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Abstract
To date, research on the dark triad has mainly adopted a variable-centered perspective to investigate work-related outcomes of each dimension of the dark triad, thus not considering their potential combined effects. To overcome this issue, authors have begun to examine the dimensions of the dark triad by adopting a person-centered approach. Because the existing literature on this topic is still scarce, more person-centered studies are needed. Accordingly, by relying on a person-centered approach, we explored the latent profiles of 447 French employees’ dark triad traits, characterized by their levels of Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy. This research also investigated the associations between these profiles and work behaviors (i.e., job performance and counterproductive work behaviors). Latent profile analysis identified four latent profiles (i.e., benevolent, high Machiavellianism, high psychopathy, and malevolent), which differentially predicted individuals’ work behaviors. More interestingly, the results showed that the malevolent profile was associated with the highest job performance. Overall, our findings provide important contributions to the literature on the dark triad and pave the way for future research.
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	Over the past few years, the dark triad personality traits have become popular within the organizational behavior psychology literature (Harms, Spain, & Hannah, 2011; Zettler & Solga, 2013). Paulhus and Williams (2002) introduced the concept of the dark triad, which consists of three subclinical undesirable behaviors, namely Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy. People who are high in these traits are malevolent and tend to develop negative interpersonal relationships. Specifically, Machiavellianism refers to individuals who lack empathy towards others and have the tendency to manipulate others for their own success. Narcissism characterizes a need for admiration and attention. People high in narcissism tend to rely on superiority strategies in interpersonal relationships. Psychopathy includes traits of impulsivity, self-centeredness, and emotional coldness, which entail anti-social behaviors that lead to divisive interpersonal interactions.
	So far, research on the dark triad personality traits has mostly adopted the traditional and dominant variable-centered approach (e.g., Carter, Campbell, & Muncer, 2014; Rauthmann & Kolar, 2012; Wai & Tiliopoulos, 2012). To the best of our understanding, two perspectives of the dark triad personality traits are in opposition within the literature. On the one hand, some scholars consider the three dimensions of the dark triad mainly as distinct variables, thus treating them in isolation of one another (e.g., Fox & Rooney, 2015; Paulhus & Williams, 2002). In contrast, some scholars argue that the dark triad personality traits should be treated as unidimensional (e.g., Bertl, Pietschnig, Tran, Stieger, & Voracek, 2017; Jonason, Li, & Teicher, 2010), that is, creating a composite score of the dark triad traits. Consistent with this idea, some scholars have found that Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy load into a single latent factor (e.g., Egan, Chan, & Shorter, 2014; Jonason & Webster, 2010). In short, these two perspectives contrast the idea that individuals may have different levels of each trait of the dark triad with the idea that they have comparable levels of these traits. It is therefore becoming urgent to shed light on these divergent viewpoints. In particular, one way to address this issue is to rely on a person-centered approach. This approach allows identifying distinct employees’ dark triad profiles characterized by different combinations of Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy. In contrast to a variable-centered approach, which looks at how continuous variables predict outcomes separately and across individuals, a person-centered approach allows us to understand how the dark triad personality traits operate conjointly and within individuals to predict outcomes.
	Accordingly, the present research proposes to use latent profile analyses (i.e., a person-centered perspective) to explore employees’ dark triad profiles based on their levels of Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy, among a sample of workers coming from various organizational settings. We further assessed the construct validity of the profiles through the consideration of occupational issues. In particular, we investigated the relationships between these profiles, job performance, and counterproductive work behaviors.
1.1. Dark triad profiles
	After reviewing the limited literature on dark triad profiles, we identified, to the best of our knowledge, two person-centered studies on the dark triad personality traits. First, Egan et al. (2014) identified four latent profiles among 861 individuals (recruited via their social networks (Facebook)) based on individuals’ levels of Machiavellianism, narcissism, psychopathy, and six other personality indicators. They labeled these profiles “unhappy,” “vulnerable narcissists,” “grandiose narcissists,” and “happy non-narcissists.” By revealing qualitative profiles such as the "grandiose narcissist" profile, which displayed high levels of narcissism with low levels of Machiavellianism and psychopathy, they pointed out that the dark triad dimensions may combine within individuals at contrasting levels. Their results are thus more closely aligned with the notion that the dark triad personality traits are distinct from one another. In contrast, using Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy as indicators, Kam and Zhou (2016) identified three latent profiles with matching levels of the three dimensions, among 1102 Canadian students, indicating that these profiles differed only quantitatively. Particularly, they identified three dark triad profiles with low, moderate, and high levels of each trait. Kam and Zhou’s (2016) findings are thus more in line with the view that the dark triad is unidimensional, thereby arguing against the use of a person-centered approach in the study of the dark triad. 
	These findings suggest that the existing but limited literature on profiles of the dark triad is still struggling to reach a consensus on how Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy should be treated. Arguing that both perspectives might be appropriate, but that they would depend on people, we plead in favor of more person-centered studies to clarify and expand findings on profiles of the dark triad. In a similar but broader vein, scholars have advocated the adoption of a person-centered analytic approach to the study of personality constructs since it might provide a more accurate picture of reality (Colledani, Anselmi, & Robusto, 2019). Therefore, the present study first sought to explore latent profiles of the dark triad. Given that latent profile analysis is exploratory and given the lack of consensus in the literature, a priori assumptions are difficult to establish. Instead, we proposed to investigate the following research question:
	Research question 1: Will qualitative and quantitative latent profiles of the dark triad emerge?
1.2. Dark triad profiles and work behaviors
	Although it has been argued that the dark triad traits are likely to entail counterproductive work behaviors and lessen job performance (e.g., O’Boyle, Forsyth, Banks, & McDaniel, 2012), their relationships, however, seem less consistent. For instance, Kiazad, Restubog, Zagenczyk, Kiewitz, and Tang (2010) indicated that individuals high in Machiavellianism were more prone to engage in counterproductive work behaviors such as abuse. In contrast, Kessler et al. (2010) found that individuals with high levels of Machiavellianism were more conscientious and engaged in less counterproductive work behaviors to maintain their power. Furthermore, Baloch, Meng, Xu, Cepeda-Carrion, and Bari (2017) indicated that the more individuals exhibited high levels of psychopathy, the more they reported high levels of job performance, while O’Boyle et al. (2012) found a negative correlation between psychopathy and job performance. As a matter of fact, a significant number of variable-centered studies reported positive, negative, or even null findings between the dark triad personality traits and work behaviors (O’Boyle et al., 2012). 	
	Given that the findings on the relationship between the dark triad and work behaviors are mixed and that person-centered results are, to our knowledge, non-existent, it is impossible to make specific assumptions. Therefore, we developed the following research question:
	Research question 2: Do dark triad profiles differentially predict individuals’ work behaviors?
2. Methods
2.1. Participants and procedure
	Participants were recruited via our social and professional networks (e.g., Facebook, LinkedIn). They were informed that their participation was voluntary and anonymous, and we specified that there were no right or wrong answers. The sample of this study was composed of 447 employees. Women accounted for the majority of the sample (77%). Most of the participants were French (98%). On average, they were 41.77 years old (SD = 12.27) and many held a bachelor's degree (68.7%).
2.2. Measures
2.2.1. Dark triad 
	Participants’ dark triad traits were assessed using Jones and Paulhus’s (2014) Short Dark Triad scale. The scale consisted of three sub-dimensions measured by nine items each: Machiavellianism (e.g., I like to use clever manipulation to get my way; ω = .79), narcissism (e.g., Many group activities tend to be dull without me; ω = .70), and psychopathy (e.g., I like to get revenge on authorities; ω = .75). Employees rated the items on a 5-point scale ranging from “1” (strongly disagree) to “5” (strongly agree).
2.2.2. Job performance 
	Employees’ job performance was measured using the five items from Williams and Anderson’s scale (1991). Participants rated items such as “I fulfill responsibilities specified in my job description” on a 7-point scale from “1” (strongly disagree) to “7” (strongly agree). The reversed item (i.e., "I neglect aspects of the job I’m obligated to perform") was excluded from the analyses since the factor loading of this indicator on its latent variable was not significant. The scale had a good internal consistency (ω = .75).
2.2.3. Counterproductive work behaviors 
	Participants reported their counterproductive work behaviors using 14 items (ω = .80) from Spector et al.’s Counterproductive Work Behavior Checklist (2006). Items such as “Taking an additional or longer break than you were allowed to take” were assessed on a 7-point scale ranging from “1” (never) to “7” (often). 
	Table 1 displays descriptive statistics and correlations among the variables studied.
Table 1
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations among Variables
	
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	1. Machiavellianism
	3.06
	0.63
	(.79)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Narcissism
	2.77
	0.54
	.25**
	(.70)
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Psychopathy
	2.04
	0.56
	.47**
	.36**
	(.75)
	
	
	
	

	4. Job performance
	5.85
	0.83
	-.03
	.22**
	-.08
	(.75)
	
	
	

	5. CWB
	2.02
	0.70
	.33**
	.24**
	.41**
	-.09*
	(.80)
	
	

	6. Gender
	1.77
	0.43
	-.17**
	-.16**
	-.29**
	-.05
	-.07
	-
	

	7. Age
	41.77
	12.27
	-.18**
	-.14**
	-.05
	-.06
	-.15**
	-.12**
	-


Note. N = 447. McDonald’s omega is on the diagonal. CWB = counterproductive work behaviors. Gender was coded “1” for male and “2” for female.
*p < .05. **p < .01.
2.3. Data analysis
	SPSS version 25 was used to perform descriptive statistics, while latent profile analyses were conducted using Mplus version 7.4 with its robust maximum likelihood estimator (MLR). Because the number of parameters to be estimated was too large in regard to the sample size and to avoid inflation of measurement errors from the large number of items of latent variables, we used the item-parceling strategy, and in particular the item-to-construct balance technique (For more details, see Little, Cunningham, Shahar, & Widaman, 2002). Accordingly, we reduced the number of indicators of Machiavellianism, narcissism, psychopathy, and counterproductive work behaviors to three per latent variable[footnoteRef:1] (e.g., Nguyen & Stinglhamber, 2018).  [1:  Details are available in the supplementary materials] 

2.3.1. Latent profile analysis 
	Following McLarnon and Tarraf (2017)’s recommendations, which argue for the benefits of considering “the global Dark Triad factor, and the more specific facets of Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy” (p. 73), we adopted a bifactor model rather than a fully latent model of the dark triad (for the advantages of using a bifactor model, see also Gunnell & Gaudreau, 2015). Table 2 shows that the bifactor model had a very good fit to the data (χ² (18) = 46.37, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .03, CFI = .97, TLI = .94). All the factor loadings of the indicators on their latent variables were significant, with standardized loadings ranging from .29 to .55 for the general factor (i.e., dark triad), .52 to .59 for Machiavellianism, .49 to .66 for narcissism, and .39 to .46 for psychopathy.
Table 2
Fit Indices for both Antecedents and Outcomes Measurement Models 
	Model
	χ²
	df
	RMSEA
	SRMR
	CFI
	TLI
	SCF
	Δχ²SB
	Δdf 

	Dark triad
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1. Bifactor model
	46.37
	18
	.059
	.032
	.97
	.94
	1.065
	---
	---

	Outcomes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1. Two-factor model
	29.45
	13
	.053
	.029
	.98
	.96
	1.021
	---
	---

	2. One-factor model 
	419.73
	14
	.255
	.159
	.43
	.14
	0.996
	578.22***
	1


Note. N = 447. RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; SRMR = standardized root mean square residual; CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index; SCF = scaling correction factor; Δχ² SB = strictly positive Satorra-Bentler chi-square difference test; 
***p < .001.
	To perform latent profile analyses, we used factor scores extracted from bifactor confirmatory factor analysis of the dark triad as inputs for the analyses. This is because implementing a fully latent approach for latent profile analysis failed to estimate mixture models given its complexity (Morin, 2016). Nonetheless, it remains that the use of factor scores presents several advantages (Meyer & Morin, 2016). Firstly, factor scores are automatically standardized with a variance of one and a mean of zero, resulting in an easier interpretation of mixture models. Secondly, factor scores still partially control for measurement errors by reducing the weight of indicators with high levels of measurement errors and increasing the weight of indicators with low levels of measurement errors. Thirdly, factor scores in a way preserve the underlying structure of the latent variables at stake. 
	Following Morin’s recommendations (2016), latent profiles were estimated with 3000 random start values, 100 iterations of these start values, and 100 solutions retained for final stage optimization in order to avoid converging on a local maxima (i.e., an untrue maximum likelihood). We specified up to six latent profiles in which the means and the variances of Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy were freely estimated across profiles. Optimal number of profiles was assessed through a set of eight statistical indices of model fit: the Log Likelihood, the Akaïke Information Criterion, the Consistent AIC, the Bayesian Information Criterion, the Sample-Size Adjusted BIC, the entropy, the adjusted Lo, Mendell and Rubin’s Likelihood Ratio test, and the Bootstrap Likelihood Ratio Test (For further details, see Morin, 2016). Furthermore, it is important to keep in mind that researchers also need to consider the theoretical conformity and meaning of the solution retained when selecting the optimal number of profiles (Morin, 2016).
2.3.2. Latent profile analysis: Outcomes
	To prevent substantial changes to the nature of latent profiles of the dark triad, we used the start values from the retained latent profile solution when investigating outcomes (Meyer & Morin, 2016). Here again, we relied on factor scores saved from confirmatory factor analyses. Table 2 shows that the two-factor measurement model (i.e., job performance and counterproductive work behaviors) showed a very good fit to the data (χ² (13) = 29.45, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .03, CFI = .98, TLI = .96) and was significantly better than the one-factor model. All the factor loadings of the indicators on their latent variables were significant, with standardized loadings ranging from .43 to .96 for performance and .62 to .93 for counterproductive work behaviors. Outcomes were investigated through means comparison (e.g., Nguyen & Stinglhamber, 2020). In other words, we tested whether an outcome within one profile significantly differed in comparison with other profiles.
2.4. Results
2.4.1. Latent profiles of the dark triad
	Fit indices related to the latent profile analysis showed that the two-profile solution had the lowest CAIC and BIC, the three-profile solution exhibited the lowest SSA-BIC, the four-profile solution displayed the lowest AIC, the five-profile solution showed the highest entropy value, and the six-profile solution indicated the lowest LL. Overall, these findings suggest that most indicators failed to retain a clear solution. Consequently, we followed Morin’s recommendations (2016) by plotting these indicators to examine where the slope of most indices was leveling off, indicating the best profile solution that should be considered. Since the plateau was reached at four classes, we closely investigated the three-, four-, and five-profile solutions. A careful examination showed that taking into account four profiles at the expense of three profiles revealed an additional meaningful latent profile. Moving from four profiles in favor of five profiles only led to the division of one latent profile into two smaller latent profiles, indicating a similar configuration. Furthermore, the aLMR value and the BLRT value of the 5-profile solution were non-significant, suggesting that the k-1 profile (i.e., the four-profile solution) should be retained. For these reasons, we kept the four-profile solution as the best representation of our data.
	Figure 1 displays the prototypical dark triad profiles chosen. The first latent profile, labeled “Benevolent” (13.6%), included employees who reported low levels of each sub-dimension (Mmachiavellianism = -.65, Mnarcissism = -.22, and Mpsychopathy = -.65). Individuals with the most common profile (49.1%) were labeled “High Machiavellianism” given that they reported high levels of Machiavellianism (M = .25), moderately low levels of narcissism (M = -.05), and low levels of psychopathy (M = -.61). Employees who exhibited low levels of Machiavellianism (M = -.31) and narcissism (M = -.38,) with high levels of psychopathy (M = .83) were labeled “High psychopathy” and accounted for 21.4% of our sample. Finally, individuals characterized by high levels of each dimension of the dark triad (Mmachiavellianism = .27, Mnarcissism = .84, and Mpsychopathy = .74) were labeled “Malevolent” (15.9%). With respect to Research Question 1, these results revealed the existence of two qualitative and two quantitative latent profiles of the dark triad.
[image: ]
Figure 1. Latent profiles of the dark triad. Qualitative and quantitative distinctions. GF = general factor.
2.4.2. Latent profiles and outcomes
	The associations between the four profiles of the dark triad and work behaviors are displayed in Table 3 and illustrated in Figure 2. Results showed that the benevolent profile was related to the lowest levels of counterproductive work behaviors, followed by the high Machiavellianism profile. Both the high psychopathy profile and the malevolent profile were associated with the highest levels of counterproductive work behaviors. Concerning job performance, analyses indicated that individuals belonging to the high psychopathy profile reported the lowest levels of job performance, followed by employees belonging to the high Machiavellianism profile and to the benevolent profile. Finally, the malevolent profile exhibited the highest levels of job performance.
Table 3
Factor Scores Means Comparison for Outcomes across Latent Profiles
	
	Ben (1)
	hMac (2)
	hPsy (3)
	Mal (4)
	F
	Significant Differences

	Job performance
	.0559
	.0201
	-.1646
	.1125
	3.70*
	3 < 2 = 1 < 4

	CWB
	-.4437
	-.0131
	.1357
	.2384
	9.43***
	1 < 2 < 3 = 4


Note. All values are standardized means. Ben = benevolent; hMac = high Machiavellianism; hPsy = high psychopathy; Mal = malevolent; CWB = counterproductive work behaviors. Angle brackets (equal sign) indicate profiles that are (not) significantly different at p < .05.
*p < .05. ***p < .001.
[image: ]
Figure 2. Standardized means of work behaviors by latent profile.
3. Discussion
	Views on how the dark triad personality traits should be treated are not always consistent. Indeed, while some scholars suggest that individuals may exhibit contrasting levels of Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy, others argue that individuals display comparable levels of each dimension. To clarify these divergent positions, the present research intended to investigate how the dark triad traits might combine within individuals by exploring the existence of profiles of individuals characterized by different combinations of Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy. Furthermore, we sought to examine how these profiles were related to work behaviors (job performance and counterproductive work behaviors). 
3.1. Latent profiles of the dark triad
	The main contribution of this research is that it sheds light on the inconsistencies in the literature by suggesting that both perspectives on the dark triad are relevant. Indeed, our results bring forth evidence that Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy may be either exclusive or dependent on each other. More precisely, our results revealed the existence of four profiles of the dark triad distinct both in qualitative and quantitative terms. In particular, we identified two qualitative latent profiles (i.e., a high Machiavellianism profile and a high psychopathy profile) in which Machiavellianism and psychopathy, while associated with (moderately) low levels of narcissism, were mutually exclusive. These profiles are consistent with the idea that the dark triad personality traits are distinct variables (as found by Fox & Rooney, 2015; Paulhus & Williams, 2002). In addition, we found two quantitative latent profiles (i.e., a benevolent and a malevolent profile) in which the three dimensions of the dark triad combine within people at comparable levels (i.e., low versus high). These quantitative profiles are in accordance with previous variable-centered findings, which indicated that Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy were positively correlated with each other (e.g., Fox & Rooney, 2015). In other words, these profiles are in line with the view that the dark triad is unidimensional (e.g., Jonason et al., 2010). Overall, by showing that both points of view are correct, but for different individuals, this research provides further support to the benefits of adopting a person-centered analytic approach in the study of the dark triad personality traits.
	While our findings are in line with Egan et al.’s person-centered study (2014), we did not replicate their profile solution. The fact that the authors used the three dimensions of the dark triad along with six other personality indicators may explain this discrepancy. In addition, although we assessed individuals’ dark triad personality with the same indicators as Kam and Zhou (2016), we did not replicate their findings either. This difference in results may be due to their use of a fully latent model, while this study relied on a bifactor model of the dark triad that is argued to be more representative of reality (for more details, see Chen et al., 2012). Supporting this view, further analyses based on a fully latent model of the dark triad revealed profile solutions similar to those found by Kam and Zhou (2016). Overall, this paper enriches the literature by offering researchers a new approach to studying the dark triad personality traits (i.e., latent profile analysis combined with a bifactor model), providing a representation that better reflects reality.
3.2. Dark triad profiles and work behaviors
	Finally, our research investigated how work behaviors (i.e., job performance and counterproductive work behaviors) were associated with dark triad profiles. Our findings indicated that individuals with high levels of psychopathy (i.e., high psychopathy profile) exhibited low levels of job performance. We also found that, when combined with high levels of Machiavellianism and narcissism (i.e., malevolent profile), employees reported higher levels of job performance. Interestingly, these findings may explain previous mixed effects of the dark triad traits on work behaviors (i.e., positive, negative, or null effects; O’Boyle et al., 2012) in prior variable-centered studies. For instance, negative effects of psychopathy on job performance may be explained by the fact that the profile with high levels of psychopathy (i.e., high psychopathy profile) was probably the main one at stake within previous variable-centered research, while positive effects occurred when the malevolent profile (i.e., high levels of each dark triad trait) constituted the bulk of the sample. In sum, our findings underline, once again, the advantages of adopting a person-centered perspective in the study of the dark triad personality traits.
3.3. Limitations and future research
	As in all research studies, several limitations should be acknowledged. First, the cross-sectional design made causal relationships between the dark triad traits and work behaviors impossible to establish. Therefore, future research should rely on a longitudinal design to address this limitation. Second, this research is sensitive to common method biases (CMV) since we used self-report questionnaires. Nevertheless, we followed Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, and Podsakoff’s recommendations to lessen the effects of CMV (2003). In particular, we guaranteed participants' anonymity and reduced their apprehension by indicating that there were no right or wrong answers. Moreover, since we sought to assess individuals’ personality traits, a self-report measure of the dark triad was probably the best methodology. Indeed, employees know what defines them better than anyone else so they would be the most appropriate to report on their personality traits. In line with the above, Conway and Lance (2010) pointed out that self-report measures are the most appropriate for assessing private events. The fact that we also used self-report questionnaires for job performance and counterproductive work behaviors implies that this study may also suffer from a potential jangle fallacy, as individuals with high levels of dark triad personality traits are more likely to engage in negative behaviors. Therefore, one way to overcome this limitation would be to rely on alternative measures (e.g., peer ratings) for these outcomes. Thirdly, although there is no rule of thumb regarding the sample size required for latent profile analysis, person-centered personality research tends to rely on samples of more than 800 individuals (e.g., Egan et al., 2014; Espinoza, Daljeet, & Meyer, 2020; Kam & Zhou, 2016). Thereby, we cannot rule out the possibility that the pattern of profiles identified in this study is biased due to the sample size. Future research should investigate whether our profile solution could replicate using a larger sample size.
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