Psychopathy are strong predictors of risk-taking. However, 

because of the alternative factor structures and models discussed in Chapter 

1 the correlations may appear inconsistent. Additionally, there is a 

suggestion from researchers (Muris et al., 2017) that combining primary and 

Secondary Psychopathy when investigating the Dark Triad traits is 

detrimental. Especially as research has shown that the two factors have 

different etiological processes (Fowles & Dindo, 2009), psychosocial 

correlates and respond differently to treatment (Skeem & Cooke, 2010). 
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Consequently, in line with previous chapters, Psychopathy will be split in to 

primary and Secondary Psychopathy.    

 Although many researchers agree that Primary Psychopathy and 

Secondary Psychopathy are distinct factors of Psychopathy, there is 

continued discussion about how to specifically distinguishes them from a 

measurement perspective. Researchers agree (Cleckley, 1976; Hare, 1965, 

1991; Lykken, 1995) that primary psychopaths have emotional detachment, 

a lack of anxiety and fear, where as secondary psychopaths have excessive 

Neuroticism, a lack of impulse control and increased sensation seeking. 

Consequently, early on measures of anxiety or fear were used to 

differentiate primary psychopaths from secondary psychopaths (Blackburn, 

1975; Brinkley, Newman, Widiger, & Lynam, 2004), however, since the 

development of assessments, such as the Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy 

scale and the Psychopathy Checklist –Revised, many researchers use these 

to distinguish the factors. However, while these assessments give scores for 

each factor they do not necessitate that the primary psychopaths have no 

levels of anxiety and the secondary psychopaths have high levels of anxiety 

(Newman, Maccoon, Vaughn, & Sadeh, 2005).   

 A review of the correlations in Table 6.1 show that the second 

factor, Secondary Psychopathy, or sub-factors of antisocial behaviour, such 

as erratic lifestyle and antisocial behaviour, have a positive significant 

relationship with risk-taking across different domains of risk-taking as well 

as different measurement tools. Factor 1, emotional detachment, or the sub-

factors of callous affect and interpersonal manipulation are less predictive of 

risk-taking. Utilising the BART to measure risk-taking, Hunt et al. (2005) 

found that only Secondary Psychopathy was predictive of explosions on the 

BART, which are considered to be maladaptive risk-taking, even when 

controlling for gender, impulsivity, authority problems, physiological 

reactions (heart rate, skin conductance and somatic anxiety) and the 

emotional detachment (Primary Psychopathy) factor of Psychopathy. In 

fact, Secondary Psychopathy was the only significant predictor of 

explosions. When examining adjusted-pumps Secondary Psychopathy was 

close to significance, p = .07. Furthermore, Dean et al. (2013) replicated 

these findings using a different measure of decision-making, the Iowa 



310 

Gambling Task. Again, while controlling for impulsivity and Primary 

Psychopathy, only Secondary Psychopathy was a significant predictor of 

risky deck selection.    

Therefore in the current study, Primary Psychopathy is expected to 

have no significant relationship with risk taking and Secondary Psychopathy 

is expected to have a significant positive relationship with risk taking. 

H1a: Primary Psychopathy will have no significant relationship with 

risk-taking. 

H1b: Secondary Psychopathy will have a significant positive 

relationship with risk-taking. 

6.1.1.2 Machiavellianism. 

Machiavellianism describes individuals who are long term strategic 

planners and able to suppress their immediate impulses and emotions 

(Rauthmann & Will, 2011). This description does not suggest an individual 

that will take excessive risks across all domains but rather suggests an 

individual that may take calculated risks in situations that benefit that 

individual. For example, manipulation of others and deception carries social 

risks if someone were to find out, but they lie at the core of the 

Machiavellianism.  

Consequently, the risk taking literature has very few studies that 

have examined Machiavellianism and risk taking in isolation (one exception 

would be Rim, 1966). The majority have included Psychopathy and 

Narcissism in combined measures of the Dark Triad (see Table 6.1). 

Although some of the studies have found significant correlations between 

Machiavellianism and risk taking, when it is assessed using the Short Dark 

Triad or the Dirty Dozen, these measures often have high intercorrelations 

between the Machiavellianism and Psychopathy factors: r = .60** in study 1 

and r = .52** in study 2 for Crysel et al. (2013) and for Visser et al., (2014) 

in study 1 r = .55**, in study 2 r = .45** and in study 3 r = .36**; 

additionally the correlations between Machiavellianism and status-driven 

risk taking in  Visser et al. seem to mirror the decline in intercorrelations: in 

study 1: r = .45**, in study 2: r = .28** and in study 3: r = .19**. 

Furthermore, the long-term planning aspect of Machiavellianism and the 

lack of significant correlation with Conscientiousness (Paulhus & Williams, 
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2002) suggest that Machiavellians are not impulsive risk-takers. Therefore 

in the current study, Machiavellianism is expected to have no significant 

relationship with risk taking.  

H1c: Machiavellianism will have no significant relationship with 

risk-taking 

6.1.1.3 Narcissism. 

 The link between Narcissism and risk taking is rather consistent in 

the literature. Narcissists tend to have greater confidence in their abilities 

and judgements and they perceive greater benefits when assessing choices, 

therefore they tend to make riskier choices (Campbell et al., 2004; Foster et 

al., 2009). The correlations between Narcissism and behavioural measures 

of risk taking, specifically probabilistic discounting and gambling related 

tasks and measures are consistently positive and significant (see Table 6.1).  

Therefore in the current study, Narcissism is expected to have a 

significant positive relationship with risk taking.  

H1d: Narcissism will have a significant positive relationship with 

risk-taking. 

6.1.1.4 Moderators of the Dark Triad and risk-taking. 

A handful of studies have examined moderators of the relationship 

between the Dark Triad and risk taking such as ego threat (Crysel et al., 

2013), gender (Trombly & Zeigler-Hill, 2017) and social support and 

coercion salience (Carre & Jones, 2016). However, these studies did not 

find much support for these moderators: ego threat (Crysel et al., 2013) was 

examined as a moderator between Narcissism and Psychopathy and risk 

taking but was only found to be significant for one risk-taking task: 

temporal discounting. Notably, the interaction term was only marginally 

significant, p = .10. But their results showed that negative feedback did 

increase temporal discounting and Narcissism was positively related to 

higher temporal discounting. Though these results are far from conclusive.  

Furthermore, social support was found to marginally interact with 

Narcissism on the BART so those participants with social support were less 

risky (had fewer average pumps) than those without. However, the authors 

used total pumps rather than adjusted pumps, i.e. pumps from those balloons 

that did not explode, total pumps can potentially give lower risk estimates 
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and the number of pumps is limited by the explosion. When examining 

coercion, which was simulated using a photograph of an individual that 

stressed out the participant, as a moderator, the interaction between 

Psychopathy and coercion was positive. So individuals high in Psychopathy 

in the coercion condition exploded more balloons that those in the control 

condition. The authors also found that this interaction effect seemed only to 

be significant in the last 20 balloons and not in the first 10 balloons, which 

warrants further examination.  

Previous research (Kaiser et al., 2015) examining what factors may 

mitigate the negative effects of dark side personality traits has found that 

Emotional Stability can moderate the effect of dark side personality on 

leadership behaviours assessed by others. Specifically, Kaiser et al. (2015) 

measured dark side personality using the Hogan Development Survey 

(HDS) and measured leadership behaviours using the Leadership Versatility 

Index (LVI), which utilises 360 degree feedback to calculate leadership 

scores. The authors investigated whether Emotional Stability measured by 

the adjustment scale from the Hogan Personality Inventory (HPI), would 

moderate participants dark side traits when predicting leadership scores. 

They found at high levels of adjustment, participant dark side traits had no 

predictive effects on their leadership scores but at low adjustment the 

negative effects of the Dark Triad traits were amplified. This finding was 

replicated for Bold (equivalent to Narcissism) from the HDS more recently 

by Simonet, Tett, Foster, Angelback and Bartlett, (2018), who found that for 

those participants with low adjustment high levels of Bold resulted in lower 

leadership scores. 

Additionally, researchers are calling for more research to investigate 

the interactive effects of personality traits, specifically interactions between 

the Dark Triad and bright side traits that may reduce the negative effects of 

the Dark Triad traits (Smith et al., 2018). Consequently, the current study 

looks to explore whether Neuroticism (Emotional Stability) could moderate 

the effects of the Dark Triad on risk-taking.  

Furthermore, there is suggestion that the heterogeneity found in 

Psychopathy may also extend to the other traits in the Dark Triad. (Miller et 

al., 2010) theorise that there is a vulnerable Dark Triad consisting of 
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Secondary Psychopathy, vulnerable Narcissism and borderline personality 

disorder. As with the Dark Triad, these three traits share low Agreeableness 

but unlike the Dark Triad they also have emotional disregulation and high 

Neuroticism in common. Moreover, impulsivity was found to account for 

significant variance in each of the vulnerable Dark Triad, which provides 

further evidence that Neuroticism may moderate the effect of the Dark Triad 

traits on risk-taking. Specifically, low Neuroticism, high Emotional 

Stability, could reduce the negative effects (i.e. excessive risk-taking) of 

Secondary Psychopathy and Narcissism on risk-taking and high levels of 

Neuroticism could amplify the negative effects of Secondary Psychopathy 

and Narcissism on risk-taking.  

Although, the mechanisms by which Narcissism and Secondary 

Psychopathy effect risk-taking are different: narcissists via overconfidence 

are expected to be higher risk-takers and secondary psychopaths via 

dysregulation and lack of impulse control are expected to be higher risk-

takers, it is expected that Neuroticism will mitigate the negative effects of 

both. Therefore in the current study, Neuroticism is expected to moderate 

the relationship between Secondary Psychopathy and risk taking. 

Additionally, Neuroticism is expected to moderate the relationship between 

Narcissism and risk taking. 

H2a: Neuroticism will moderate the relationship between Secondary 

Psychopathy and risk-taking.  

H2b: Neuroticism will moderate the relationship between 

Narcissism and risk-taking.   

6.2 Study 6.1a 

6.3 Method 

6.3.1 Sample 

 139 individuals agreed to take part and completed all of the 

personality assessments and self-report risk measures. In turn, 136 

participants also completed the BART. 84 individuals were male and 55 

female, the average age was 28.82 years with a standard deviation of 10.42 

years, a minimum age of 19 years and a maximum age of 63 years. Nearly 

96% of the sample spoke English as a first language and 44% were educated 
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to a college/university level, 50% to a masters level and 6% had a doctoral 

degree.  

6.3.2 Procedure 

 Students at University College London (UCL) were randomly 

approached in the UCL Science Library and asked to take part in a study 

examining personality and risk-taking. They were given a cracker snack in 

exchange for participation and were entered in to raffle for Amazon 

vouchers which was dependent on their total score on the BART. 

6.3.3 Measures. 

6.3.3.1 Psychopathy. 

Psychopathy was measure using the Levenson Self-Report 

Psychopathy Scale (LSRP) (Levenson et al., 1995). In this study the 

Cronbach’s alphas for the LSRP total, Primary Psychopathy and Secondary 

Psychopathy were: .94, .93 and .83 respectively.  

6.3.3.2 Narcissism. 

Narcissism was measured using the Narcissistic Personality 

Inventory NPI - 16 items (Ames et al., 2006). The Cronbach’s alpha for this 

scale in this study was .79.  

6.3.3.3 Machiavellianism. 

Machiavellianism was measured using the Machiavellian Personality 

Scale MPS (Dahling et al., 2009). In this study the Cronbach’s alpha for the 

entire 16-item scale was .92. 

6.3.3.4 Neuroticism. 

Neuroticism was measured using four-items from the 20-item Mini-

IPIP (International Personality Item Pool) created by Donnellan et al., 2006. 

The Mini-IPIP is derived from the 50-item IPIP – Five Factor Model 

developed by Goldberg, 1999. The Mini-IPIP is a short but reliable measure 

of Big Five personality. The four Neuroticism items were measured on a 6-

point Likert scale, ranging from Strongly disagree to Strongly agree. Items 

include “Have frequent mood swings”, “Am relaxed most of the time” 

(reverse scored), “Get upset easily” and “Seldom feel blue” (reverse scored). 

In this study the Cronbach’s alpha for these four items was .66. 

 

!
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6.3.3.5 Risk taking. 

Self-report risk taking. Risk taking was measured using a self-report 

measure of risk taking propensity. The seven item individual risk-attitudes 

questionnaire developed by Dohmen et al. (2011) was used. Participants 

were asked their willingness to take risks in general and then six specific 

domains: driving a car, making investments, leisure time and sports, career, 

physical health and trusting other people. Each item was measured on a 10-

point Likert scale ranging from “Not willing to take any risks at all” to 

“Very willing to take any risks”. In this study the Cronbach’s alpha for these 

seven items was .93. 

Self-report financial risk taking. Self-report financial risk taking was 

measured using 6 items from the financial sub-factor of the Domain-specific 

risk-taking (DOSPERT) (Blais & Weber, 2006). The financial sub-factor of 

this scale is composed of 3 items that measure investing, such as “Investing 

10% of your annual income in a new business venture.” and 3 items that 

measure gambling behaviours, such as “Betting a day’s income at the horse 

races.” Participants responded their likelihood of engaging in these 

behaviours on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from “Extremely unlikely” to 

“Extremely likely” and the Cronbach’s alpha for these six items was .90. 

Hypothetical risk taking. Two lottery questions were presented to 

participants in the survey. The first asked the participant to imagine a 

situation in which they had won some money and then asked them how 

much they would invest in a particular scenario. This lottery task was 

validated against risk preferences and real-world risk taking behaviours by 

(Dohmen et al., 2006, 2011) The second was an adapted version of the same 

hypothetical lottery. The second lottery asked the participant to imagine 

their organisation had won the same amount of money and had the same 

investment situation and they had been selected to allocate the money. This 

adaption was made to investigate whether the recipient of the lottery would 

alter participant’s risk level.   

Below is the text that accompanied the first lottery question. 

How would you react in the following situation?           

Imagine you have won £100,000 in a lottery. Immediately after 

receiving the lottery win, a well know bank offers you a financial investment 
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with the following strategy: There is a chance to double the investment 

within two years. But with the same possibility half of the money invested 

will be lost. You can put all or part of   your lottery earnings into this 

investment or reject the offer. What fraction of your lottery win would you 

put into this investment, which is risky but at the same time   promising high 

profits.          

Please select 1 of the following options: Nothing, An amount of 

£20,000, An amount of £40,000, An amount of £60,000, An amount of 

£80,000 or The entire amount of £100,000. 

For the second lottery question participants were told: “Now we are 

interested in your perceptions of risk-taking on behalf of an organisation. 

We would like you to answer the following questions as if you were 

investing money on behalf of an organisation you are employed by.”.  

Behavioural risk taking. Behavioural risk taking was measured using 

the Balloon Analogue Risk Task (BART) developed by Lejuez et al. (2002). 

The BART is a computer-simulation that shows participants a balloon on 

screen that can be pumped up. Alongside the balloon are two buttons 

labeled “Pump the balloon” and “Collect $$$” and two figures “Winnings 

from last round” and “Total balance”. The “Pump the balloon” button 

inflates the balloon and earns the participant 1 dollar per pump. The 

“Collect $$$” button banks the cash earned in the current round and resets 

the balloon. A number of studies have utilised the BART, it has been found 

to have adequate test-retest reliability (White, Lejuez, & de Wit, 2008) and 

is predictive of real-world risk-taking behaviour, such as smoking (Lejuez et 

al., 2003) and drug-use (Hopko et al., 2006).  

The following instructions were presented to participants before they 

saw the first balloon. “On the next page you will see 16 balloons, one after 

another, on the screen. Each balloon can be pumped up and eventually it 

will burst. The balloon burst points are randomised. Some balloons might 

pop after just one pump but others might not pop until they fill the whole 

screen. You get money for every pump. Each pump earns you 1 

dollar. HOWEVER, if a balloon pops before you bank your earnings (by 

clicking Collect $$$) you lose the money earned on that balloon. After 

pressing "Collect $$$" or when a balloon explodes you will be asked to 
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start a new round and a fresh balloon will appear. Your total money 

collected at the end of the game will determine your chances of winning a 

£25 Amazon voucher - if you win 100 dollars you will be allocated 100 

tickets for the random prize draw - the more tickets you have the higher 

your chance of winning the £25 prize. (You will be asked to provide your 

email address in order to contact you if you win - please note your email 

address will not be associated with you responses and will be kept 

confidential.) Press the button below to continue.” 

The balloons were randomly set to explode between 1 and 128 

pumps. If a balloon exploded, an animation would be shown on screen with 

an explosion sound effect and any money earned that round would be lost. 

Following this, a new balloon would appear on screen. As you can see in 

Figure 6.1, no detailed information was given about the probability of a 

balloon exploding. Dollars were used instead of Sterling denominations (£) 

to remind participants that they would not be receiving the cash amount at 

the end of the game.  The objective was for participants to collect the 

greatest amount of money possible as this would give them more raffle 

tickets and there by increase their chances of winning the £25 voucher. 

Figure 6.1: Appearance of balloon during BART 

!
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Each participant saw 16 balloons and they were set to explode on a 

variable ratio of 64 pumps. This level is the break-even point for the task so 

additional pumps up to 64 pumps provided greater reward than risk but any 

additional pumps after 64 pumps had greater risk than reward. The aim of 

this task is to model real world risk taking situations in which excessive risk 

(over 64 pumps) produces diminishing returns (i.e. more chance of an 

explosion and losing your money). For example, after the first pump the 

temporary bank has $1 and the second pump would result in a 100% 

increase in the temporary bank or a loss of $1.  However, after the 62nd 

pump the temporary bank would hold $62 so the 63rd pump would result in 

a 1.6% increase in the temporary bank but would risk the $62 already 

accrued.  

The following information was recorded for each participant: the 

total banked amount, the number of pumps for each round of balloon and 

whether the balloon exploded on that round. From this data the adjusted 

risk-taking score was calculated, which is the average number of pumps for 

the balloons that did not explode. The adjusted risk-taking score is preferred 

because the rounds in which the balloon exploded create a ceiling for the 

number of pumps for that round. Additionally, the number of balloon 

explosions was used as a variable to indicate more excessive risk-taking 

behaviour. 

6.3.3.6 Control Variables.  

Participant’s gender, age and level of education were recorded as 

control variables. 

6.4 Analysis 

Due to the significant correlations between the Dark Triad traits, the 

other Dark Triad traits were entered as control variables alongside gender 

and age, when testing for moderation. The moderation analysis was 

performed using the PROCESS macro in SPSS developed by Hayes (2013). 

Briefly, the Dark Triad traits and Neuroticism were mean-centered. 

Multiplying the mean-centered variables (Dark Triad traits) together with 

the mean-centered moderator (Neuroticism) created the interaction terms. 

The mean-centered variables together with their interaction term were 

entered in to the linear regression model. The effects of age and gender were 
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controlled for on the dependent variables (self-report risk-taking, lottery 

tasks, adjusted pumps and explosions on the BART) and moderator variable 

(Neuroticism). The PROCESS macro is based on ordinary least squares 

(OLS) regression and adopts a nonparametric bootstrapping procedure 

(1000 bootstrapped samples in this study), which gives rise to a bias-

corrected confidence interval (CI) for effect size inference. The presence of 

a significant effect is denoted if zero is not included by the upper and lower 

bound of 95% CI (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). 

6.5 Results 

6.5.1 Descriptive Statistics 

Table 6.2 shows the means, standard deviations and correlations for 

the independent and dependent variables in this study. The inter-correlations 

between the Dark Triad were significant and large. The largest was between 

Primary Psychopathy and Machiavellianism, r  = .871, p  < .000, and the 

smallest was between Secondary Psychopathy and Narcissism, r  = .424, p  

< .000. There were significant gender differences with woman have 

significantly lower levels of all of the Dark Triad traits and also lower self-

reported risk-taking, financial risk-taking, adjusted pumps on the BART and 

explosions on the BART.  

Age correlated significantly with the Primary Psychopathy, r  = -

.194, p  = .022, Secondary Psychopathy, r  = -.259, p  = .002, and 

Machiavellianism, r  = -.198, p  = .019, and Neuroticism, r  = -.199, p  = 

.019. There was no correlation between age and any of the risk measures. 

Unexpectedly Neuroticism was found to have a positive and significant 

correlation with Primary Psychopathy, r  = .288, p  < .001, however, as 

expected the correlation between Neuroticism and Secondary Psychopathy 

was larger, r  = .526, p  < .000. Neuroticism had a significant and positive 

correlation with Machiavellianism, r  = .360, p  < .000, but no significant 

relationship with Narcissism, r  = .128, p  = .128. 
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Table 6.2: Means, standard deviations and correlations for variables in study 1a 

  Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1 Sex 1.40 .49              
2 Age 28.82 10.42 .003             
3 Education 4.72 1.57 -.100 .378***            
4 Primary Psychopathy 3.18 .84 -.540*** -.194* .035           
5 Secondary Psychopathy 2.42 .79 -.292*** -.259** -.030 .690***          
6 Machiavellianism 3.40 .78 -.483*** -.198* .099 .871*** .670***         
7 Narcissism 8.72 3.29 -.505*** -.115 .099 .700*** .424*** .675***        
8 Neuroticism 2.85 .96 -.066 -.199* .032 .288*** .526*** .360*** .128       
9 SR Risk-taking 2.75 1.38 -.392*** -.158 .103 .586*** .511*** .522*** .544*** .357***      
10 Financial Risk-taking 31.32 13.80 -.484*** -.158 .022 .538*** .501*** .511*** .514*** .283*** .785***     
11 Lottery 1 1.06 .99 -.128 -.082 .096 .376*** .411*** .390*** .313*** .291*** .673*** .592***    
12 Lottery 2 .51 .79 -.095 .026 .075 .169* .324*** .176* .108 .301*** .547*** .492*** .569***   
13 Adjusted pumps BART 23.83 13.37 -.359*** -.063 .070 .532*** .443*** .525*** .535*** .266** .734*** .666*** .630*** .503***  
14 Explosions BART 3.22 2.41 -.255** .048 .045 .416*** .387*** .417*** .389*** .327*** .624*** .567*** .553*** .526*** .758*** 
Note. *p  <  .05,  **p  <  .01, ***p < .001, SR = Self-report
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 All of the risk-taking measures were significantly and positively 

correlated with one another, the largest correlation was between the self-

report general risk-taking and self-report financial risk-taking, r  = .785, p  < 

.000, and the smallest was between the self-report general risk-taking and 

the second hypothetical lottery task (which was a lottery on behalf of your 

organisation rather than yourself), r  = .492, p  < .000. The correlation 

between the self-report general risk-taking and the adjusted pumps on the 

BART was r  = .734, p  < .000 and explosions was r  = .624, p  < .000. 

 The correlations between the Dark Triad traits and the risk taking 

measures were mostly significant and positive, as expected the second 

hypothetical lottery task had the lowest correlations with all of the Dark 

Triad traits. Unexpectedly, the highest correlation was between Primary 

Psychopathy and self-report general risk-taking, r  = .586, p  < .000. 

Neuroticism had significant positive correlations with all of the risk-taking 

measures.  

6.5.2 Hierarchical Linear regression 

 In order to explore the differential impact of the Dark Triad traits on 

various risk taking measures a hierarchical linear regression analysis was 

conducted. In step 1, sex and age were entered as predictors and in step 2, 

all of the Dark Triad traits were entered as predictors. Table 6.3 shows the 

results of these hierarchical linear regressions for all of the measures of risk-

taking.  

 
Table 6.3: Hierarchical linear regressions of risk measures 
Dependent variable: Self-report risk-taking 
Variable β SE t β SE t 
Sex -.392*** .218 -5.042 -.092 .229 -1.121 
Age -.157* .010 -2.025 -.032 .009 -.469 
P1    .252 .255 1.624 
P2    .257** .167 2.658 
Mach    -.112 .250 -.790 
Narc    .285** .041 2.91 

R2  .18   .42  
F  14.79***   15.69***  

Δ R2      .24 
F      13.43*** 

Dependent variable: Self-report financial risk-taking 
Variable β SE t β SE t 
Sex -.484*** 2.075 -6.554 -.272** 2.296 -3.33 
Age -.157* .098 -2.128 -.050 .092 -.729 
P1    .003 2.556 .022 
P2    .304** 1.675 3.151 
Mach    .002 2.506 .017 
Narc    .238* .409 2.439 
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R2  .26   .42  
F  23.78***   15.77***  

Δ R2      .16 
F      8.97*** 

Dependent variable: Lottery Task 1 
Variable β SE t β SE t 

Sex -.128 .17 -1.509 .107 .192 1.127 
Age -.082 .008 -.963 .04 .008 .492 

P1    .022 .213 .122 
P2    .276* .14 2.455 

Mach    .155 .209 .939 
Narc    .135 .034 1.186 

R2  .02   .21  
F  1.60   5.76***  

Δ R2      .18 
F      7.68*** 

Dependent variable: Lottery Task 2   
Variable β SE t β SE t 

Sex -.095 .138 -1.113 -.035 .162 -.346 
Age .026 .006 .309 .113 .006 1.334 

P1    -.141 .180 -.745 
P2    .429*** .118 3.629 

Mach    .007 .117 .041 
Narc    .016 .029 .133 

R2  .01   .12  
F  .666   3.12**  

Δ R2      .12 
F      4.315** 

 
Dependent variable: BART adjusted pumps 
Variable β SE t β SE t 

Sex -.36*** 2.214 -4.442 -.059 2.373 -.676 
Age -.06 .103 -.744 .052 .094 .702 

P1    .107 2.752 .617 
P2    .149 1.781 1.423 

Mach    .099 2.824 .602 
Narc    .295** .433 2.808 

R2  .13   .35  
F  10.18***   11.60***  

Δ R2      .22 
F      10.81*** 

Dependent variable: BART Explosions 
Variable β SE t β SE t 

Sex -.084 .527 -.988 .082 .59 .856 
Age .016 .025 .187 .143 .024 1.761 

P1    -.007 .657 -.041 
P2    .388*** .43 3.437 

Mach    .171 .644 1.036 
Narc    -.051 .105 -.443 

R2  .01   .20  
F  .50   5.54***  

Δ R2      .19 
F      8.00*** 

Note. *p  <  .05,  **p  <  .01, ***p < .001 
 
Table 6.3 shows that for self-report risk taking, financial risk taking, 

the lottery task and BART explosions, Secondary Psychopathy positively 

correlates with greater risk-taking. Narcissism also positively correlates 

with risk taking for self-report risk taking, financial risk-taking and adjusted 

pumps on the BART. Both Primary Psychopathy and Machiavellianism 
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were not significantly related to risk taking for any of the measures. These 

results support H1a, H1b, H1c and H1d.  

For the self-report measures of risk-taking and adjusted pumps on 

the BART, gender was a significant related to risk-taking, with females, as 

expected, being lower risk-takers than males. However, inclusion of the 

Dark Triad traits in step 2 of the regressions reduced the effect of gender so 

it was no longer significant in predicting general risk-taking and adjusted 

pumps. The same effect was seen for age when predicting self-report 

general risk-taking. This suggests that some of the demographic effects on 

risk-taking are potentially a result of differences in personality traits.  

The variance explained in each dependent variable by the models 

varied somewhat: for the self-report measures R2 = .42; for lottery 1 R2 = 

.21; for lottery 2 R2 = .12; for adjusted pumps R2 = .35 and for explosions R2 

= .20. This suggests that other factors not measured in the current study may 

account for the variance in lottery choices and balloon explosions.  

6.5.3 Moderation Analysis 

 The results of the moderation analysis are displayed in Table 6.4 and 

Table 6.5. Neuroticism as a moderator was investigated separately for 

Secondary Psychopathy and Narcissism but the procedure was the same as 

outlined in the Analysis section above. This is because the proposed 

mechanisms by which Narcissism and Secondary Psychopathy effect risk-

taking are different: narcissists via overconfidence and secondary 

psychopaths via dysregulation and lack of impulse control. Therefore, 

including both interaction terms in a single model may confound the effects 

of each individual interaction. Table 6.4 shows the results of the interaction 

between Secondary Psychopathy and Neuroticism for all of the risk taking 

measures and Table 6.5 shows the results of the interaction between 

Narcissism and Neuroticism. 

 Neuroticism was found to moderate the effects of Secondary 

Psychopathy on all but one of the risk-taking measures. The overall model 

for Lottery task 1 was significant but none of the variables in the model 

were found to be significant predictors. Although Secondary Psychopathy 

was not a significant predictor of adjusted pumps on the BART in the 

hierarchical linear regression, the interaction term was significant in the 
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moderation analysis. For low Neuroticism (1 standard deviation below the 

mean), the effect of Secondary Psychopathy was b = -6.07, SE = 2.69, t = -

2.25, p = .026, for average levels of Neuroticism (mean levels of 

Neuroticism), b = -1.20, SE = 1.90, t = -.63, p = .531, and at high levels of 

Neuroticism (1 standard deviation above the mean), b = 3.67, SE = 1.98, t = 

1.98, p = .066. So as levels of Neuroticism increased, the effects of 

Secondary Psychopathy increased from negative to positive. Figure 6.2 is a 

graphical representation of these results. Therefore hypothesis 2a is 

supported.  

 When examining self-report risk-taking, unexpectedly Primary 

Psychopathy became a significant positive predictor, b = .535, SE = .49, t = 

2.146, p = .034, when Neuroticism and the interaction term were entered in 

to the analysis. For all the risk-taking measures, when Neuroticism and the 

interaction term (Secondary Psychopathy and Neuroticism) were entered in 

the analysis, the independent effects of Secondary Psychopathy became 

non-significant. However, for self-report risk-taking, Lottery task 2, and 

explosions on the BART, Neuroticism was a significant and positive 

predictor of risk-taking.  

 As there were high correlations between sex and both the Dark Triad 

traits and risk taking measures, the moderation analysis was repeated 

separating the data by sex. For males (n= 84), all of the risk measures had 

significant and positive interactions between Secondary Psychopathy and 

Neuroticism, the significance levels for each dependent variable were: risk-

taking p = .040, financial risk-taking p = .007, lottery 1 p = .009, lottery 2 p 

< .000, adjusted pumps p = .006, and explosions p < .000.  

On the other hand for females (n = 55), all of the risk measures did 

not have significant interactions between Secondary Psychopathy and 

Neuroticism, the significance levels for each dependent variable were: risk-

taking p = .860, financial risk-taking p = .801, lottery 1 p = .706, lottery 2 p 

= .941, adjusted pumps p = .925, and explosions p = .446. The only 

predictor that was significant was Secondary Psychopathy for financial risk-

taking, b = 12.20, SE = 4.86, t = 2.51, p = .016.   
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Table 6.4: Moderation analysis: Secondary Psychopathy and Neuroticism 
Dependent variable: Self-report risk-taking 
Variable β SE t p 
Sex -.291 .199 -1.464 .146 
Age -.006 .009 -.634 .528 
P1 .535* .249 2.146 .034 
Mach -.352 .271 -1.297 .197 
Narc .124* .054 2.296 .023 
Neu .289* .116 2.488 .014 
P2 .098 .219 .446 .656 
Neu x P2 .292* .147 1.990 .049 

R2  .47   F  10.14***   Δ R2  .02   F   3.96*     
Dependent variable: Self-report financial risk-taking 
Variable β SE t p 
Sex -7.847** 2.415 -3.249 .002 
Age -.088 .113 -.771 .442 
P1 .712 2.789 .255 .799 
Mach -.830 2.994 -.277 .782 
Narc .993 .543 1.829 .070 
Neu 1.254 .987 1.272 .206 
P2 2.963 2.243 1.321 .189 
Neu x P2 2.778* 1.256 2.212 .029 

R2  .44   F  17.73***   Δ R2  .02   F   4.89*     
Dependent variable: Lottery Task 1   Variable β SE t p 
Sex .201 .182 1.104 .272 
Age .003 .008 .397 .692 
P1 .078 .337 .230 .818 
Mach .130 .421 .309 .758 
Narc .042 .055 .768 .444 
Neu .120 .088 1.369 .173 
P2 .190 .205 .927 .356 
Neu x P2 .139 .091 1.528 .129 

R2  .23   F  6.04***   Δ R2  .01   F   2.33     
Dependent variable: Lottery Task 2 
 
Dependent variable: Lottery Task 2 

  Variable β SE t p 
Sex -.079 .138 -.573 .568 
Age .006 .007 .898 .371 
P1 -.057 .232 -.247 .805 
Mach -.095 .314 -.301 .764 
Narc .004 .047 .078 .938 
Neu .151* .068 2.237 .027 
P2 .163 .167 .976 .331 
Neu x P2 .309*** .067 4.652 .000 

R2  .23   F  7.52***   Δ R2  .08   F   21.64***     
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Dependent variable: BART adjusted pumps   
Variable β SE t p 
Sex -1.896 2.146 -.884 .379 
Age .022 .073 .305 .761 
P1 2.734 2.617 1.044 .298 
Mach .253 2.699 .094 .925 
Narc 1.196* .494 2.424 .017 
Neu 1.349 1.241 1.087 .279 
P2 -1.198 1.907 -.628 .531 
Neu x P2 5.066*** 1.455 3.481 .001 

R2  .44   F  11.20***   Δ R2  .08   F   12.12***     
Dependent variable: BART Explosions  Variable β SE t p 
Sex -.108 .440 -.245 .807 
Age .030 .019 1.612 .109 
P1 .461 .497 .928 .355 
Mach -.009 .501 -.019 .985 
Narc .135 .097 1.395 .166 
Neu .524* .226 2.322 .022 
P2 -.208 .408 -.509 .612 
Neu x P2 .919*** .230 3.989 .000 

R2  .35   F  8.95***   Δ R2  .08   F   15.91***     
Note. *p  <  .05,  **p  <  .01, ***p < .001 
 
Table 6.5: Moderation analysis: Narcissism and Neuroticism 
Dependent variable: Self-report risk-taking 
Variable β SE t p 
Sex -.313 .199 -1.575 .118 
Age -.006 .009 -.692 .490 
P1 .543* .246 2.212 .029 
P2 .187 .214 .873 .384 
Mach -.309 .275 -1.123 .263 
Neu .298* .115 2.605 .010 
Narc .095 .053 1.795 .075 
Neu x Narc .062* .031 1.994 .048 

R2  .47   F  10.31***   Δ R2  .02   F   3.97*     
Dependent variable: Self-report financial risk-taking 
Variable β SE t p 
Sex -7.951** 2.492 -3.191 .002 
Age -.081 .112 -.721 .472 
P1 .684 2.843 .240 .810 
P2 4.015 2.198 1.826 .070 
Mach -.446 3.019 -.148 .883 
Neu 1.340 .994 1.348 .180 
Narc .834 .557 1.497 .137 
Neu x Narc .383 .263 1.459 .147 

R2  .43   F  19.28***   Δ R2  .01   F   2.13     
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Dependent variable: Lottery Task 1   
Variable β SE t p 
Sex .190 .184 1.034 .303 
Age .003 .008 .345 .731 
P1 .082 .340 .242 .809 
P2 .230 .204 1.128 .261 
Mach .150 .423 .356 .723 
Neu .125 .089 1.405 .163 
Narc .028 .054 .513 .609 
Neu x Narc .031 .026 1.223 .224 

R2  .23   F  6.67***   Δ R2  .01   F   1.50     
Dependent variable: Lottery Task 2 
 
Dependent variable: Lottery Task 2 

  Variable β SE t p 
Sex -.092 .142 -.649 .518 
Age .007 .007 .967 .335 
P1 -.059 .237 -.248 .804 
P2 .277 .160 1.728 .086 
Mach -.052 .316 -.163 .871 
Neu .161* .072 2.243 .027 
Narc -.016 .046 -.347 .729 
Neu x Narc .046* .019 2.445 .016 

R2  .18   F  3.91***   Δ R2  .03   F   5.98*     
Dependent variable: BART adjusted pumps     
Variable β SE t p 
Sex -2.589 2.022 -1.281 .203 
Age -.001 .077 -.018 .986 
P1 3.131 2.550 1.228 .222 
P2 -.152 1.741 -.087 .931 
Mach .874 2.745 .318 .751 
Neu 1.787 1.277 1.399 .164 
Narc .617 .456 1.353 .179 
Neu x Narc 1.304*** .349 3.740 .000 

R2  .45   F  10.18***   Δ R2  .09   F   13.98***     
Dependent variable: BART Explosions  Variable β SE t p 
Sex -.253 .397 -.638 .525 
Age .024 .018 1.388 .168 
P1 .553 .491 1.127 .262 
P2 -.054 .356 -.153 .879 
Mach .101 .509 .197 .844 
Neu .608** .209 2.917 .004 
Narc .015 .090 .166 .869 
Neu x Narc .266*** .053 5.052 .000 

R2  .39   F  9.15***   Δ R2  .12   F   25.52***     
Note. *p  <  .05,  **p  <  .01, ***p < .001 
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Figure 6.2: Interaction effects of Neuroticism and Secondary Psychopathy on adjusted 
pumps on the BART 

 
Figure 6.3: Interaction effects of Neuroticism and Narcissism on adjusted pumps on 
the BART 
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Additionally, Neuroticism was found to moderate the effects of 

Narcissism on self-report risk taking, lottery task 2, adjusted pumps and 

explosions on the BART. Although, Narcissism was not a significant 

predictor of explosions on the BART in the hierarchical linear regression, 

the interaction term was significant. Figure 6.3 shows a graphical 

representation of the interaction effects between Narcissism and 

Neuroticism for adjusted pumps on the BART. 

For low Neuroticism (1 standard deviation below the mean), the 

effect of Narcissism was b = -.637, SE = .62, t = -1.03, p = .304, for average 

levels of Neuroticism (mean levels of Neuroticism), b = .617, SE = .46, t = 

1.35, p = .179, and at high levels of Neuroticism (1 standard deviation 

above the mean), b = 1.87, SE = .51, t = 3.66, p < .001. So as levels of 

Neuroticism increased, the effects of Narcissism increased from negative to 

positive. Therefore hypothesis 2b is supported.  

6.6 Study 6.1a: Summary of results related to hypotheses 

H1a: Primary Psychopathy will have no significant relationship with risk 

taking. Supported 

H1b: Secondary Psychopathy will have a significant positive relationship 

with risk taking. Supported 

H1c: Machiavellianism will have no significant relationship with risk 

taking. Supported 

H1d: Narcissism will have a significant positive relationship with risk 

taking. Supported 

H2a: The relationship between Secondary Psychopathy and risk taking will 

be moderated by Neuroticism. Supported 

H2a: The relationship between Narcissism and risk taking will be 

moderated by Neuroticism. Supported 

6.7 Discussion Study 6.1a 

The results of this study show that the Dark Triad traits have 

differential impact on various measures of risk taking with Secondary 

Psychopathy and Narcissism positively predicting risk taking on self-report, 

hypothetical and behavioural tasks. Additionally, as predicted Primary 

Psychopathy and Machiavellianism had no effect, which is inline with 

previous studies (Hunt et al., 2005; Malesza & Ostaszewski, 2016). 
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Furthermore, Neuroticism was found to moderate the effects of both 

Secondary Psychopathy and Narcissism on risk-taking. So individuals with 

high Neuroticism are volatile and struggle to control the negative effects of 

Secondary Psychopathy (and Narcissism) and therefore take higher and 

potentially excessive, risks. Whereas individuals with low Neuroticism are 

able to control the negative effects of Secondary Psychopathy and 

Narcissism on risk-taking. This is inline with previous research by Kaiser et 

al. (2015), which showed that greater Emotional Stability can protect or 

insulate an individual’s dark personality traits.  

When the data was separated by sex, it became clear that the 

moderation effects were larger in the male group than the female group. For 

the males, the interaction between Neuroticism and Secondary Psychopathy 

was signficant for all of the risk measures. For females, none of the 

interactions were signficant. Although the sample of females was small (n 

=55), these results suggest that the relationship between the Dark Triad 

traits, Neuroticism and risk-taking may be different for males and females.  

Although the moderation effects were signficant across the risk-

taking measures, the level of signficance and the variance explained by the 

models varied for each risk measure. This could be because each risk 

measure is assessing different aspects of a general risk factor (Frey et al., 

2017). The signficance of the interaction and R2 for the self-report measures 

and the BART measures were consistently higher than the lottery tasks. The 

lower explanatory power of the variables for the lottery tasks suggests other 

factors may influence how participants respond to such a lottery task. The 

lack of incentive or compensation for the lottery task may have caused 

participants to respond inaccurately. Other research has found that 

hypothetical lottery tasks can be poor predictors of real-world risk-taking 

behaviour (Szrek, Chao, Ramlagan, & Peltzer, 2012). The high variance 

explained in the self-report measures could be due to common-method 

variance, however, the similar results displayed for the behavioural task (the 

BART) suggests the effects are unlikely to be caused wholly by the single-

source of data.  
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Although, the reliability of Neuroticism was acceptable, � = .66 it 

was lower than the rest of the measures in this study. This may have been 

caused by the sample size or the fact the measure consists of only 4 items.  

 There are a number of limitations with this study, the sample size 

was small and made up of students and therefore the results cannot be 

generalised to the rest of the population. A follow up replication study with 

a large sample that is more representative of the general population is 

needed. Additionally, the considerable gender differences that were noted 

above suggest potentially differential effects of the Dark Triad traits on 

males vs. females. This warrants further investigation.  

6.8 Study 6.1b 

This study will expand the investigation of the previous study, by 

investigating a three-way interaction between gender, Neuroticism and the 

Dark Triad traits on risk-taking measures, in a larger more diversified 

sample. It is hypothesised that high levels of Neuroticism in males results in 

a greater positive effect of Secondary Psychopathy on risk-taking but the 

same relationship is not expected in females. Additionally, it is expected the 

same three-way interaction will be significant for Narcissism. Furthermore, 

the hypotheses from the previous study will also be tested: H1a, H1b, H1c, 

H1d, H2a and H2b. 

H3a: Neuroticism is expected to moderate the relationship between 

risk-taking and Secondary Psychopathy for males but not females.  

H3b: Neuroticism is expected to moderate the relationship between 

risk-taking and Narcissism for males but not females. 

6.9 Method 

6.9.1 Sample 

 261 individuals agreed to take part and completed all of the 

personality assessments and self-report risk measures. In turn, 255 

participants also completed the BART. 119 individuals were male and 138 

female, the average age was 26.98 years with a standard deviation of 8.87 

years, a minimum age of 18 years and a maximum age of 74 years. The 

majority, 74%, of the sample spoke English as a first language. 17% were 

educated to a high-school level, 58% were educated to a college/university 

level, 18% to a masters level and 3% had a doctoral degree. The majority of 
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participants were from the UK (37%) or the US (35%), with some from 

Canada (5%), Germany (3%), Australia (2%) and others.  

6.9.2 Procedure 

 This sample was collected using an online survey that was 

advertised on the message boards of a number of social platforms in groups 

specifically for individuals interested in taking part in surveys. For example, 

one such group has 50,000 subscribers. Participants were incentivised to 

take part in the survey by offering the chance to win a £25 amazon voucher. 

Each participant was allocated tickets depending on their final score on the 

risk-taking element of the survey. Additionally, all participants were given 

feedback on their dark side personality scores. 

6.9.3 Measures. 

 The same measures as study 6.1a were used in this study – the 

alphas are given in parenthesis in the correlation table (Table 6.6).  

6.10 Analysis 

Due to the significant correlations between the Dark Triad traits, the 

other Dark Triad traits were entered as control variables alongside gender 

and age, when testing for moderation. The moderation analysis was 

performed using the PROCESS macro in SPSS developed by Hayes (2013). 

Briefly, the Dark Triad traits, Neuroticism and gender were mean-centered. 

Interaction terms were then created by multiplying the mean-centered 

variables (Dark Triad traits) together with the mean-centered moderators 

(Neuroticism and gender), which resulted in four interaction terms: Dark 

Triad trait x Neuroticism, Dark Triad trait x gender, Neuroticism x gender 

and Dark Triad trait x Neuroticism x gender. The mean-centered variables 

together with their interaction terms were entered in to the linear regression 

model. The effects of age and gender were controlled for on the dependent 

variables (self-report risk-taking, lottery tasks, adjusted pumps and 

explosions on the BART) and moderator varaibles (gender and 

Neuroticism). The PROCESS macro is based on ordinary least squares 

(OLS) regression and adopts a nonparametric bootstrapping procedure 

(1000 bootstrapped samples in this study), which gives rise to a bias-

corrected confidence interval (CI) for effect size inference. The presence of 
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a significant effect is denoted if zero is not included by the upper and lower 

bound of 95% CI (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). 

6.11 Results 

6.11.1 Descriptive Statistics 

Table 6.6 shows that for this sample sex is significantly correlated to 

Neuroticism, self-report risk-taking and financial risk-taking, with females 

having higher levels of Neuroticism and lower self-report risk-taking. There 

is no relationship between sex and any of the Dark Triad traits in this 

sample. Age and Education level was negatively correlated with Primary 

Psychopathy, Secondary Psychopathy, Machiavellianism and Neuroticism. 

So older and more educated participants had lower levels of the Dark Triad 

traits.  
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Table 6.6: Means, standard deviations, correlations and Cronbach’s alphas for Study 1b variables 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note. *p  <  .05,  **p  <  .01, ***p < .001, SR = Self-report, Cronbach’s alphas are given in parentheses

  
Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1 Sex 1.54 .50 
             2 Age 26.98 8.87 -.036 

            3 Education 4.08 1.64 -.022 .409*** 
           4 Primary Psychopathy 2.57 .89 -.081 -.157* -.172** (.92) 

         5 Secondary Psychopathy 2.94 .72 -.031 -.212*** -.269*** .427*** (.72) 
        6 Machiavellianism 3.07 .84 -.085 -.162** -.204*** .835*** .423*** (.89) 

       7 Narcissism 4.03 3.09 -.065 .080 .049 .496*** .175** .439*** (.74) 
      8 Neuroticism 3.61 1.11 .290*** -.156* -.253*** .025 .339*** .186** -.171** (.79) 

     9 SR Risk-taking 5.04 1.41 -.208*** -.054 .096 .252*** .144* .211*** .276*** -.206*** (.75) 
    10 Financial Risk-taking 16.35 6.20 -.202** -.016 .090 .356*** .123* .320*** .365*** -.241*** .547*** (.73) 

   11 Lottery 1 1.41 1.32 -.085 -.021 -.018 .195** .053 .096 .226*** -.157* .297*** .300*** 
   12 Lottery 2 1.49 1.23 .056 -.115 -.028 .248*** .134* .181** .187** -.074 .162** .172** .445** 

  13 Adjusted pumps BART 25.52 14.75 -.013 -.045 -.029 .047 .096 .020 .107 -.043 .121 .118 .139* .111 
 14 Explosions BART 3.51 2.07 .016 -.062 .011 .037 .074 .006 .071 -.042 .190** .180** .145* .061 .701*** 
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The inter-correlations between the Dark Triad were significant but 

not as large as those seen in the previous study. The largest was between 

Primary Psychopathy and Machiavellianism, r  = .835, p  < .000, and the 

smallest was between Secondary Psychopathy and Narcissism, r  = .175, p  

= .005. Neuroticism was found to have no significant correlation with 

Primary Psychopathy, r  = .025, p  = .688, a significant and positive 

correlation with Secondary Psychopathy, r  = .339, p  < .000. Additionally, 

Neuroticism had a significant and positive correlation with 

Machiavellianism, r  = .186, p  = .002, and a significant and negative 

correlation with Narcissism, r  = -.171, p  = .006. 

The correlations between the risk-taking measures were less 

consistent compared to the previous study. The self-report risk-taking 

measures were positively correlated, r  = .547, p  < .000, and these were 

correlated with the hypothetical lottery tasks and explosions on the BART 

but were not correlated with adjusted pumps on the BART. The correlation 

between the self-report general risk-taking and the adjusted pumps on the 

BART was r  = .121, p  = .053 and explosions was r  = .118, p  = .061. The 

only significant positive correlation with adjusted pumps on the BART was 

lottery 1, r  = .139, p  = .026. 

The correlations between the Dark Triad traits and the self-report 

risk taking measures were significant and positive, however, the highest 

correlation was between Narcissism and self-report financial risk-taking, r  

= .365, p  < .000. Also, surprisingly the correlations between the risk-taking 

measures and Secondary Psychopathy were the lowest of all the Dark Triad 

traits: risk-taking, r  = .144, p  = .020, financial risk-taking, r  = .123, p  = 

.047, lottery 1, r  = .053, p  = .390 and lottery 2, r  = .134, p  = .031. 

In contrast to the previous study, Neuroticism had significant 

negative correlations with the risk-taking measures: risk-taking, r  = -.206, p  

< .001, financial risk-taking, r  = -.241, p  < .000, lottery 1, r  = -.157, p  = 

.011 and lottery 2, r  = -.074, p  = .234.  

6.11.2 Three-way Interaction Analysis 

 Table 6.7 shows the interaction analysis for Secondary Psychopathy, 

Neuroticism and sex on the various risk-taking measures. For the majority 

of the risk-taking variables: Lottery 1, Lottery 2, adjusted pumps on BART 
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and explosions on BART, none of the predictors are significant and little 

variance of the dependent variables is explained by the predictors.   

6.12 Study 6.1b: Summary of results related to hypotheses 

H1a: Primary Psychopathy will have no significant relationship with risk 

taking. Supported 

H1b: Secondary Psychopathy will have a significant positive relationship 

with risk taking. Partially supported 

H1c: Machiavellianism will have no significant relationship with risk 

taking. Supported 

H1d: Narcissism will have a significant positive relationship with risk 

taking. Partially supported 

H2a: The relationship between Secondary Psychopathy and risk taking will 

be moderated by Neuroticism. Partially supported 

H2a: The relationship between Narcissism and risk taking will be 

moderated by Neuroticism. Not supported 

H3a: There will be a significant three-way interaction between gender, 

Secondary Psychopathy and Neuroticism on risk-taking. Not supported 

H3b. There will be a significant three-way interaction between gender, 

Narcissism and Neuroticism on risk-taking. Not supported 
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Table 6.7: Three-way interaction effects of Secondary Psychopathy, Neuroticism and gender on risk-taking measures 
Risk-taking         R2 = .19, F = 4.80*** Financial            R2 = .27, F = 8.96*** Lottery 1             R2 = .10, F = 2.58** 

 b SE t p  b SE t p  b SE t p 
Age -.009 .014 -.682 .496 Age -.003 .038 -.081 .936 Age -.005 .013 -.364 .716 
P1 .121 .209 .580 .562 P1 .649 .715 .907 .365 P1 .380 .201 1.891 .060 
Mach  .084 .217 .385 .700 Mach  1.028 .772 1.333 .184 Mach  -.312 .180 -1.738 .083 
Narc .072 .034 2.093 .037 Narc .392 .152 2.573 .011 Narc .075 .043 1.763 .079 
Neu -.264 .107 -2.471 .014 Neu -1.316 .371 -3.543 .001 Neu -.119 .083 -1.437 .152 
P2 .279 .132 2.121 .035 P2 .728 .588 1.239 .217 P2 -.028 .129 -.219 .827 
P2 x Neu .057 .136 .418 .677 P2 x Neu -1.191 .459 -2.594 .010 P2 x Neu -.066 .125 -.530 .597 
Sex -.323 .194 -1.666 .097 Sex -1.025 .794 -1.292 .198 Sex -.177 .176 -1.003 .317 
P2 x Sex -.201 .265 -.757 .450 P2 x Sex .752 1.079 .697 .487 P2 x Sex .047 .269 .173 .863 
Neu x Sex -.342 .188 -1.826 .069 Neu x Sex -.336 .682 -.492 .623 Neu x Sex .166 .162 1.022 .308 
P2 x Neu x Sex -.191 .274 -.697 .487 P2 x Neu x Sex -.529 .941 -.562 .575 P2 x Neu x Sex .282 .254 1.107 .269 
Lottery 2             R2 = .10, F = 1.97* Adjusted             R2 = .02, F = .58 Explosions          R2 = .03, F = .61 

 b SE t p  b SE t p  b SE t p 
Age -.013 .010 -1.319 .189 Age -.084 .119 -.704 .482 Age -.015 .019 -.787 .432 
P1 .285 .175 1.635 .103 P1 -.463 2.038 -.227 .820 P1 .031 .295 .105 .917 
Mach  -.056 .173 -.324 .746 Mach  -.969 2.153 -.450 .653 Mach  -.176 .325 -.541 .589 
Narc .031 .031 1.012 .313 Narc .567 .373 1.520 .130 Narc .049 .050 .978 .329 
Neu -.141 .096 -1.474 .142 Neu -.748 .995 -.752 .453 Neu -.084 .155 -.539 .590 
P2 .127 .134 .947 .344 P2 2.120 1.544 1.373 .171 P2 .243 .229 1.061 .290 
P2 x Neu -.097 .148 -.657 .512 P2 x Neu -.146 1.200 -.122 .903 P2 x Neu -.020 .203 -.101 .920 
Sex .290 .179 1.619 .107 Sex -.073 2.265 -.032 .974 Sex .066 .316 .210 .834 
P2 x Sex -.053 .249 -.214 .831 P2 x Sex .182 2.955 .062 .951 P2 x Sex .040 .451 .089 .929 
Neu x Sex .027 .174 .157 .876 Neu x Sex .333 1.841 .181 .857 Neu x Sex -.401 .284 -1.413 .159 
P2 x Neu x Sex -.044 .284 -.154 .878 P2 x Neu x Sex .958 2.415 .397 .692 P2 x Neu x Sex .123 .408 .300 .764 

Note. *p  <  .05,  **p  <  .01, ***p < .001, lines in bold p < .05, lines in italics p < .10 
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6.13 Discussion Study 6.1b 

 The results of this study did not support the hypotheses for this study 

or replicate the results that were found in the previous study. There are a 

number of reasons that may explain these results. Firstly, the gender 

differences found between the Dark Triad traits in the first study, and that 

have been consistently found in the literature (Muris et al., 2017), were not 

replicated in this sample. Females have been found to report lower levels of 

Dark Triad traits than males. Additionally, Neuroticism in this sample was 

found to be higher in females than males, which was also not found in the 

previous sample. Also, the levels of Neuroticism in this sample were on 

average higher than those in the first study (mean = 3.61 for current study 

and mean = 2.85 for study 6.1a). Additionally this sample reported higher 

levels of Secondary Psychopathy (M = 2.94) compared to Primary 

Psychopathy (M = 2.57) and the sample from Study 6.1a reported higher 

levels of Primary Psychopathy (M = 3.18) compared to Secondary 

Psychopathy (M = 2.42). Furthermore the levels of self-report risk-taking in 

the current sample were M = 5.04 and in sample 1a were M = 2.75. 

The higher levels of Neuroticism and Dark Triad traits in this sample 

could have constrained the range of values and limited the predictability of 

the moderation analysis. Furthermore, as the trait Neuroticism is made up of 

a number of negative traits such as anxiety, emotional volatility and 

depression, the effects of anxiety and depression could have subdued the 

effects of emotional stability (emotional volatility). Research has shown that 

not all negative emotions are equal in the risk attitudes they elicit. 

Individuals that are sad have been found to be risk-seeking and those that 

are anxious are risk-averse (Raghunathan & Pham, 1999). The current 

sample could have been highly anxious and consequently the moderating 

effects of Neuroticism, specifically emotional stability, would have been 

supressed. Therefore, follow up research should utilise a more in-depth 

assessment of Neuroticism that encompasses these sub factors.  

Additionally, the R2 for the dependent variables in this study were 

significantly lower than those found in the previous study, as an example for 

adjusted pumps on the BART R2 = .02 in this study and in the previous 

study R2 = .45 for the same dependent variable. The sample for this study 
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was considerably more diverse from an education and country perspective; 

cultural differences may have influenced the results found in this study. 

Research has shown that individuals from different cultures may perceive 

risks differently and as a result may display different risk preferences and 

therefore risk-taking behaviour. Furthermore, the theoretical money 

displayed in the BART was in cents and dollars, individuals from countries 

with different currencies may perceive the value of a cent very differently.  

Therefore, follow up research should try to isolate culture effects but 

examining individuals from a specific country or region. 

6.14 Studies 6.2a & 6.2b 

This study will replicate the analysis of the previous study on 

participants from the US, by investigating a three-way interaction between 

gender, Neuroticism and the Dark Triad traits on risk-taking measures. A 

US sample should reduce any potential cultural differences in perceptions 

and attitudes towards risk-taking. Furthermore, an online participant pool 

will be used to gather a larger and more demographically diverse sample in 

terms of age and education, which should provide adequate variance to test 

for moderation effects.  

Additionally, a more extensive and reliable measure of Neuroticism 

will be used that contains the factor of emotional volatility; this factor will 

be investigated as a moderator. It is hypothesised that high levels of 

emotional volatility in males results in a greater effect of Secondary 

Psychopathy on risk-taking, more excessive risk-taking but the same 

relationship is not expected in females (H1a). Additionally, it is expected 

the same three-way interaction will be significant for Narcissism (H1b).   

H1a: There will be a significant three-way interaction between 

gender, Secondary Psychopathy and Neuroticism on risk-taking.  

H1b. There will be a significant three-way interaction between 

gender, Narcissism and Neuroticism on risk-taking.  

6.15 Method 

6.15.1 Samples 

 6.15.1.1 Sample 2a.  

344 participants completed all of the self-report risk measures and of 

those individuals 304 completed the behavioural risk task (the BART). The 
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sample consisted of 171 males and 172 females; the average age was 36.53 

years with a standard deviation of 10.99 years, a minimum age of 18 years 

and a maximum age of 74 years. The majority, 98%, of the sample spoke 

English as a first language. 60% were educated to a college/university level, 

15% to a masters level and 4% had a doctoral degree, the rest were educated 

to a high school equivalent. All of the participants were from US. 

6.15.1.2 Sample 2b.  
136 participants completed all of the self-report risk measures and of 

those individuals 120 completed the behavioural risk task (the BART). The 

sample consisted of 89 males and 47 females; the average age was 33.05 

years with a standard deviation of 8.59 years, a minimum age of 19 years 

and a maximum age of 66 years. The majority, 58%, of the sample spoke 

English as a first language. 65% were educated to a college/university level, 

31% to a masters level and 3% had a doctoral degree. All of the participants 

were from India. 

6.15.2 Procedure 

 An online survey was created and added to MTurk. Individuals 

living in the United States (sample 2a) or India (sample 2b) were requested 

to take part and those participants that completed the survey were 

compensated $1.25. Two attention checks were placed in the survey, which 

required participants to read the introductory text and then respond with a 

specific answer, individuals who failed this attention task were not 

compensated and were not included in the sample. This is standard practice 

when collecting data from participants from paid online sample pools. 

6.15.3 Measures. 

The Dark Triad traits were measured using the same assessments in 

all of the previous studies. Neuroticism was measured using the BFI2 (Soto 

& John, 2017) described below. As the BFI2 is a longer assessment of 

personality the number of risk measures was reduced to ensure the brevity 

of the survey. The risk measures included were the self-report general risk-

taking (7 items), the hypothetical lottery (lottery 1), and the BART. All of 

the risk measures were assessed using the same measures as the previous 

studies and the alphas are given in parenthesis in the correlation table below 

(Table 6.8). 
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 6.15.3.1 Neuroticism. 

Neuroticism was measured using 12 items from the BFI2 on a 6-

point Likert scale, ranging from Strongly disagree to Strongly agree. 

Neuroticism is made up of 3 sub factors: anxiety, depression and emotional 

volatility; each sub factor is made up of 4 items. The Items include “Is 

relaxed, handles stress well” (reverse scored) for anxiety, “Stays optimistic 

after experiencing a set back” (reverse scored) for depression, “Is moody, 

has up and down mood swings” for emotional volatility. In this study the 

Cronbach’s alpha for Neuroticism was .93, for anxiety was .84, for 

depression was .85, and for emotional volatility was .80.   

6.16 Analysis 

The analysis for this study was the same as that used in the previous 

study (Study 1b). However, emotional volatility was included as a 

moderator rather than Neuroticism; the other sub factors of Neuroticism: 

anxiety and depression were entered as control variables in the analysis.  

6.17 Results 

6.17.1 Descriptive Statistics  

6.17.1.1 Sample 2a. 

Table 6.8 shows that for sample 2a sex is significantly correlated to 

anxiety but not the other factors of Neuroticism or with Neuroticism as a 

whole.  So females have higher levels of anxiety than the males in this 

sample. Sex was also correlated with self-report risk-taking, with women 

reporting lower risk-taking. Similar to Study 1a sex was negatively 

correlated with all of the Dark Triad traits so women in this sample, as 

expected, have lower levels of the Dark Triad traits compared to men.  

Age was negatively correlated with Primary Psychopathy, 

Secondary Psychopathy, Machiavellianism and all of the factors of 

Neuroticism, as well as self-report risk-taking and the lottery task. Older 

participants had lower levels of the Dark Triad traits, Neuroticism and risk-

taking. Inline with expectations, education level had no correlation with any 

of the personality traits or risk-taking measures. 

The inter-correlations between the Dark Triad were significant: the 

largest was between Primary Psychopathy and Machiavellianism, r  = .790, 

p  < .000, and the smallest was between Secondary Psychopathy and 
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Narcissism, r  = .219, p  < .000. Neuroticism was found to have a positive 

correlation with Primary Psychopathy though very close to the significance 

threshold, r  = .107, p  = .047. Neuroticism had a significant and positive 

correlation with Secondary Psychopathy, r  = .543, p  < .000. Additionally, 

Neuroticism had a significant and positive correlation with 

Machiavellianism, r  = .160 p  = .003, and a significant and negative 

correlation with Narcissism, r  = -.179, p  < .001. 

As expected there was no significant correlation between Primary 

Psychopathy and anxiety, r  = -.013, p  = .808. Though, Primary 

Psychopathy did have significant positive correlations with depression, r  = 

.171, p  = .001 and emotional volatility, r  = .141, p  = .009. Secondary 

Psychopathy had significant positive correlations with all of the sub factors 

of Neuroticism. Narcissism had significant negative correlations with all of 

the sub factors of Neuroticism expect for emotional volatility for which the 

correlation was negative but not significant, r  = -.086, p  = .110.  

The correlations between the risk-taking measures were less 

consistent: self-report risk-taking was positively correlated with the 

hypothetical lottery task, r  = .438, p  < .000. Adjusted pumps on the BART 

and explosions on the BART were correlated, r  = .529, p  < .000. But again 

there was no significant correlation between the self-report measures and 

the behavioural risk-taking measures. The correlation between the self-

report general risk-taking and the adjusted pumps on the BART was r  = 

.069, p  = .232 and explosions was r  = .089, p  = .123. None of the 

personality variables or demographic variables had any significant 

correlations with adjusted pumps or explosions on the BART. 
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Table 6.8: Means, standard deviations, alphas, and correlations for Study 6.2 sample 2a.  

  
Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

1 Sex 1.50 .50 
              2 Age 36.53 10.99 .009 

             3 Education 4.37 1.41 -.147** .127* 
            4 Primary Psychopathy 2.57 .93 -.345*** -.227*** .059 (.92) 

          5 Secondary Psychopathy 2.65 .86 -.168** -.239*** -.001 .629*** (.83) 
         6 Machiavellianism 2.90 .97 -.360*** -.231*** .065 .790*** .611*** (.92) 

        7 Narcissism 4.08 3.57 -.297*** -.184*** .093 .503*** .219*** .519*** (.82) 
       8 Neuroticism 3.06 1.06 .092 -.203*** .043 .107* .543*** .160** -.179*** (.93) 

      9 Anxiety 3.44 1.22 .137* -.207*** .032 -.013 .387*** .082 -.217*** .907*** (.84) 
     10 Depression 2.83 1.18 .033 -.137* .046 .171** .557*** .204*** -.179*** .913*** .726*** (.85) 

    11 Emotional volatility 2.91 1.09 .080 -.211*** .041 .141** .548*** .154** -.086 .911*** .738*** .767*** (.80) 
   12 SR Risk-taking 5.21 1.77 -.167** -.236*** .025 .319*** .239*** .355*** .345*** -.082 -.152** -.065 .003 (.82) 

  13 Lottery 1 1.15 1.15 -.092 -.251*** .038 .280*** .142** .233*** .305*** -.029 -.099 -.005 .032 .438*** 
  14 Adjusted pumps BART 20.63 12.05 -.035 -.051 -.097 .009 -.057 .014 .060 -.046 -.013 -.035 -.080 .069 .056 

 15 Explosions BART 3.16 2.33 .025 .004 -.063 -.012 -.070 -.008 -.041 -.063 -.058 -.009 -.110 .042 .089 .529*** 
Note. *p  <  .05,  **p  <  .01, ***p < .001, SR = Self-report, Cronbach’s alphas are given in parentheses 
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The correlations between the Dark Triad traits and the self-report 

risk taking measures were significant and positive, however, the highest 

correlation was between Machiavellianism and self-report risk-taking, r  = 

.355, p  < .000, which is unexpected. This may be due to the high 

correlation between Machiavellianism and Secondary Psychopathy, r  = 

.611, p  < .000, or the non-significant correlation between Machiavellianism 

and anxiety, r  = .082, p  = .130. The lowest correlation was between the 

lottery task and Secondary Psychopathy, r  = .142, p  = .008, which was still 

significant and positive, in line with expectations. Neuroticism had no 

significant correlations with any of the risk-taking measures: risk-taking, r  

= -.082, p  = .131, lottery 1, r  = -.029, p  = .593. Only anxiety was found to 

have a significant negative correlation with self-report risk-taking, r  = -

.152, p  = .005, which is inline with the theory that anxious individuals are 

less likely to take risks (Giorgetta et al., 2012). 

6.17.1.2 Sample 2b. 

Table 6.9 shows the means, standard deviations, correlations, and 

alphas for sample 2b. The alphas for the sub factors of Neuroticism were 

low: anxiety: α = .46; depression: α = .64 and emotional volatility: α = .65. 

This may be due to the smaller sample size or because a large portion 

(>40%) of the sample did not speak English as a first language and the 

survey was in English. The only significant correlations with sex were age 

and anxiety; so female participants were older and had less anxiety than the 

males. This is in contrast to the previous sample. Furthermore, there were 

no significant sex differences for the Dark Triad traits.  

Age negatively correlated with all of the Dark Triad traits except for 

Narcissism, all of the Neuroticism factors and self-report risk-taking; so 

older participants had lower levels of Primary and Secondary Psychopathy, 

Machiavellianism, Neuroticism and reported that they were more risk 

averse. Education had no significant correlations with any of the variables in 

this study. 
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Table 6.9: Means, standard deviations, alphas, and correlations for Study 6.2 sample 2b. 
  Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

1 Sex 1.35 .48 
              2 Age 33.05 8.59 .214* 

             3 Education 5.24 .88 .116 .040 
            4 Primary Psychopathy 3.42 .67 -.030 -.255** -.021 (.83) 

          5 Secondary Psychopathy 3.21 .91 -.154 -.501*** -.118 .643*** (.86) 
         6 Machiavellianism 3.79 .88 -.040 -.226** .053 .737*** .601*** (.91) 

        7 Narcissism 7.41 3.44 .016 .001 .069 .525*** .198* .530*** (.73) 
       8 Neuroticism 2.96 .78 -.163 -.579*** -.148 .349*** .714*** .375*** -.016 (.82) 

      9 Anxiety 3.10 .85 -.174* -.460*** -.138 .141 .479*** .194* -.121 .875*** (.46) 
     10 Depression 2.76 .92 -.113 -.511*** -.090 .408*** .771*** .431*** .009 .843*** .579*** (.64) 

    11 Emotional volatility 3.02 .91 -.141 -.539*** -.161 .350*** .603*** .344*** .063 .894*** .723*** .608*** (.65) 
   12 SR Risk-taking 6.37 1.80 -.016 -.195* -.102 .341*** .467*** .387*** .301*** .218* .097 .279*** .186* (.84) 

  13 Lottery 1 2.14 1.48 -.101 -.036 .156 .281*** .257** .270** .320*** .106 .057 .145 .072 .278** 
  14 Adjusted pumps BART 25.38 15.72 -.079 .055 .071 -.113 -.122 -.208* -.042 -.125 -.131 -.048 -.146 -.151 .098 

 15 Explosions BART 4.43 2.80 -.104 -.106 .109 -.019 .016 -.030 -.035 .018 -.021 .090 -.023 .081 -.043 .408*** 
Note. *p  <  .05,  **p  <  .01, ***p < .001, SR = Self-report, Cronbach’s alphas are given in parentheses
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The inter-correlations between the Dark Triad were significant: the 

largest was between Primary Psychopathy and Machiavellianism, r  = .737, 

p  < .000, and the smallest was between Secondary Psychopathy and 

Narcissism, r  = .198, p  = .021. Neuroticism was found to have a positive 

correlation with Primary Psychopathy, r  = .349, p  < .000. Neuroticism had 

a significant and large positive correlation with Secondary Psychopathy, r  = 

.714, p  < .000. Additionally, Neuroticism had a significant and positive 

correlation with Machiavellianism, r  = .375 p  < .000, and a non significant 

and negative correlation with Narcissism, r  = -.016, p  = .853. 

Comparing this sample (2b) to the previous sample (2a) the average 

level of Dark Triad traits is higher; specifically Primary Psychopathy is M = 

3.42 vs. M = 2.57, Secondary Psychopathy is M = 3.21 vs. M = 2.65, 

Machiavellianism is M = 3.79 vs. M = 2.90 and Narcissism is M = 7.41 vs. 

M = 4.08. Additionally this sample (2b) seems to have higher levels of 

reported and measured risk-taking but there are only small differences in 

average levels of Neuroticism.  

As expected there was no significant correlation between Primary 

Psychopathy and anxiety, r  = .141, p  = .100. Though, Primary 

Psychopathy did have significant positive correlations with depression, r  = 

.408, p  < .000 and emotional volatility, r  = .350, p  < .000. Secondary 

Psychopathy had significant positive correlations with all of the sub factors 

of Neuroticism: with anxiety r  = .479, p  < .000; with depression, r  = .771, 

p  < .000 and emotional volatility, r  = .603, p  < .000. The large correlation 

between depression and Secondary Psychopathy was unexpected. 

Narcissism had no significant correlations with Neuroticism or any of its 

sub factors.  

The correlations between the risk-taking measures were less 

consistent: self-report risk-taking was positively correlated with the 

hypothetical lottery task, r  = .278, p  = .001, but the magnitude of the 

correlation was lower than that found in the previous sample (2a). As 

expected, adjusted pumps on the BART and explosions on the BART were 

correlated, r  = .408, p  < .000. But again there was no significant 

correlation between the self-report measures and the behavioural risk-taking 

measures. The correlation between the self-report general risk-taking and 
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the adjusted pumps on the BART was r  = -.151, p  = .101 and explosions 

was r  = .081, p  = .381. The negative, albeit not significant, correlation 

between self-report risk-taking and adjusted pumps on the BART is very 

unexpected and is not inline with any of the previous studies. 

Machiavellianism was the only personality variable that had a significant 

correlation with adjusted pumps on the BART, r  = -.208, p  = .022. Those 

higher in Machiavellianism recorded fewer pumps, suggesting lower risk-

taking, on the BART. No personality or demographic variables correlated 

with explosions on the BART.  

The correlations between the Dark Triad traits and the self-report 

risk taking measures were significant and positive: as expected the highest 

correlation was between Secondary Psychopathy and self-report risk-taking, 

r  = .467, p  < .000. The lowest correlation was between the lottery task and 

Secondary Psychopathy, r  = .257, p  = .002. Neuroticism had a significant 

correlation with self-report risk-taking, r  = .218, p  = .011, but no 

significant correlation with lottery 1, r  = .106, p  = .219. Contrary to the 

previous sample (2a), depression was found to have a significant positive 

correlation with self-report risk-taking, r  = .279, p  < .001, and emotional 

volatility was also found to have a significant positive correlation with self-

report risk-taking, r  = .186, p  = .030, but the correlation with anxiety was 

not significant, r  = .097, p  = .263. 

6.17.2 Three-way Interaction Analysis 

6.17.2.1 Sample 2a. 

 Table 6.10 shows the interaction analysis for Secondary 

Psychopathy, Neuroticism and sex on the various risk-taking measures for 

sample 2a. For self-report risk-taking the three-way interaction variable is 

significant, p = .005, and negative. For males with low emotional volatility 

(1 SD below mean), b = -.346, SEb = .25, t = -1.40, p = .163, but for males 

with high emotional volatility (1 SD above mean), b = .843, SEb = .28, t = 

2.97, p = .003. However, for females there is very little change in the effect 

of Secondary Psychopathy with different levels of emotional volatility. 

Figure 6.4 shows a graphical representation of the significant three-way 

interaction between Secondary Psychopathy, emotional volatility, gender 

and effect on risk-taking. 
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 Alongside the three-way interaction term, Secondary Psychopathy 

was a significant positive predictor or risk taking, the interaction term 

between Secondary Psychopathy and emotional volatility was a significant 

positive predictor, as well as age, which was significant and negative, 

Machiavellianism, which was significant and positive, and the sub-factor of 

anxiety was significant and negative. The significant and positive effect of 

Machiavellianism was the only unexpected result. The variance explained 

by the model was, R2 = .27 with F = 12.11 and p < .000. 

 For the hypothetical lottery task (lottery 1), the three-way interaction 

variable was close to significance, p = .097, and negative. Furthermore, the 

interaction term between Secondary Psychopathy and emotional volatility 

was also close to significance, p = .060 and positive. The only significant 

predictors for this model were Narcissism, b = .059, SEb = .02, t = 2.61, p = 

.010, and anxiety, b = -.192, SEb = .09, t = -2.11, p = .036. The variance 

explained was lower than that of the previous model: R2 = .19 with F = 4.97 

and p < .000. 

The models for adjusted pumps and explosions on the BART 

explained very little variance in the dependent variables: adjusted pumps: R2 

= .04 with F = 1.05 and p = .405 and explosions: R2 = .04 with F = 1.36 and 

p = .180. The only significant predictor of explosions was emotional 

volatility: b = -.478, SEb = .22, t = -2.19, p = .029, although depression was 

close to significance: b = .399, SEb = .21, t = 1.90, p = .059. For adjusted 

pumps no predictor was significant, though emotional volatility was close to 

significance: b = -2.29, SEb = 1.20, t = -1.91, p = .057. 
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Table 6.10: Three-way interaction analysis between Secondary Psychopathy, sex and 
emotional volatility (sample 2a) 

Risk-taking R2 = .27, F = 12.11*** Lottery 1 R2 = .19, F = 4.97*** 

 b SE t p  b SE t p 

Emo Vol .176 .139 1.272 .204 Emo Vol .118 .097 1.220 .223 
P2 .360 .163 2.215 .027 P2 -.077 .114 -.676 .499 
P2 x Emo Vol .266 .104 2.552 .011 P2 x Emo Vol .139 .074 1.886 .060 

Sex .258 .220 1.172 .242 Sex .192 .141 1.363 .174 
P2 x Sex .222 .227 .978 .329 P2 x Sex -.081 .168 -.484 .629 
Emo Vol x Sex .083 .194 .428 .669 Emo Vol x Sex -.016 .129 -.125 .901 

P2 x Emo vol x Sex -.562 .199 -2.821 .005 P2 x Emo vol x Sex -.247 .148 -1.665 .097 

Age -.027 .008 -3.263 .001 Age -.021 .005 -4.146 .000 

P1 -.114 .195 -.584 .560 P1 .205 .126 1.624 .105 
Mach  .417 .194 2.146 .033 Mach  -.001 .134 -.006 .995 

Narc .064 .035 1.828 .068 Narc .059 .023 2.609 .010 

Anxiety -.344 .133 -2.599 .010 Anxiety -.192 .091 -2.106 .036 

Depression -.157 .131 -1.197 .232 Depression .066 .092 .719 .473 

Adjusted Pumps R2 = .04, F = 1.05 Explosions   R2 = .04, F = 1.36 

 b SE t p  b SE t p 

Emo Vol -2.292 1.201 -1.908 .057 Emo Vol -.478 .218 -2.194 .029 

P2 -1.129 1.435 -.787 .432 P2 -.228 .240 -.950 .343 
P2 x Emo Vol -.283 .958 -.296 .768 P2 x Emo Vol -.065 .164 -.394 .694 
Sex -.671 1.832 -.366 .715 Sex .092 .346 .267 .790 
P2 x Sex 2.052 2.098 .978 .329 P2 x Sex .351 .377 .931 .353 

Emo Vol x Sex 1.640 1.847 .888 .376 Emo Vol x Sex .110 .312 .353 .725 
P2 x Emo vol x Sex .652 1.880 .347 .729 P2 x Emo vol x Sex .254 .323 .786 .433 
Age -.055 .071 -.778 .437 Age -.007 .015 -.471 .638 

P1 .413 1.561 .265 .792 P1 .075 .267 .280 .780 
Mach  -.108 1.244 -.087 .931 Mach  .125 .212 .590 .556 
Narc .278 .278 1.001 .318 Narc -.028 .053 -.531 .596 
Anxiety 1.171 1.009 1.161 .247 Anxiety -.065 .183 -.355 .723 

Depression .889 1.006 .884 .378 Depression .399 .211 1.896 .059 

Note. *p  <  .05,  **p  <  .01, ***p < .001, lines in bold p < .05, lines in italics p < .10 
 
 The three-way interactions for Narcissism were not significant for 

any of the self-report or behavioural risk-taking measures and therefore are 

not displayed here.  
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Figure 6.4: Graph of three-way interaction between gender, Secondary 
Psychopathy and emotional volatility on self-report risk-taking (sample 2a) 
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6.17.2.2 Sample 2b. 

Table 6.11 shows the interaction analysis for Secondary 

Psychopathy, Neuroticism and sex on the various risk-taking measures for 

sample 2b. For self-report risk-taking the three-way interaction variable is 

significant, p = .017, and positive, which is in contrast to the previous study. 

For males with low emotional volatility (1 SD below mean), b = 1.37, SEb = 

.43, t = 3.17, p = .002, and for males with high emotional volatility (1 SD 

above mean), b = .878, SEb = .43, t = 2.06, p = .041. However, for females 

with low emotional volatility (1 SD below mean), b = .71, SEb = .34, t = 

2.09, p = .038, and for females with high emotional volatility (1 SD above 

mean), b = 2.00, SEb = .49, t = 4.08, p < .000. Figure 6.5 shows a graphical 

representation of the significant three-way interaction between Secondary 

Psychopathy, emotional volatility, gender and effect on risk-taking. 

Alongside the three-way interaction term, Secondary Psychopathy was a 

significant positive predictor of risk taking, b = 1.21, SEb = .31, t = 3.93, p < 

.000 and Narcissism was a significant positive predictor, b = .11, SEb = .05, 

t = 2.21, p = .029. The variance explained by the model was, R2 = .35 with F 

= 4.54 and p < .000. 

For the hypothetical lottery task (lottery 1), the three-way interaction 

variable was not significant, p = .470, and positive. However, the interaction 

term between emotional volatility and sex was significant, p = .020 and 

positive. Additionally, Secondary Psychopathy was a significant positive 

predictor of risk-taking on the lottery task, b = .508, SEb = .25, t = 2.01, p = 

.040. The only other significant predictor for this model was Narcissism, b = 

.116, SEb = .05, t = 2.52, p = .013. The variance explained was lower than 

that of the previous model: R2 = .22 with F = 3.25 and p < .000. 
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Table 6.11: Three-way interaction analysis between Secondary Psychopathy, sex and 
emotional volatility (sample 2b) 

Risk-taking R2 = .35, F = 4.54*** Lottery 1 R2 = .22, F = 3.25*** 

 b SE t p  b SE t p 

Emo Vol -.040 .258 -.155 .877 Emo Vol -.135 .232 -.580 .563 
P2 1.205 .307 3.927 .000 P2 .508 .245 2.074 .040 

P2 x Emo Vol .067 .186 .361 .719 P2 x Emo Vol .359 .194 1.846 .067 

Sex -.238 .348 -.684 .496 Sex -.336 .294 -1.140 .257 
P2 x Sex .229 .352 .649 .518 P2 x Sex -.420 .353 -1.189 .237 
Emo Vol x Sex .120 .436 .276 .783 Emo Vol x Sex .876 .370 2.368 .020 

P2 x Emo vol x Sex .979 .405 2.419 .017 P2 x Emo vol x Sex .247 .341 .724 .470 
Age -.020 .023 -.888 .376 Age .004 .018 .219 .827 
P1 -.687 .478 -1.437 .153 P1 .085 .304 .279 .781 
Mach  .461 .325 1.417 .159 Mach  .017 .243 .070 .944 

Narc .109 .049 2.206 .029 Narc .116 .046 2.524 .013 

Anxiety -.042 .236 -.179 .858 Anxiety .164 .222 .741 .460 
Depression -.330 .277 -1.191 .236 Depression -.077 .226 -.342 .733 

Adjusted Pumps R2 = .15, F = 2.09* Explosions R2 = .10, F = .91 

 b SE t p  b SE t p 

Emo Vol -.145 2.736 -.053 .958 Emo Vol -.091 .409 -.222 .825 
P2 -1.740 3.130 -.556 .579 P2 -.484 .555 -.872 .385 
P2 x Emo Vol 3.072 2.758 1.114 .268 P2 x Emo Vol .076 .600 .126 .900 
Sex -1.603 3.701 -.433 .666 Sex -.318 .710 -.447 .656 
P2 x Sex 7.511 4.151 1.809 .073 P2 x Sex 1.623 .812 1.999 .048 

Emo Vol x Sex -2.666 5.119 -.521 .604 Emo Vol x Sex -.677 .746 -.908 .366 
P2 x Emo vol x Sex -3.297 5.008 -.658 .512 P2 x Emo vol x Sex -.441 1.012 -.436 .664 
Age -.032 .307 -.103 .918 Age -.029 .042 -.688 .493 

P1 2.935 4.059 .723 .471 P1 .072 .580 .125 .901 
Mach  -6.815 3.213 -2.122 .036 Mach  -.312 .609 -.512 .610 
Narc .653 .587 1.111 .269 Narc .052 .115 .450 .654 
Anxiety -2.796 3.185 -.878 .382 Anxiety -.418 .597 -.700 .485 

Depression 3.799 2.720 1.397 .165 Depression .735 .526 1.397 .165 

Note. *p  <  .05,  **p  <  .01, ***p < .001, lines in bold p < .05, lines in italics p < .10 
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Figure 6.5: Graph of three-way interaction between gender, Secondary 
Psychopathy and emotional volatility on self-report risk-taking (sample 2b) 
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Consistent with the previous sample (2a), the models for adjusted 

pumps and explosions on the BART explained less variance in the 

dependent variables: adjusted pumps: R2 = .15 with F = 2.09 and p = .020 

and explosions: R2 = .10 with F = .91 and p = .548. The only significant 

predictor of adjusted pumps was Machiavellianism, b = -6.82, SEb = 3.21, t 

= -2.12, p = .036 and for explosions the interaction term between Secondary 

Psychopathy and sex was significant and positive: b = 1.62, SEb = .81, t = 

2.00, p = .048, which suggests, unexpectedly, that Secondary Psychopathy 

has a greater positive effect on risk taking for females rather than males. 

 The three-way interactions for Narcissism were not significant for 

any of the self-report or behavioural risk-taking measures and therefore are 

not displayed here.  

6.17.3 Moderation analysis for Males 

 Although the interaction results for sample 2b were in contrast to 

those expected this may have been due to the smaller sample size, the larger 

percentage of males and, the higher levels of the Dark Triad traits and the 

lack of gender differences in these traits. In order to examine the interaction 

effects of the Dark Triad traits and emotional volatility across a greater 

range the male participants from samples 2a and 2b were combined (n = 

280). A moderation analysis was conducted for self-report risk-taking and 

the hypothetical lottery task (lottery 1) and the results are presented in Table 

6.12.  

In line with expectations, the interaction between Secondary 

Psychopathy and emotional volatility was significant and positive for both 

self-report risk-taking, p = .002, and the hypothetical lottery task, p = .009. 

Additionally, the interaction between Narcissism and emotional volatility 

was significant and positive for self-report risk-taking, p = .002, but not the 

hypothetical lottery task, p = .356. Figures 6.6 and 6.7 show a graphical 

representation of these interaction terms. 
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Table 6.12: Moderation analysis for Secondary Psychopathy and Narcissism for Males 
Secondary Psychopathy 

 
Risk-taking R2 = .31, F = 18.56*** 

 
Lott 1 R2 = .22, F = 9.36*** 

 
b SE t p 

 
b SE t p 

Emo Vol .223 .162 1.379 .169 Emo Vol .027 .130 .205 .838 
P2 .492 .194 2.540 .012 P2 .177 .146 1.208 .228 
P2 x Emo Vol .408 .132 3.082 .002 P2 x Emo Vol .244 .093 2.632 .009 
Age -.030 .010 -2.919 .004 Age -.024 .007 -3.446 .001 
P1 -.296 .235 -1.257 .210 P1 .158 .147 1.070 .285 
Mach  .577 .227 2.542 .012 Mach  -.052 .175 -.296 .767 
Narc .070 .032 2.152 .032 Narc .092 .027 3.429 .001 
Anxiety -.417 .162 -2.572 .011 Anxiety -.215 .104 -2.059 .040 
Depression -.155 .151 -1.026 .306 Depression .120 .118 1.013 .312 
Narcissism 

 
 

Risk-taking R2 = .31, F = 18.17*** 
 

Lott 1 R2 = .20, F = 9.40*** 

 
b SE t p 

 
b SE t p 

Emo Vol .209 .166 1.257 .210 Emo Vol .016 .134 .118 .906 
Narc .074 .033 2.258 .025 Narc .093 .026 3.531 .001 
Narc x Emo Vol .085 .026 3.217 .002 Narc x Emo Vol .019 .021 .925 .356 
Age -.031 .010 -3.034 .003 Age -.024 .007 -3.499 .001 
P1 -.387 .242 -1.603 .110 P1 .103 .146 .704 .482 
P2 .412 .201 2.047 .042 P2  .158 .146 1.083 .280 
Mach .644 .229 2.805 .005 Mach -.020 .172 -.118 .906 
Anxiety -.412 .158 -2.604 .010 Anxiety -.239 .109 -2.184 .030 
Depression -.136 .154 -.879 .380 Depression .121 .123 .989 .324 

Note. *p  <  .05,  **p  <  .01, ***p < .001, lines in bold p < .05 
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Figure 6.6: Interaction between Secondary Psychopathy and Emotional Volatility for 
males 
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Figure 6.7: Interaction between Narcissism and Emotional Volatility for males 
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 For self-report risk-taking, the effect of Secondary Psychopathy at 

low levels of emotional volatility (1 SD below the mean) was not 

significant: b = .106, SE = .23, t = .47, p = .637, at average levels of 

emotional volatility (the mean) the effect of Secondary Psychopathy 

increases and becomes significant: b = .492, SE = .19, t = 2.54, p = .012, 

and at high levels of emotional volatility (1 SD above the mean) the effect is 

larger and more significant: b = .877, SE = .24, t = 3.73, p < .000. 

Alongside, the effects of Secondary Psychopathy, Narcissism had a 

significant positive effect, b = .070, SE = .03, t = 2.15, p = .032, as well as 

Machiavellianism, b = .577, SE = .23, t = 2.54, p = .012. Age and anxiety 

both had significant negative effects on risk-taking, inline with previous 

research.  

 As the lower half of Table 6.12 shows, very similar results were 

found for self-report risk taking when examining the interaction between 

Narcissism and emotional volatility.  

For the hypothetical lottery task, the effect of Secondary 

Psychopathy at low levels of emotional volatility (1 SD below the mean) 

was negative and not significant: b = -.053, SE = .16, t = -.34, p = .734, at 

average levels of emotional volatility (the mean) the effect of Secondary 

Psychopathy becomes positive but remains not significant: b = .177, SE = 

.17, t = 1.21, p = .228, but at high levels of emotional volatility (1 SD above 

the mean) the effect is larger and becomes significant: b = .407, SE = .18, t 

= 2.23, p = .026. Alongside, the effects of Secondary Psychopathy, 

Narcissism had a significant positive effect, b = .092, SE = .03, t = 3.43, p = 

.001. Age and anxiety both had significant negative effects on the lottery 

task, inline with previous risk measure.  

 When examining the interaction between Narcissism and emotional 

volatility for the hypothetical lottery task, it is clear that emotional volatility 

does not tapper the effects of Narcissism (see second half of Figure 6.7). 

The positive effect of Narcissism is significant and consistent at all levels of 

emotional volatility. Additionally the direct effect of Secondary 

Psychopathy is not significant on the lottery task in line with the previous 

model, only at high levels of emotional volatility do the excessive risk-

taking or negative effects of Secondary Psychopathy manifest.   
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 No significant interactions were found for the female group. These 

results show support for hypotheses H1a and H1b. For men high levels of 

emotional volatility results in a greater effect of Secondary Psychopathy and 

Narcissism on risk-taking, more excessive risk-taking but the same 

relationship was not found in females, as expected.  

6.18 Studies 6.2a & 6.2b: Summary of results related to hypotheses: 

H1a: There will be a significant three-way interaction between gender, 

Secondary Psychopathy and Neuroticism on risk-taking. Partially 

supported 

H1b. There will be a significant three-way interaction between gender, 

Narcissism and Neuroticism on risk-taking. Partially supported 

 
6.19 Discussion 

The first study (study 6.1a) showed, as hypothesised, that the Dark 

Triad traits have differential impact on risk-taking; specifically, that both 

Secondary Psychopathy and Narcissism increase risk-taking but Primary 

Psychopathy and Machiavellianism have no relationship with risk-taking. 

These results were supported by subsequent samples. Following this, a 

significant moderation of both Secondary Psychopathy and Narcissism by 

Neuroticism was found for both self-report and behavioural measures (study 

6.1a). Neuroticism, or Emotional Stability, was found to moderate the 

effects of these traits on risk-taking. At low levels of Neuroticism, those 

individuals considered emotionally stable, but with high levels of Secondary 

Psychopathy were found to not be excessive risk takers but those with high 

Neuroticism and high Secondary Psychopathy did take increased risks. The 

same result was found for Narcissism. The next study, looked to replicate 

these moderation results but also examine whether the moderation effects 

were different for males and females as considerable gender differences 

have been found for Neuroticism, the Dark Triad and risk-taking. However, 

no significant results were found (discussed above).  

Neuroticism encompasses a number of aspects of negative emotions, 

such as a tendency to feel sad, irritated and angry, to feel anxiety or fear, 

and also volatility of emotions. Eysenck and Eysenck (1985) classified 

Neuroticism as the temperamental trait that encompasses all negative 
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affective states. However there was a distinction made between these 

negative traits: anxiety was associated with energy and depression with 

lethargy. Furthermore, some research has found that anxiety and sadness 

can have opposing effects on risk-taking. Raghunathan and Pham (1999) 

found that inducing sadness resulted in participants choosing higher risk 

choices in hypothetical choices and inducing anxiety resulted in participants 

choosing lower risk choices. Anxiety and depression may have their own 

independent effects on risk-taking but emotional stability or self-regulation 

of emotions, may potentially mask the aversive effects of Secondary 

Psychopathy and Narcissism on risk-taking. Other research in the 

organisational psychology (Kaiser et al., 2015) has found that Emotional 

Stability can moderate the effect of dark side personality on leadership 

behaviours assessed by others. 

Consequently, two follow up studies were conducted utilising a 

more extensive measure of Neuroticism; the BFI2, which has three sub-

factors: anxiety, depression and emotional volatility. Only emotional 

volatility was expected to moderate the effects of Secondary Psychopathy 

and Narcissism on risk-taking. Additionally, the moderation relationship 

was only expected to be found in males. High levels of emotional volatility 

in males was expected to result in a greater effect of Secondary Psychopathy 

and Narcissism on risk-taking, i.e. more excessive risk-taking, but the same 

relationship was not expected in females. The results of the final samples 

supported these expectations for self-report risk taking but not for the 

behavioural measures of risk-taking.  

The models for adjusted pumps and explosions for the BART 

explained little variance, even though the average number of pumps is in 

line with that found in previous research using the BART (Lejuez et al., 

2002). Previous research has also found similar results (Carre & Jones, 

2016; Crysel et al., 2013). Payment could have been a factor, as individuals 

from MTurk were compensated for their time, the raffle prize may not have 

provided the appropriate level of compensation or incentive for them to 

accurately play the BART, previous research has found that individual 

compensated for participation rather than the decision they make on the 
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BART tend to exhibit higher risk-taking behaviour (Ferrey & Mishra, 

2014).  

It was clear a number of individuals only pumped the balloon a 

single time before moving on to the next one, others completely skipped the 

task by selecting the next button. This might explain why none of the 

variables in these study predicted risk-taking on the BART. A post-hoc 

moderation analysis was conducted on a clean dataset. Individuals who had 

very low pumps, less than 10, were removed if their self-reported risk-

taking was above 5 and the same was done with extremely high pumps, 

greater than 64, with risk-taking below 5. This clean data resulted in a 

significant moderation analysis, however this process for cleaning the data 

may have unduly biased the data. The issue with removing all of the 

individuals who had pumps less than 10 or 5 was that it removed genuine 

low risk takers. 

Further, the animated appearance of the task, may lead participants 

to perceive it as a computer game and therefore interact with it in a way that 

is frivolous, or testing the limits of the application, rather than playing to 

achieve the highest score possible. Potentially, compensating participants 

with money that is reflective of their total score may solve this problem. The 

first study did show the expected results on the BART and this may have 

been because participants were approached in person and therefore felt a 

social obligation to take the survey seriously.  

Furthermore, the lack of results for the BART paired with the 

significant results of self-reported risk-taking suggest that Emotional 

Stability moderates the effects of Secondary Psychopathy on risk 

preferences but not on risk-taking behaviour. Both ambiguity (Smith, Ebert, 

& Broman-Fulks, 2016) and arousal have been found to moderate the 

effects of psychological traits on risk-taking, and both these variables are 

higher for the BART when compared to self-report risk-taking or 

hypothetical lottery tasks.   

Additionally, methodological issues could have limited the range of 

risk-taking recorded on the BART. Researchers (Pleskac, Wallsten, Wang, 

& Lejuez, 2008) have suggested that an alternative version of the BART 

called the automatic BART, may provide more accurate risk-taking data. 
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For the BART used in the current chapter, risk-taking was calculated using 

adjusted-pumps: only the pumps from non-exploded balloons were used. 

However, researchers have suggested this may bias scores towards the low 

side. Riskier trials are more likely to end in an explosion and are therefore 

more likely to ignored in adjusted-pumps.  

However, the lack of consistency across risk-taking measures, 

although highlighting methodological issues, could also provide insight in to 

risk taking as a construct. Previous research has also found that self-report 

risk taking, choices between gambles and the BART correlate between r = -

.11 to r  = .32 (Szrek et al., 2012). This wide variation suggests each risk-

taking measure could be considered as accounting for unique aspects of a 

latent risk-taking variable. This current chapter has found that Dark Triad 

personality traits are predictive of self-report risk-taking variables but 

potentially not predictive of behavioural risk-taking tasks, which suggests 

that other factors, outside of the Dark Triad and may be even the domain of 

personality, may have a larger effect on behavioural risk-taking tasks. (Frey 

et al., 2017; Pedroni et al., 2017; Sharma et al., 2014)   

6.19.1 Limitations & Future Research 

Although this chapter incorporate a number of samples that included 

both student and general population participants, future research that 

replicates these results in bigger samples is necessary. Also, research 

investigating different measures of risk-taking is needed. The current 

research focused on a short measure of general risk-taking and financial 

risk-taking but future studies could investigate whether the same pattern of 

effects is found in different domains of risk-taking, such as health and 

career.  

Additionally, research should examine whether the direct effects and 

moderated effects of the Dark Triad are still significant when the rest of the 

Big Five personality traits are controlled for. Furthermore, research has 

shown that framing of decision-making can influence the level of risk-

taking, it would be interesting to see whether there is any interaction 

between framing and the Dark Triad traits. For example, are primary 

psychopaths less susceptible to loss aversion because they have lower levels 

of guilt or remorse?  
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Chapter 7: Is there an Upside to the Dark side? 

7.1 Findings 

7.1.1 Chapter 1 

The review of the existing literature found that although there has 

been a plethora of research investigating the Dark Triad traits since Paulhus 

and Williams (2002) proposed the term, there are still a number of 

incongruities in terms of the effects of the Dark Triad traits in the 

workplace. Their etiology, derivation and nomenology suggest the traits are 

inherently ‘evil’ and individuals possessing them will be unsuccessful in 

society and the workplace (Book et al., 2015). However, research studies 

have found inconsistent results and meta-analytic reviews have also been 

unsuccessful in determining the effects of Dark Triad traits on work-related 

outcomes (O’Boyle et al., 2012). The predictive validity of the Dark Triad 

traits is not in question, however exploration of moderators and mediators is 

necessary to understand the processes that underlie these inconsistent 

relationships. This determined the main goal of this thesis. 

The literature review established which models of Psychopathy, 

Machiavellianism and Narcissism would be most appropriate for 

investigation in organisational settings. The divergent relationships found 

for Primary Psychopathy and Secondary Psychopathy prompted the analysis 

of these factors separately throughout the thesis. Additionally, as Grandiose 

Narcissism is most commonly studied with the other Dark Triad traits and 

has been extensively examined in the leadership literature, this category of 

Narcissism was the only one included in this thesis. In contrast, the 

construct of Machiavellianism has largely remained consistent since it was 

first defined by Christie and Geis (1970).   

 Examination of quantitative studies investigating dark side 

personality found that besides inconsistent significant or non-significant 

results, a number of papers had found beneficial relationships between the 

Dark Triad traits and workplace outcomes. Furthermore, as researchers have 

begun to examine the downsides of prevalent personality models, such as 

the Big Five, there has been a call to investigate the potential upsides of the 

dark personality traits (Smith et al., 2018).  As such, this thesis focused on 
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identifying variables that may interact with the Dark Triad traits to provide 

some benefit to the individual and/or the organisation they work for.  

7.1.2 Chapter 2 

The inaccurate measurement of constructs limits our understanding 

of personality traits, their influence on workplace outcomes and the 

processes that underlie those influences (Jackson & Paunonen, 1985). As 

such an extensive exploration of the factor structure of the most commonly 

used composite measure, SD3, and three individual measures of the Dark 

Triad traits: LSRP, MPS and NPI-16, chosen for their suitability in terms of 

item length, wording and underlying model, was conducted.  

Although a long running debate, recently a number of researchers 

have called in to question the distinctness of Machiavellianism from 

Psychopathy. Although theoretically dissimilar, empirical exploration has 

found considerable overlap and investigation of factor structures of 

composite measures has found a two-factor model of the Dark Triad, with 

Psychopathy and Machiavellianism loading on the same factor has a better 

fit. Additionally, a bi-factor model has also been proposed in which all the 

Dark Triad items load on a general dark factor and then also load on their 

individual factors. A number of factor-models and structures were 

investigated for the SD3, including a novel four-factor model, however 

model fit statistics failed to reach the threshold for good fit and therefore 

were not plausible representations for the structure of this measure.  

Furthermore, investigation of the bi-factor model highlighted some 

concerns related to previous literature suggesting this model is appropriate 

for the SD3. Analysis of the bi-factor model for the SD3 found that the 

model did not adhere to a fundamental assumption of bi-factor models. 

Residual covariance was found between the individual factors of the SD3 

even though they are supposed to be orthogonal once their shared variance 

has been account for by the general factor. Consequentially, the SD3 was 

not utilised as the primary assessment tool in this thesis.  

The model fit of the separate measures of the Dark Triad traits was 

better, albeit when they were analysed separately. Bringing together these 

specific measures has not previously been done in the literature and the 

results of this analysis showed that there are aspects of these tools that 
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overlap. Consequently, a sub-factor model was investigated in which poor 

loadings items and those with significant cross-loading across measures 

were dropped. This empirically derived model showed good model fit when 

examined in a subsequent sample. However, as psychometric development 

is an iterative process the original forms of the assessments were used in 

this thesis for the main investigations and the sub-factors were analysed to 

confirm their external correlates are inline with their theoretical 

underpinnings.  

7.1.3 Chapter 3 

The studies in this chapter found evidence that supports the framing 

and priming of work when assessing personality traits related to 

organisational research. It is the first research to examine whether the 

situation may effect reporting of the Dark Triad traits. In both studies 

personality assessment framed to workplace behaviours and attitudes had 

higher predictive validity on work outcomes than that framed for non-work 

or for home. For work-framed personality, Machiavellianism was found to 

positively related to in-role behaviour and self-report job performance and 

Primary Psychopathy was found to negatively relate to both. The positive 

effect of Machiavellianism may have been caused by the framing effect, as 

the priming of work may have activated impression management techniques. 

Furthermore, Secondary Psychopathy was found to have a negative 

relationship with job satisfaction, the high levels of Neuroticism associated 

with this trait is likely to have contributed to this relationship. Additionally, 

the sensation seeking and impulsive aspects of this trait are likely to cause 

boredom in the large majority of roles therefore leading to lower job 

satisfaction.  

7.1.4 Chapter 4         

 The first study in Chapter 4 examined effects of the Dark Triad traits 

on coaching effectiveness and career satisfaction in a sample of business 

coaches. Narcissism and Primary Psychopathy were the only two traits to 

have a significant direct effect on coaching effectiveness. For Narcissism 

this effect was positive: sub-factor analysis suggested this effect was due to 

the Leadership factor of Narcissism, which is inline with previous research 

that has found the perceptions of authority in narcissistic leaders leads to 
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increased perception of leader effectiveness. Although the coaches are not 

leading their coachees, a coachees perception of leader effectiveness is 

likely to positively influence their belief in their coach and therefore 

increase the effectiveness of coaching. However, it could have been caused 

by the inflated self-view that is associated with Narcissism. The negative 

effect of Primary Psychopathy is most likely due to the self-centered and 

detached demeanour of primary psychopaths, which is not conducive to 

creating a comfortable environment for coaching, and therefore is 

detrimental to coaching effectiveness.  

 Machiavellianism was the only trait found to have a significant 

interaction with self-monitoring, and this was found to be due to the Status 

factor of this trait. At high levels of self-monitoring and high levels of 

Status participants were found to report high levels of coaching 

effectiveness. Status is related to the accumulation of wealth and success, 

therefore individuals who are motivated to make more money are able to 

use their ability to adapt their displays of behaviour in coaching sessions to 

be more effective and therefore make more money as a coach. This result 

suggests the combination of motivation (Status) and ability (self-

monitoring) is needed for Machiavellians to adapt their behaviour, ability on 

its own is not enough as none of the other factors within Machiavellianism 

were significant and the conditional effects of Machiavellianism as a trait 

were also not significant.  

 Emotional intelligence proved to be a more significant moderator of 

the Dark Triad in relation to career satisfaction. It was found to moderate 

both Machiavellianism and Secondary Psychopathy. This supports the 

theory that higher emotional intelligence leads to greater self-regulation in 

the Dark Triad traits and therefore they are more satisfied with their careers. 

The effect was not seen for Primary Psychopathy and Narcissism but this is 

likely due to the fact that these traits are often associated with low 

Neuroticism and anxiety therefore the negativity associated with their lack 

of satisfaction is not due to negative emotions. Narcissists are unlikely to be 

satisfied with their careers due to their inflated self-belief a realistic career 

path is difficult.  



367 

 The next study in this chapter looked to expand further on the 

intrapersonal effects of the Dark Triad traits and explored their effect on 

burnout as well as emotional intelligence and resilience as moderators of 

these effects. The results from this study found that emotional intelligence 

moderated three of the Dark Triad traits, the only exception was Secondary 

Psychopathy, and this moderation effect lead to beneficial effects on 

burnout (i.e. lower burnout). Resilience was also found to moderate Primary 

Psychopathy and Machiavellianism but the moderation effect lead to 

detrimental effects on burnout (i.e. higher burnout). Although counter 

intuitive, these results suggest that resilience, modelled as the ability to 

bounce back from hardship, may lead to ineffective or harmful coping, 

which increases burnout. However, the regulation of emotions associated 

with emotional intelligence leads to more effective coping and lower 

burnout.   

7.1.5 Chapter 5 

 The studies in this chapter investigated the whether an individuals’ 

network characteristics would be effected by the Dark Triad traits and 

whether this would effect their performance. Machiavellianism and Primary 

Psychopathy had significant effects on the network variables. In the first 

study Machiavellianism positively predicted an individuals level of 

influence in a workplace network, however this had no significant effect on 

job performance. In the second study Machiavellianism had a negative 

effect on an individuals’ centrality in the network, a measure of how well-

connected they are, and this in turn lead to lower 360-degree rated 

performance. In contrast, Primary Psychopathy was found to be positively 

related to centrality, which in turn positively related to 360-degree rated 

performance but not organisational performance, which is based on 

supervisor ratings. However, Primary Psychopathy did have a significant 

direct effect on organisational performance that was positive. Furthermore, 

individuals with high Primary Psychopathy and higher social risk-taking 

were more likely to have a greater number of structural holes in their 

network, structural holes are created when an individual bridges the gaps 

between disparate groups in their organisation. All of these results together 
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suggest that Primary Psychopathy is potentially advantageous in building 

relationships in the workplace that can positively effect performance.  

7.1.6 Chapter 6 

 The results of the studies in this chapter showed that the Dark Triad 

traits have a differential relationship with risk-taking. Consistently over 

studies and different measurement instruments only Secondary Psychopathy 

and Narcissism were positively related to risk-taking. Furthermore, 

Neuroticism and specifically emotional volatility within this trait were 

found to moderate the effects of Narcissism and Secondary Psychopathy. 

High levels of Emotional Stability resulted in no relationship between these 

traits and risk-taking. Although, these effects seemed to be more 

pronounced in males rather than females. Females tend to have lower levels 

of the Dark Triad traits and take lower risk but on average have higher 

levels of emotional volatility and Neuroticism, which may dampen the 

effects of the interaction.  

Figure 7.1 summarises the results of this thesis, it pictorially represents the 

significant findings of the studies in the preceding chapters.  

Figure 7.2 summarises the results of this thesis related to the relationships 

between the Dark Triad traits and work-related outcomes in males and 

females, it pictorially represents the significant findings of the studies in the 

preceding chapters.  

Splitting by genders shows that the males in these studies have positive 

relationships with work outcomes and the moderators investigated either 

amplify those positive effects or negate the negative effects, as is the case 

with risk taking. However, females seem to experience negative effects of 

the Dark Triad traits, in particular Secondary Psychopathy, on work-related 

outcomes.   

Figure 7.3 summarises the results of this thesis related to the sub-factors 

derived in Chapter 2, it pictorially represents the significant findings of the 

studies in the preceding chapters.  

Figure 7.4 summarises the results of this thesis related to the sub-factors 

derived in Chapter 2 in males and females, it pictorially represents the 

significant findings of the studies in the preceding chapters.  
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Figure 7.1: Summary of thesis findings 
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Figure 7.2: Summary of findings for males and females 
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Figure 7.3: Summary of sub-factor findings across all participants 
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Figure 7.4: Summary of sub-factor findings for males and females 
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7.2 Conclusion 

Overall the findings of this thesis suggest that individuals with high 

levels of the Dark Triad traits may be successful in the workplace if they 

have high emotional intelligence, high Emotional Stability (low 

Neuroticism), high self-monitoring and low resilience. Additionally, 

individuals high in Primary Psychopathy and Machiavellianism may 

navigate the informal organisational network in an advantageous manner. 

Furthermore, the Dark Triad traits may be more beneficial for men in the 

workplace than women in the workplace. 

7.3 Implications 

7.3.1 Theoretical Implications 

The studies conducted in this thesis extend our theoretical 

understanding of the Dark Triad traits in a number of ways. Firstly, in terms 

of the construct of the Dark Triad, that manipulation and unethical 

behaviour are likey to lie at the core of these three traits. Furthermore, the 

discussion of overlap between Psychopathy and Machiavellianism may be 

fueled by an overlap at an empirical level due to the independent 

development of assessment measures for these traits rather than an overlap 

from a theoretical perspective. In addition, the consistent finding of 

divergent relationships between Primary and Secondary Psychopathy and 

the various outcomes investigated in this thesis suggests that researchers 

should not subsume these factors or the Dark Triad traits into composite 

measures as this significantly reduces the predictive power of these 

personality measures. 

Secondly, the aberrant relationships between the Dark Triad traits 

and work outcomes in the previous literature are likely a consequence of 

moderators but also may be measurement artifacts caused by the use of non-

contextualised measures of the Dark Triad traits. Utilising assessment 

measures designed specifically for the workplace or contexulising existing 

dark personality measures when examining workplace outcomes can 

attenuate these measurement artifacts. However from a practical viewpoint 

it is important that this contexualisation does not inflate impression 

management, as such it is pertinent that researchers explore alternative 
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mechanisms outside of self-report to assess levels of the Dark Triad traits 

and work performance. 

Additionally, the consistent moderation effects found for variables 

that relate to the regulation of emotions: emotional intelligence, Neuroticism 

and Emotional Stability, suggest that emotion regulation is pivotal in 

attenuating the negative effects of the Dark Triad traits and amplifying the 

positive effects on intraindividual and interpersonal variables. However, 

these are the first such studies to explore this theory and in order to develop 

this further experimental, longitudinal and correlation studies are needed to 

investigate the possible mechanisms and processes that may underlie this 

relationship. 

Furthermore, although the Dark Triad traits are described as socially 

aversive, evidence from the informal networks investigated in this thesis 

suggest that in a workplace environment individuals with these traits are 

politically astute and can be found in positions of high social capital. 

However, it is unclear what level of Dark Triad traits is optimal for 

individuals to position themselves successfully within an organisation’s 

informal network but also then leverage that position to improve their job 

performance. 

Finally, the results in this thesis suggest the Dark Triad traits may 

differentially impact males and females. This may be caused by the 

assessment measures used, however it may also suggest an alternative 

pathway in terms of how these traits manifest in males and females or that 

others perceive these traits differently when they are displayed by males 

compared to females. These effects may be further amplified by the culture 

of the organisation or industry. Male-dominated industries and organisations 

may create a culture in which masculine behaviours are rewarded when 

displayed by males but the same behaviour displayed by females may be 

penalised as it goes against the female stereotype. However, in female-

dominated or gender-equal industries and organisations no such reward or 

penalisation may occur therefore the differential effects of the Dark Traid 

traits for each gender may be attenuated. Therefore, researchers examining 

the Dark Triad traits should examine the effects of these traits on males and 

females separately rather than just measuring average differences at the 
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group level and assuming the effects of these traits are consistent across 

genders. 

7.3.1 Practical Implications 

Practitioners can use the insights from this thesis to improve their 

selection and development processes. Specifically, personality assessment is 

utislised by a number of organisations when hiring and promoting 

employees but also for developing employees. The finding related to the 

moderating effects of emotion regulation suggests that training or 

interventions to improve emotion regulation in individuals with high levels 

of the Dark Triad traits is likely to have a positive impact on that 

individual’s well-being but also on their decision-making.  

Furthermore, practioners must be aware of the models and theories 

that underlie each assessment measure as they differ considerably. 

Consequently, each measure has limitations and strenghts and practitioners 

should be cognisant of when and how to use measures so the outcomes of 

the assessment are appropriate. Measures may provide different insights that 

may be pertinent to selection but not to development. Therefore the purpose 

of the assessment must be considered when selecting measurement tools. 

Further, the terms dark personality and personality disorders can have 

negative conatations in the workplace, although these viewpoints may not 

be accurate they highlight the need for caution when utilising personality 

assessment measures to select out individuals.   

7.4 Limitations 

Notably, Narcissism was found to have no significant direct, indirect 

or moderated effects on the outcome variables examined. The only 

exception was the moderation of Narcissism by Neuroticism when 

predicting risk-taking in Chapter 6. Additionally, Narcissism was found to 

have positive direct effect on coaching effectiveness and emotional 

intelligence moderated its effect on personal burnout. The lack of significant 

results related to Narcissism may have been caused by the mean levels of 

Narcissism found in some of the samples. Participants in Study 3.1 had an 

average level of 4, .25 as a mean score rather than a total score, on 

Narcissism, where as the average of the 5 studies in which the assessment 

was validated was .36 with the lowest mean score being .31 (Ames et al., 
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2006). However it could have also been due to the ipsative nature of the 

scale, although this is how the measure was designed some researchers have 

utilised a Likert scale for the Narcissism endorsing items. The alteration to 

response format may sound trivial but research has found that the factor 

structure underlying a Likert scale is not the same as the forced-choice 

structure and some of the factors of the NPI do not transition equivalently to 

the different response format (Ackerman, Brent Donnellan, Roberts, & 

Fraley, 2015). Additionally, only Grandiose Narcissism was investigated in 

the preceding studies, as it is the most commonly investigated aspect of 

Narcissism in the organisational literature, however Vulnerable Narcissism 

may increase the predictive validity of the dark traits in the workplace.    

Additionally, although Chapter 2 focused on the measurement of the 

Dark Triad traits and established an alternative short measure (the sub-factor 

model) that was statistically derived but aligned with theory, in practice it 

showed poor reliability and the relationships between the sub-factors and 

the outcome variables often contradicted that results found for the parent 

traits. Items had to be dropped due to considerable cross-loading but this 

resulted in reduced predictive validity. Therefore, measurement continues to 

be an issue with the Dark Triad traits. Although, a composite measure was 

utilised in one study in Chapter 4, use of a total scores adds little insight into 

understanding the effects of the individual Dark Triad traits, additionally it 

is unclear if the significant results found from this analysis were the result 

of statistical artefacts created by the high levels of crossover between 

Primary Psychopathy and Machiavellianism. 

Although, the two studies in Chapter 4 utilised supervisor or 

organisation-rated performance and all of the studies in Chapter 6 utilised a 

behavioural measure of risk-taking, the rest of the variables investigated in 

this thesis were all self-report. Besides common method variance, 

impression management may have been a problem. Individuals may have 

been less likely to endorse items that are socially undesirable, which 

encompasses a number of items from the Dark Triad traits. However, if this 

was the case it is unlikely that the pattern of negative as well as positive 

effects would be found. Although common method variance can inflate the 

relationships between variables it is not considered to inflate the likelihood 
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of significant moderators (Evans, 1985; Siemsen, Roth, & Oliveira, 2010), 

therefore the interaction results are unlikely to have been biased by using 

only self-report variables.  

The cross-sectional design of the studies in this thesis and the 

convenience samples prevent any theorisation about causation and limit the 

generalizability of the findings in this thesis to organisations. Furthermore 

this limited the analytical strategies to correlation-based analysis. The nature 

of the items and wording used in the Dark Triad traits make it very difficult 

to research these traits within formal frameworks of an organisation. 

Consequently, it is difficult to get repeated measures or longitudinally 

designed studies with a representative sample of employees.  

 The goal of this thesis was to identify how the Dark Triad traits may 

be beneficial to individuals or organisations, and although some promising 

results were found it could be that these traits do not provide any benefit to 

individuals or organisations. There may be short term benefits to both but 

these benefits may come at a high cost in the future therefore overall there 

may be no upside to the dark side.  

7.5 Future Research 

On going research should deepen the exploration of the Dark Triad 

traits to the factor level to better understand what aspect of each of the three 

traits contribute to workplace outcomes. As well as including Vulnerable 

Narcissism alongside Grandiose Narcissism to ascertain whether they are 

distinct traits or whether they mirror the divergent pattern of Primary and 

Secondary Psychopathy. For this to be successful, better assessment 

techniques are needed that account for the overlap between the traits, the 

uniqueness of each trait and also diminishes the need for impression 

management when responding to such items that are antisocial. This may be 

achieved by assessments that utilise other-report or behavioural measures 

that assess personality indirectly. Advances in technology and analysis have 

allowed researchers to assess aspects of dark personality based on their 

social media accounts (Wald, Khoshgoftaar, & Sumner, 2012). Regardless 

of the medium of measurement Dark Triad researchers need to design an 

assessment tool that has been created by examining the three traits together, 

rather than relying on measures that have been created in isolation. 
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In addition to assessment, Dark Triad researchers need to use more 

advance statistical techniques such as multilevel modelling with experience 

sampling design to better understand the within person variations of Dark 

Triad traits across situations and with longitudinal designs to understand 

how individuals’ levels of the Dark Triad traits change over time and how 

do the Dark Triad traits develop. Furthermore, do the Dark Triad traits vary 

across cultures, should measurement of the traits be unique for each culture 

as social norms are also unique. As yet, much of the Dark Triad research has 

focused on English speaking samples and populations, future research needs 

to expand to other cultures and languages to understand how the items and 

traits are interpreted and whether the effects are the same on work-related 

outcomes. Organisations are more and more culturally diverse and global; 

therefore understanding of these traits from all cultural aspects is necessary. 

Future research should also investigate non-linear relationships, such as 

curvilinear relationships, between the Dark Triad traits to identify the 

optimal levels of the Dark Triad traits. The optimal level of Dark Triad traits 

is likely to vary by job role, organisation and industry. Therefore such 

research could provide insight for recruitment and job matching.  

Furthermore, researchers need to investigate gender differences 

related to the Dark Triad traits. The studies in this thesis showed that the 

Dark Triad traits might have differential impact for the genders. 

Machiavellianism may be more beneficial for men than women and Primary 

Psychopathy may be more detrimental for women than men. However it is 

not clear whether this is due to the assessment method used, the types of 

samples gathered or differences in how the traits manifest in women 

compared to men. A number of items within Dark Triad questionnaires use 

language that is masculine in attitude or behaviour; therefore women may 

be less likely to endorse those items. Gender-neutral items may alleviate 

such issues and allow insight in to if and why the genders differ on the Dark 

Triad traits.     

A future study that is longitudinal in design, with a large sample of 

employees from an organisation, that utilises a combination of self-report, 

other-report, behavioural measures and objective variables, and utilises 

robust measures of the Dark Triad traits that accurately assess their overlap 
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as well as their distinctness is necessary. Finally, researchers of the Dark 

Triad traits need to acknowledge that, as with the majority of personality 

variables, the effects of these traits can be both beneficial and detrimental to 

work-related outcomes.  
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