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Abstract: Consensus is emerging that the constellation of dark personalities should include the sadistic personality. To build a four-factor
measure, we modified and extended the Short Dark Triad (SD3) measure to include sadism. A series of three studies yielded the Short Dark
Tetrad (SD4), a four subscale inventory with 7 items per construct. Study 1 (N = 868) applied exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to a diverse 48-
item pool using data collected on MTurk. A 4-factor solution revealed a separate sadism factor, as well as a shifted Dark Triad. Study 2 (N =
999 students) applied EFA to a reduced 37-item set. Associations with adjustment and sex drive provided insight into unique personality
dynamics of the four constructs. In Study 3 (N = 660), a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the final 28 items showed acceptable fit for a
four-factor solution. Moreover, the resulting 7-item subscales each showed coherent links with the Big Five and adjustment. In sum, the four-
factor structure replicated across student and community samples. Although they overlap to a moderate degree, the four subscales show
distinctive correlates — even with a control for acquiescence. We also uncovered a novel link between sadism and sexuality, but no association

with maladjustment.
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Almost 20 vyears ago, Paulhus and Williams (2002)
coined the term Dark Triad to refer to a constellation of
three socially offensive personality variables: narcissism,
Machiavellianism, and psychopathy. These so-called
“dark” variables - although they have parallels to clinical
disorders - show substantial variance in non-clinical
samples. Despite radically different conceptual origins, the
three variables invariably show positive intercorrelations -
sometimes substantial. If ignored, this overlap can lead to
a misattribution of empirical associations - for example,
falsely concluding that narcissism is responsible for an
outcome, when psychopathy is actually the active ingredi-
ent. For that reason, Paulhus and Williams advised that
the three variables be studied jointly.

The burgeoning popularity of this model has been evi-
denced in reviews by Furnham, Richards, and Paulhus
(2013), Muris, Merckelbach, Otgaar, and Meijer (2017),
and, most recently, Zeigler-Hill and Marcus (2019). Facili-
tating this growth was the advent of two brief measures
of the Dark Triad, namely, the Dirty Dozen (Jonason &
Webster, 2010) and Short Dark Triad (Jones & Paulhus,
2014). Their relative brevity made them a practical screen-
ing device for applications in social, personality, and indus-
trial-organizational psychology.

Nonetheless, some writers (notably, Marcus & Zeigler-
Hill, 2015), have called for a broader, more inclusive
membership in this cadré of callous exploiters. The many
nominees include spitefulness, borderline, antagonism,
moral disengagement, schadenfreude, and status-driven
risk-taking. However, the sadistic personality has generated
the broadest consensus (e.g., Book et al., 2016; Buckels,
Jones, & Paulhus, 2013; Chabrol, Van Leeuwen, Rodgers,
& Séjourné, 2009; Craker & March, 2016; Davis, Visser,
Volk, Vaillancourt, & Arnocky, 2019; Greitemeyer, 2015;
Johnson, Plouffe, & Saklofske, 2019; Moor & Anderson,
2019; Plouffe, Saklofske, & Smith, 2017).

This broad movement to include subclinical sadism' and
create a Dark Tetrad had been theoretically justified in two
key ways. First, sadism satisfied the criterion of callousness
or impaired empathy (Paulhus, 2014; Pajevic et al., 2018).
Many researchers in the triad tradition have argued that
callous exploitation is the common component - and
explains the inevitable overlap (e.g., Heym et al.,, 2019;
Jones & Figueredo, 2013). Second, the construct of sadism
added a unique element not covered by the Dark Triad
members, namely, intrinsic pleasure in hurting others (Nell,
2006). In short, the construct shares a common component
and adds a new one.

T We define sadism as the tendency to enjoy causing, or simply observing, others’ suffering.
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Inherent in the dark personality movement is the distin-
guishing of subclinical variants from their clinical/forensic
counterparts. Thus our notion of everyday sadism (Paulhus
& Dutton, 2016) runs parallel with the migration of
psychopathy and narcissism into subclinical variants
(LeBreton, Binning, & Adorno, 2006; Raskin & Hall,
1979). Although the trait approach to personality disorders
avoids the difficulties raised by a categorical approach
(see Krueger, Markon, Patrick, Benning, & Kramer, 2014),
brief subclinical measures cannot replace clinical measures
of personality disorders.

Measuring all Four Constructs

Research on the Dark Tetrad has been hampered by the
fact that no four-factor measure has yet been published.
Instead, several stand-alone measures of sadism have been
developed. These include the Short Sadistic Impulse Scale
(SSIS; O’Meara, Davies, & Hammond, 2011), the Varieties
of Sadistic Tendencies (VAST; Paulhus & Jones, 2015),
the Assessment of Sadistic Personality (ASP; Plouffe et al.,
2017), and the Comprehensive Assessment of Sadistic
Tendencies (CAST; Buckels & Paulhus, 2013). Often, they
are used to accompany triad batteries.

Already widely used, these stand-alone measures have
been shown to predict instances of everyday sadism, includ-
ing enjoyment of violent video games (Greitemeyer & Sagio-
glou, 2017), Internet trolling (Buckels, Trapnell, Andjelovic,
& Paulhus, 2019; Buckels, Trapnell & Paulhus, 2014), fasci-
nation with weapons (Gonzalez & Greitemeyer, 2018),
cyberstalking (Smoker & March, 2017), Internet bullying
(Kircaburun, Jonason, & Griffiths, 2018), revenge (Chester
& DeWall, 2018), toxic leadership (Spain, Harms, & Wood,
2016), negative impressions (Rogers, Le, Buckels, Kim, &
Biesanz, 2018), mourning style (Lee, 2019), sexual violence
(Russell & King, 2016), and sadistic behavior in the labora-
tory (Buckels et al., 2013; Chester, DeWall, & Enjaian,
2019). The breadth of these correlates suggests a wide pre-
dictive reach for self-report sadism.

Of course, these stand-alone measures were designed to
be broad-band, that is, to maximize coverage of the sadism
construct. Because of their breadth, however, these mea-
sures tend to overlap highly with corresponding broad-band
measures of psychopathy (e.g., the Psychopathy Personality
Inventory, the Self-Report Psychopathy scale) and Machi-
avellianism (e.g., the Mach IV). That overlap hampers inde-
pendent measurement of the Dark Tetrad members (see
Muris et al., 2017; Vize, Lynam, Collison, & Miller,
2018). In this report, we develop an inventory that distin-
guishes the four constructs sufficiently to avoid such

ambiguities while retaining the core features of each
construct.

In developing the four-factor instrument - hereafter
labeled the Short Dark Tetrad (SD4) - our goals were
three-fold: (1) to minimize subscale overlap by emphasizing
the unique components of each construct, (2) to remain
relatively brief? (under 30 items), and (3) to position the
SD4 subscales in a coherent nomological network.
Together these goals present a formidable challenge, that
is, how to tease apart sets of items to capture factors that
are known to intercorrelate.

Overview of Our Three Studies

A sequence of three studies (total N = 2,527) culminated in
the 28-item Short Dark Tetrad. Study 1 applied exploratory
factor analysis (EFA) to a diverse pool of 48 items. A four-
factor solution provided evidence for a sadism factor as well
as the usual three dark factors. Refinements yielded a
penultimate 37 item set. Study 2 applied EFA to the reduced
item set to create a 28-item inventory comprising four
7-item subscales. In Study 3, a confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) verified the four-factor structure. The subscales
showed coherent links with the Big Five, adjustment, and
sex drive. All samples were sufficiently large (Ns of 660,
868, 999) to ensure stable correlations (Schonbrodt &
Perugini, 2013).

Study 1: Item Development

Assembling the Short Dark Tetrad (SD4) subscales followed
several guidelines. First was the choice to fasten new items
onto the framework of the Short Dark Triad instrument
(Jones & Paulhus, 2014). This approach facilitated the con-
trast of sadism items against an already-established assess-
ment. Second, we gave priority to sadism items already
appearing in the stand-alone measures, especially, the
VAST and CAST. Third, we confronted several challenges
regarding the distinctiveness of sadism from the current
triad members (Johnson et al., 2019; O’Connell & Marcus,
2019; Paulhus, 2014). We now consider each of these
themes in turn.

Structure

The SD4 was designed to extend content coverage of
the SD3. Several hundred studies on the latter instrument

2 Of course, there are limits to the value of brief measures (Crede, Harms, Niehorster, & Gaye-Valentine, 2012; Ziegler, Kemper, & Kruyen, 2014).
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have confirmed the value of separating narcissism, Machi-
avellianism, and psychopathy (Furnham, Richards, Rangel,
& Jones, 2014; Zeigler-Hill & Marcus, 2019). Nonetheless,
some critics have pointed to high correlations between
Machiavellianism and psychopathy in some samples (e.g.,
Muris et al., 2017). Although applying less to the SD3 than
to broad-band personality batteries, the problem had been
ameliorated when the Mach VI was introduced (Paulhus
& Jones, 2015). Its content is less aggressive, instead focuss-
ing on controlled manipulation. Hence, we began our struc-
tural analyses with the Mach VI items rather than the
original SD3 Mach items. We also took the opportunity to
add new triad items to allow for possible shifting of the
SD3 structure when sadism items are added.

In addition, we considered the possibility that the SD4
factor structure might vary as a function of age. Previous
research has demonstrated a tendency for malevolent
behavior to diminish with age (Barbaree, Langton,
Blanchard, & Cantor, 2009; Olver & Wong, 2015; Veselka,
Schermer, & Vernon, 2011). With all four constructs tapping
malevolence, we expected that restricting our sample to
younger respondents would reduce the factor intercorrela-
tions. A younger subsample would also correspond more
closely to student samples - the most common source of
data in personality research. Accordingly, we examined
the effect of restricting respondent age.

Sadistic Content

Items of the SSIS and ASP refer primarily to direct physical
sadism (e.g., “I enjoy hurting people”) whereas the VAST
also included vicarious items (e.g., “I enjoy watching violent
sports”). The CAST went even further to include verbal sad-
ism (e.g., “I enjoy making jokes at the expense of others”).
For inclusiveness, our new sadism items were written to
represent all three facets.

Theoretical Claims

We also broadened the item scope to address the relevance
of sexual and dominance motivations. Links have already
been established between unrestricted sexuality and dark
personalities (Jonason & Tost, 2010; McDonald, Donnellan,
& Navarrete, 2012; Smith, @verup, & Webster, 2019;
Stolarski, Czarna, Malesza, & Szymanska, 2017). By some
accounts, a strong sex drive reflects a broader impulsivity
(i.e., inability to restrain inappropriate urges). That general
externalizing tendency (Prentky & Knight, 1986) implicates
psychopathic tendencies (Hare & Neumann, 2008; Visser,
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2019). Accordingly, we wrote several items for the
psychopathy subscale that refer to unrestricted sexuality.
Another controversial claim is that sadism is fundamen-
tally motivated by interpersonal dominance (Nell, 2006;
O’Meara et al., 2011). To evaluate this claim, we included
an additional set of 10 items tapping the two axes of the
trait circumplex, that is, dominance and nurturance
(Horowitz & Strack, 2010; Hopwood, Wright, Ansell, &
Pincus, 2013). In total, the initial pool comprised 48 items.

Summary of Results

Because of page limitations, the details of Study 1 (including
three Tables, i.e., S1.1-S1.3) are relegated to the online sup-
plementary materials at https://osf.io/kh2c7/. Our initial
pool of 48 items was promising but it harbored several
obstacles to a clear four-factor solution. We therefore
revised the item pool in several ways. First, we eliminated
all reversals. Second, we removed items that showed no
clear loading on any factor or cross-loaded. Now down to
37 items, this version was evaluated in Study 2.

Study 2: Subscale Creation
and Criterion Prediction

Study 2 had several purposes. First was the refinement of
the 37-item version derived in Study 1. Second, we sought
to increase generalizability by assessing university students
rather than relying on MTurk participants. Third, we
explored links of the Dark Tetrad with several forms of
psychological adjustment, including sex drive.

A remaining challenge for the 37-item set was a better
separation of sadism items from psychopathy items.
Following Johnson et al. (2019), we suspected that the solu-
tion lay in the distinctive nature of sadism items with vicar-
ious vs. direct physical content (Buckels et al., 2014). The
physical sadism items (e.g., “I like to hurt people.”) over-
lapped so much with psychopathic violence that some items
written for sadism could load on the two factors. By con-
trast, the vicarious items (e.g., “I enjoy watching violent
films.”), although equally sadistic, formed a separate factor.
Hence, minimizing the number of physical sadism items
would promote separation (see Johnson et al, 2019).
Finally, to retain their content, we “un-reversed” several
of the reversals from Study 1, for example, we removed
“never” from “I have never been in trouble with the law.”

In short, we sought to extract the final subscales from
the best remaining item set. In addition, we explored their
adjustment profiles. Note again that dark personality

European Journal of Psychological Assessment (2020)
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variables do not share the severe impairment associ-
ated with personality disorders (Furnham et al., 2013;
Kaiser, LeBreton, & Hogan, 2015). Nonetheless, adjustment
differences may emerge in normal samples. Hence, we use
the term “adjustment” to refer to non-pathological con-
cerns. Analyses of such concerns have typically distin-
guished personal adjustment, that is, intra-psychic positivity
and stability, from interpersonal adjustment, that is, harmo-
nious relations with others (Bonanno, Field, Kovacevic, &
Kaltman, 2002; Church et al., 2006; Dufner, Gebauer,
Sedikides, & Denissen, 2019; Kurt & Paulhus, 2008). As a
rule, adjustment problems among dark personalities have
been limited to interpersonal conflict (Furnham et al.,
2013; Rauthmann, 2012).> We expected that same pattern
to emerge here.

Finally, we sought to understand why the sex-related
items in Study 1 loaded on the sadism factor. Was it
(a) the callousness implied in a preference for casual sex
or (b) a more fundamental link between sadism and sexual-
ity? To evaluate the latter, we removed the casual sex items
from the SD4 candidates and added simple self-rating of
sex drive to the interpersonal adjustment outcomes.

Method

Participants were 999 students recruited from the subject
pool at the University of British Columbia (56% women;
M,ge = 20.7 years, SD = 4.3). Ethnicities were as follows:
44% European Heritage, 44% East Asian, 9% South Asian,
and 3% other ethnicities. Participants received a half-
percent course bonus to complete the survey. Our items
were part of a larger prescreen survey that included items
from other laboratories.

All items were formatted as 5-point Likert scales with
anchors 1 (= not at all) and 5 (= very much). Personal adjust-
ment was measured with three items tapping intrapsychic
elements of well-being: The forward-keyed item was: “I
have high self-esteem”; reverse-keyed were: “I easily get
depressed”, and “I have engaged in self-harm behaviors”;
the a reliability was .73. Interpersonal adjustment was mea-
sured with the mean of two items: “I am close to my fam-
ily” (forward-keyed) and “People tend to dislike me”
(reverse-keyed); the a reliability was .71. The single sex
drive item was worded as “My sex drive is pretty high.”

Analyses, Results, and Discussion

Because of alterations to the item set, we turned again to
EFA of the remaining 33 items. Assuming an oblique

solution, we chose the Principal Axis Factor extraction
method and Promax rotation from SPSS 25.

The first four factors were clearly interpretable as the
Dark Tetrad. The four factor solution was also consistent
with the MAP and parallel analysis tests. Factor intercorre-
lations were modest, ranging from .14 to .44. However, a
total of three items - all psychopathy or sadism content -
cross-loaded in non-trivial ways. As expected, the physical
sadism items double-loaded with psychopathy and were
removed. Finally, two items were removed from each of
the other two factors to equate the subscale sizes at 7.
Rather than using loading differences, we removed items
that were most similar in content to remaining items.

Table 1 shows a follow-up EFA on the remaining
28 items. All loaded (at least .24) on the hypothesized
factors. The subscale means (Table 2) are consistent
with those in previous research. As with other dark
measures, male respondents scored higher than females
on the sadism subscale (Jonason, Li, & Teicher, 2010;
Neumann, Schmitt, Carter, Embley, & Hare, 2012): In fact,
the effect size for sadism reached a Cohen’s d of 1.07.
The upper section of Table 3 provides the subscale reli-
abilities (internal consistencies) and intercorrelations. As
expected, the correlations are all positive, ranging from
11 to .49.

Adjustment Patterns

Distinct profiles of the four constructs were confirmed by
distinctive links to adjustment variables. Results are dis-
played in the lower section of Table 3. As expected, narcis-
sists reported superior personal adjustment (Rose &
Campbell, 2004), but there was little evidence for malad-
justment in any tetrad member (consistent with Womick,
Foltz, & King, 2019). With regard to interpersonal adjust-
ment, however, the pattern followed previous tetrad
research (Rogers et al.,, 2018): That is, both sadists and
psychopaths reported significant interpersonal problems.*
Previously, empathy deficits (i.e., callousness) have been
established in dark personalities (Furnham et al., 2013;
Jonason & Krause, 2013): But empathy deficits are more
germane to interpersonal than to personal maladjustment:
In fact, the latter problems are likely the consequence of
empathy deficits.

Finally, as predicted, the strongest predictor of global sex
drive was sadism. That finding is consistent with the Study
1 finding that items referring to sexual appetite loaded more
strongly on the sadism than the psychopathy factor. Appar-
ently, those reporting sadistic tendencies also report a
stronger appetite for sex - and not just callous sex.

S Our narcissism items, like the NPI items, capture only grandiose narcissism. Had our items tapped other variants of narcissism (see Hermann,
Brunell, & Foster, 2018), then personal maladjustment might have emerged as a correlate.
“ To simplify communication, we use terms such as “sadists” or “psychopaths”. Such usage is not meant to imply an assumption that these

variables are categorical.
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Table 1. EFA Pattern Matrix from Study 2 (28 items)

Item Sadism Psychopathy Narcissism Machiavellianism
Should keep secrets .374
Butter up VIPs 425
Strategically avoid conflict .633
Keep low profile .522
Manipulation takes planning .534
Flattery works 243
Love tricky plans 401
Am a natural leader .680
Am persuasive .541
| entertain people 470
Dull without me .526
Am special .254 541
Am exceptional .587
Likely star .570
Do not mess with me .390
| like danger 420
Payback must be nasty 552
Out of control .703
Had trouble with law 525
Will say anything 564
Likely hurt .693
Love gory films .758
Fights excite 745
Torture is interesting .593
Hurt for fun 274 .365
Enjoy violent sports 727
Can hurt with words 410
Am mean on social media 242 .280
Note. N = 999. Principal Axis Factoring with Promax rotation. Bolded values were hypothesized. Loadings below .25 are omitted.
Table 2. Subscale means, gender difference effect sizes, and reliabilities in Study 2
Men Women Reliability
SD4 Subscale Mean (SD) Mean (SD) d o w
Narcissism 3.20 (0.63) 3.00 (0.58) .33 .83 .84
Machiavellianism 3.34 (0.59) 3.24 (0.53) .18 78 .80
Psychopathy 2.10 (0.63) 1.87 (0.57) 40 .82 .83
Sadism 2.52 (0.68) 1.81 (0.62) 1.07 .82 .85

Note. N = 999. ltem means based on 5-point item format. All sex differences were significant at p < .01, with males scoring higher.

Study 3: Confirmation of Structure

To replicate the four-factor structure of the 28-item
measure, we collected another large sample of students
(from a different university) and applied CFA. For several
purposes, we also included a measure of the Big Five traits,
namely, the Big Five Inventory (BFIL, John & Srivastava,
1999). One reason was to evaluate a possible shift in

© 2020 Hogrefe Publishing. Distributed under the Hogrefe
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structure: That is, the positioning of the original three vari-
ables may have been altered when sadism was added to the
constellation. Such a shift should be apparent in a different
pattern of associations with the Big Five.

Another reason for including the BFI was to address the
possibility that acquiescence had inflated the subscale inter-
correlations. Such distortion is a traditional concern when
all items are scored in the same direction (McCrae, Herbst,
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Table 3. Intercorrelations of SD4 subscales and adjustment

Variable Narcissism Machiavellianism Psychopathy Sadism
Narcissism (.83) 11 [.05, .17] .23 [.117,.29] 16 [.10, .22]
Machiavellianism (.78) .31 [.25, .36] 21 [15, .27]
Psychopathy (.82) 49 [L44, 54]
Sadism (.82)
Personal adjustment .31 [.25, .36] —.06 [—.12, .00] —.09 [-.15, —.03] —.03 [-.09, .03]
Interpersonal adjustment 141,08, .20] —.13 [-.19, —.07] —.34 [-.39, —.28] —.35 [—-.40, —.29]
Sex drive .20 [.14, .26] .07 [.01, .18] .20 [.14, .26] .32 [.26, .37]

Note. N = 999. Alpha reliabilities are in parentheses. Values in square brackets are 95% confidence intervals for the correlations. All correlations > [.11| were

significant at p < .01.

& Costa, 2001; Paulhus, 1991). The BFI provides a scoring
procedure for acquiescence (see Soto, John, Gosling, &
Potter, 2008). Any decrease in the SD4 subscale intercorre-
lations after controlling for acquiescence would suggest that
the original values were artificially inflated.

Method

A total of 660 students at the University of Winnipeg com-
pleted measures online as part of an annual fall mass test-
ing by the Psychology department. In exchange for
participating, they received partial course credit. Mean
age of this sample was 19.8 years, with 74% self-identifying
as women, 25% as men, and 1% as another gender identity.
The most frequently endorsed ethnic heritages were Euro-
pean (49%), South Asian (9%), East Asian (8%), Indigenous
(6%), and Other (8%).

The 28-item SD4 was administered with euphemistic
labels for each subscale: special for the narcissism items;
crafty for the Machiavellianism items; wild for the psy-
chopathy items; mean for the sadism items. The purpose
was to reduce defensivenss while still capturing the essence
of each identity (see Hogan, Hogan, & Warrenfeltz, 2007).
The final item set with instructions is in the Appendix.

As noted above, the Big Five factors were assessed with a
standard instrument - the Big Five Inventory (BFI; John &
Srivastava, 1999). As in Study 2, personal adjustment was
operationalized with a composite of self-esteem and
(reversed) depression.

Results and Discussion

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

The CFA on the final 28 items was performed with the
Mplus software package (Muthén & Muthén, 2012).
We began by creating 12 parcels. This approach can be
recommended when a structural model is being evaluated
(see Little, Cunningham, Shahar, & Widaman, 2002).
For each subscale, we randomly formed three parcels (as

European Journal of Psychological Assessment (2020)

recommended by Matsunaga, 2008) of 2, 2, and 3 items.
To balance the parcels within subscale, we avoided huge
discrepancies in reliabilities (Landis, Beal, & Tesluk, 2000).

Using the WLSMYV estimator and Promax rotation, the fit
indices were as follows: ¥* = 132, p < .001; RMSEA = .05,
95% CI [.04, .07]; Bentler CFI = .97; SRMR = .04. Note
that all indices were in the acceptable range, except the
%° values. However, the latter significance is no longer con-
sidered fatal in evaluating personality models (Marsh, Balla,
& MacDonald, 1988).

For a more complete picture, we ran a non-parceled ver-
sion, that is, a 28-item CFA with four factors (see Figure 1).
Of course, the fit indices for items were not as impressive,
but no cross-loadings were required. * = 1,691, p < .001;
RMSEA = .077, 95% CI [.073, .080]; Bentler CFI = .88;
SRMR = .07. Nonetheless, these values are still in the range
typically found in evaluations of established personality
models such as the Big Five (Hopwood & Donnellan,
2010). For the Mplus syntax, see the online supplementary
materials at https://osf.io/kh2c7/.

Subscale Descriptives and Intercorrelations

The descriptive statistics for this sample (Table 4) were
remarkably similar to those in Study 2 (Table 2) - despite
the addition of euphemistic labels in this study. Gender dif-
ferences in effect size ranged from .39 for narcissism to
1.07 for sadism, with males scoring higher on all four sub-
scales. The subscale intercorrelations in Table 5 range from
.20 to .51. Partialing out the acquiescence index had little
effect on subscale intercorrelations - now ranging from
.16 to .49.

Construct Validity

Correlations of the SD4 subscales with the Big Five
Inventory appear in Table 6. As expected, the strongest
correlates of sadism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism
are agreeableness and conscientiousness (both negative),
and the strongest correlate of narcissism is extraversion
(see Furnham et al., 2013; Muris et al., 2017; Paulhus &
Williams, 2002). Also included in Table 6 are the
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Figure 1. Full 28-item CFA from Study 3.

correlations with personal adjustment.” The pattern is sim-
ilar to that in Study 2, that is, the SD4 subscales show little
sign of maladjustment. But, as usual, narcissists claim supe-
rior adjustment (Rose & Campbell, 2004).

In sum, our final step of abbreviating the 37 items into the
28-item instrument appears to have been successful. The
four-factor structure was confirmed in a new, large, and geo-
graphically separate sample. And construct validity was
advanced further by showing that the pattern of external cor-
relates was coherent and consistent with previous research.
The final questionnaire, ready for administration, is pre-
sented in the Appendix.

General Discussion

Our goal of separating items tapping four oblique constructs
was daunting, to be sure. After much ado, this overall goal

43

25

P1||P2||P3||P4a||P5||P6||P7
A
.71\.80 \.75|.66 /.81 /.67 /.66
Psychopathy
A
46
.62
A
Sadism
68 /.88 /.82
A4
S1||s2||s3||s4||s5||s6]||S7

was largely realized: We sought to justify empirically the
recent addition of sadism to the pantheon of dark personal-
ities now known as the Dark Tetrad (Buckels et al., 2013;
Chabrol et al., 2009; Johnson et al., 2019; Paulhus, 2014;
Plouffe et al., 2017). Although they have parallels in person-
ality disorders, it is everyday variants that have been the
focus of our research. Socially offensive, if not malevolent
in nature,® these personality traits vary to a surprising
degree in non-forensic, non-clinical samples (e.g., college
students, workers, community samples).

To operationalize the expanded constellation, we had to
capture sadism while avoiding excessive overlap with the
other three dark personalities. Reaching this goal required
carving out the unique aspects of each construct. At the
same time, we kept the questionnaire length manageable
and applied the label, Short Dark Tetrad or SD4. During
the process of instrument development, we made a number
of substantive as well as psychometric advances.

5 This study did not include any direct indicators of interpersonal adjustment. Using agreeableness as an indirect indicator, we replicated the
pattern in Study 2, that is, all subscales except narcissism show significant interpersonal maladjustment.
8 In fact, these tendencies may prove adaptive in some contexts (Mededovié, Petrovié, Zeleskov-Dorié, & Savié, 2017; Paulhus, Westlake, Calvez, &

Harms, 2013).

© 2020 Hogrefe Publishing. Distributed under the Hogrefe
OpenMind License https://doi.org/10.1027/a000001

European Journal of Psychological Assessment (2020)


https://doi.org/10.1027/a000001

8 D. L. Paulhus et al., Dark Tetrad

Table 4. Subscale means by gender and reliabilities in Study 3

Men Women Reliability
SD4 Subscale Mean (SD) Mean (SD) d a ®
Narcissism 3.16 (0.67) 2.88 (0.76) .39 .80 .80
Machiavellianism 3.62 (0.65) 3.26 (0.65) .65 .75 .76
Psychopathy 2.14(0.76) 1.82 (0.68) VA .81 .81
Sadism 2.88 (0.81) 2.02 (0.80) 1.07 .81 .81

Note. N = 660. Data columns are item means of responses collected in 5-point format. All sex differences were significant at p < .001, with males scoring

higher.

Table 5. Intercorrelations of SD4 subscales in Study 3

SD4 Subscale Narcissism Machiavellianism Psychopathy Sadism
Narcissism (.80) .22 [15, .29] .36 [.29, .42] 0 [.183, .27]
Machiavellianism (.75) .32 [.25, .38] .37 [.30, .44]
Psychopathy (.81) (.45, .56]
Sadism (.81)

Note. N = 660. All correlations were significant at p <.001. Values in square brackets are 95% confidence intervals for the correlations. Alpha reliabilities are

on the diagonal.

Table 6. Correlations of SD4 subscales with the Big Five and personal adjustment in Study 3

Variable Narcissism Machiavellianism Psychopathy Sadism
Extraversion 9 [.43, .55] —.08 [-.16, .00] 0 [.13, .28] —.01 [-.09, .07]
Agreeableness —.05[-.12, .03] —.31 [-.38, —.24] —.39 [—.45, —.32] —.41 [-.47, —.35]
Conscientiousness 1 [.04, .19] —.22 [-.29, —.14] —.24 [-.31, —.16] —.23 [-.30, —.15]
Neuroticism —.20 [-.27, —.13] 1 [.03, .18] 4 [—.04, 11] —.01 [-.08, .07]
Openness 0 [.22, .36] 7 .00, .15] 0.0 ] 9 [.01, .16]
Personal adjustment 1 [.24, .38] —.18 [-.26, —.11] —.10 [— 17, —.02] —.09 [-.16, —.01]

Note. N = 660. All values > |.10] are significant at p < .01. Values in square brackets are 95% confidence intervals for the correlations.

Psychometric Contributions

Reliabilities

Despite their brevity, the final four 7-item subscales had
acceptable psychometric properties. The equal number of
items was more than just an esthetic flourish: It helped
equate the alpha and omega reliabilities across subscales.
Reaching that balance precludes potentially misleading
inferences down the line. A reliability advantage could
mislead researchers into over-attributing the impact of that
measure relative to the other three.

Reversals

One critical decision was to remove all reversed items.
Although increasingly recommended (e.g., Curran, 2016;
Savalei & Falk, 2014; Schmitt & Stults, 1985), that
removal had consequences: One was the increase in alpha

reliabilities compared to the precursor instrument, SD3.
Now the alphas are in the optimal range recommended
by Simms and Watson (2007).” A potentially unfortunate
consequence of reversal elimination is the inflation of
subscale intercorrelations due to common contamination
with acquiescent responding (McCrae et al., 2001; Paulhus,
1991). To address this possibility, we controlled for acquies-
cence using the method developed by Soto and colleagues
(2008). Little change was observed in the subscale
intercorrelations.

Machiavellianism Versus Psychopathy

The factoring of the final four measures yielded another
benefit: Machiavellianism and psychopathy are now distin-
guished more cleanly. As with the shift of the five factor
model when a sixth was added to create the HEXACO

’/ They recommended that item intercorrelations be in the range .12-.50. In Study 2, our mean item intercorrelations ranged from .16 to .49.
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(de Vries, de Vries, de Hoogh, & Feij, 2009), our addition of
sadism fortuitously yielded a better separation of two of the
original dark personalities. In the meta-analysis by Muris
and colleagues (2017), the mean intercorrelation of
Machiavellianism and psychopathy was .58 (p. 188). Even
in the original Short Dark Triad article, that value was .47
(Jones & Paulhus, 2014). Here, by contrast, the intercorre-
lation of Machiavellianism and psychopathy was only .31 in
Study 2 and .32 in Study 3.

Age Confound

It appears that age of respondent is a confounding factor in
dark personality research: In particular, subscale intercorre-
lations tend to be higher in MTurk than in student samples.
In Study 1, the original factor intercorrelations (Mdn = 0.45)
fell to .35 and .27, for respondents under 30 and 25, respec-
tively. A likely reason for this phenomenon is that, across
the board, interpersonal malevolence diminishes with age
(Barbaree et al., 2009; Olver & Wong, 2015): That pattern
is common to all of the Dark Triad (Fox & Rooney, 2015;
Veselka et al., 2011). Thus uncontrolled age effects collapse
the dark side factor structure to some degree. This explana-
tion for excessive correlations often observed among dark
variables may alleviate the concern expressed by some
MTurk researchers (e.g., Muris et al., 2017). In the future,
we recommend that MTurk researchers be wary of this
confound, and if necessary, control for age.®

Labels
We also sought to reduce defensiveness at both test admin-
istration and feedback. In fact, we found that provision of a
euphemistic identity label prior to each subscale (see Hogan
et al.,, 2007) was innocuous, that is, use of such labels in
Study 3 had little effect (compared to Study 2) on the sub-
scale means or the subscale intercorrelations. Hence, the
instrument may be administered with or without the labels.
However, the softening of labels should increase accept-
ability of this measure in contexts where feedback to
respondents is necessary. Years of feedback indicated that
“dark” descriptors were too threatening for use in some
government, business and work settings (see Hogan et al.,
2007). The standard psychological labels may be ideal for
communication among social scientists, but may unnerve
respondents as well as administrators who are obligated
to give feedback to respondents. This reticence has been
especially acute in non-Western countries. Bottom line:
Users can choose to include the labels or not.

Theoretical Contributions

During the course of our three studies, several key theoret-
ical challenges arose and tentative answers emerged.

Sadism Versus Psychopathy

The current stand-alone measures of sadism (ASP, SSIS,
VAST, CAST) share a common drawback - they overlap
substantially with psychopathy. This confound could be
fatal in research attempting to distinguish the two con-
structs. To some researchers, the solution is to collapse
the two constructs. We are not alone in disputing that
course of action (O’Connell & Marcus, 2019; Hare, Cooke,
& Hart, 1999; Johnson et al., 2019; Mokros, Osterheider,
Hucker, & Nitschke, 2011; Mededovi¢, & Petrovi¢ 2018).

The issue was addressed directly in a recent paper by
Johnson and colleagues (2019): They showed that separat-
ing the subscales of the CAST - direct physical, direct
verbal, vicarious - clarified the overlap. Of the three, the
direct physical subscale overlapped most strongly, and the
vicarious subscale, least strongly, with the psychopathy
factor. We found the same pattern: The items that best
separate from psychopathy are largely vicarious: watching
violent sports, violent media, and live fist-fights. Although
originally intended to represent all three facets, our new
subscale minimizes physical sadism items.

To us, these findings suggest that psychopathy content is
most critical to direct engagement with victims. The accom-
panying angry, fearless, impulsive aspects of psychopathy
are not evident in everyday sadism. The latter folks
gravitate toward vicarious rewards where a safe distance
can be maintained: Retaliation is thereby precluded and
rationalization is facilitated: The benefit is undiluted plea-
sure (Buckels et al., 2019).

Dominance

Some writers have argued that sadism is all about exerting
dominance (Nell, 2006). The clinical literature acknowl-
edges this syndrome under the label tyrannical sadism -
one of the variants distinguished by Millon (1996). And
two of the current stand-alone measures include domi-
nance (subjugation, humiliation) as a central component
of sadism (O’Meara et al., 2011; Plouffe et al., 2017).
According to this conception, cruel behavior embodies the
mastery of one human being over another.

We were skeptical that trait dominance underlies every-
day sadism. The traditional concept of trait dominance
subsumes interpersonal success, achievement, status, and
respect (Horowitz & Strack, 2010). It is best measured as
the vertical axis of the interpersonal circumplex (Hopwood
et al.,, 2013; Zimmerman & Wright, 2017). The recent report
by Southard, Noser, Pollock, Mercer, and Zeigler-Hill
(2015) included sadism in a comprehensive examina-
tion of how dark personalities load on the two circumplex
axes - dominance (agency) and nurturance (communion).
Sadism loaded on nurturance; but not on dominance.

8 Because their age range is typically restricted, this caveat is less important in student samples.
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In our Study 1, we measured those axes and confirmed the
independence of sadism from trait dominance. Again,
sadism did correlate (negatively) with nurturance.

Adjustment

A fundamental tenet in clinical research is that personality
disorders are accompanied by pronounced psychological
dysfunction (e.g., Millon, 1996). By contrast, our Dark
Tetrad research on subclinical samples uncovered little
dysfunction. Here, we clarify that contrast by distinguishing
personal versus interpersonal adjustment. No maladjust-
ment is evident on the former, that is, intrapsychic distress.
On the latter, however, maladjustment can be pronounced.
In fact, callousness toward others can be seen as a defining
feature.

Sexual Behavior

Originally, we hypothesized that a penchant for casual,
recreational sex would have impulsive roots, thereby linking
it most closely with psychopathy (e.g., Egan & Duff, 2019;
Prentky & Knight, 1986; Visser, 2019). Contrary to this
assumption, the sex items clung to the sadism factor in
Study 1. Therefore, we removed them from the psychopathy
subscale and reconsidered our rationale.” Because the sex
items lacked blatant sadistic content (e.g., “Casual sex
sounds like fun”), we hesitated to simply add them to the
sadism scale. Instead, we wondered whether global sexual
appetite might be implicated and wrote a simple sex drive
item for Study 2. The link with sadism was replicated:
Apparently, those who enjoy cruelty - even vicariously -
report having a high sex drive. And that empirical associa-
tion may have been under-estimated by our use of a single
item for sex drive.

The sexuality-sadism link is certainly reminiscent of
controversial claims made by Freud and The Marquis de
Sade. Perhaps there is some sexual flavor to sadism; or some
sadistic overtones to sex - even in everyday samples (Burris
& Leitch, 2016). Given the large sex difference in sadism,
the aggressive symbolism of penetration may be more than
symbolic. Or perhaps testosterone underlies both variables
(Provenzano, Dane, Farrell, Marini, & Volk, 2017; Welker,
Lozoya, Campbell, Neumann, & Carré, 2014).

No doubt there are sexuality-sadism links in two unique
variants: criminal sexuality (Mokros, Schilling, Weiss,
Nitschke, & Eher, 2014) and BDSM participants (Sagarin,
Lee, & Klement, 2015). However, individuals with unre-
stricted sexuality abound in normal samples (Kastner &
Sellbom, 2012; Simpson & Gangestad, 1991). Popular
depictions of sadistic behavior in film, television, sports
(e.g., Game of Thrones, MMA) may be powerful instigators
of arousal (Foulkes, 2019). Well-known misattribution

dynamics (Zillman, 1971) may actually promote some indi-
viduals - especially those with unrestricted sexuality - to
associate the two emotions.'?

Nevertheless, we acknowledge research linking sociosex-
uality to other dark personalities (Lee et al., 2013; Reise &
Wright, 1996; Schmitt et al., 2017; Visser, 2019). Moreovet,
our sadism-sexuality finding was not predicted in advance
and more focused research is necessary to confirm the
singular strength of this association.

Limitations and Future Directions

The present research package was restricted to self-report
questionnaires. As such, it complements the burgeoning
reports of behavioral research that validates self-reported
sadism (e.g.,, Buckels et al., 2013; Chester & DeWall,
2018; Chester et al., 2019; Greitemeyer & Sagioglou,
2017; Pfattheicher & Schindler, 2015; Rogers et al., 2018).
Both approaches now indicate that, in “everyday” samples,
sadistic tendencies can be distinguished from other dark
variables.

Consensus is emerging that the distinctive ingredient in
sadism is the reward value of (doing and/or viewing) cruel
behavior. Whereas psychopaths are indifferent to others’
suffering, sadists find it appealing. The former may exploit
cruelty for its instrumental value; the latter value its intrin-
sic rewards. Future research should address that difference
experimentally (see Jones & Paulhus, 2010, 2017).

Alternatively, there may be a clue in the sadist’s fondness
for fire-setting and vandalism (Pfattheicher, Keller, &
Knezevic, 2019). If so, sadism may be part of a broader
and deeper motivation to undermine social structure (Gold-
stein, 2013). Such anarchistic tendencies may embody the
second law of thermodynamics with a social form of
entropy-seeking.

Lumping Versus Splitting

Some researchers prefer to err on the side of parsimony
and argue for reducing the number of dark factors. Most
notable is the single-factor model advanced by Moshagen,
Hilbig, and Zettler (2018). Our mandate is differentiation.
Indeed the “big tent” seems likely to enlarge with further
research (Marcus & Zeigler-Hill, 2015).

Other models are being explored (Neumann, 2020).
Most elegant and inclusive, in our opinion, is a hierarchical
model with Honesty-Humility subsuming all four dark traits
(Paulhus & Klaiber, in press). Thus the Dark Tetrad traits
do not fall at the same level as the broad personality factors

% There is precedent in the Mededovié (2017) study, where the link between sadism and sexuality remained even after controlling for psychopathy.
10 Again, acting out sadistic behavior may require the impulsivity of psychopathy (Kastner & Sellbom, 2012).
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tapped by the Big Five or HEXACO, but are nestled within
one of them (Lee & Ashton, 2004; Zettler, Thielmann, Hil-
big, & Moshagen, 2020).

References

Barbaree, H. E., Langton, C. M., Blanchard, R., & Cantor, J. M.
(2009). Aging versus stable enduring traits as explanatory
constructs in sex offender recidivism: Partitioning actuarial
prediction into conceptually meaningful components. Criminal
Justice and Behavior, 36, 443-465. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0093854809332283

Bonanno, G. A., Field, N. P., Kovacevic, A., & Kaltman, S. (2002).
Self-enhancement as a buffer against extreme adversity: Civil
war in Bosnia and traumatic loss in the United States.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28, 184-196.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167202282005

Book, A., Visser, B. A., Blais, J., Hosker-Field, A., Methot-Jones, T,
Gauthier, N. Y., Volk, A., ... D’Agata, M. T. (2016). Unpacking
more “evil”: What is at the core of the dark tetrad? Personality
and Individual Differences, 90, 269-272. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.paid.2015.11.009

Buckels, E. E., Jones, D. N., & Paulhus, D. L. (2013). Behavioral
confirmation of everyday sadism. Psychological Science, 24,
2201-2209. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613490749

Buckels, E. E., & Paulhus, D. L. (2013, March). Everyday sadism
and the Dark Tetrad of personality. Poster presented at the 1st
meeting of the Personality Psychology Foundation, Stellen-
bosch, South Africa

Buckels, E. E., Trapnell, P. D., Andjelovic, T., & Paulhus, D. L.
(2019). Internet trolling and everyday sadism: Parallel effects
on pain perception and moral judgment. Journal of Personality,
87, 328-340. https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12393

Buckels, E. E., Trapnell, P. D., & Paulhus, D. L. (2014). Trolls just
want to have fun. Personality and Individual Differences, 67,
97-102. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.01.016

Burris, C. T., & Leitch, R. (2016). Your pain, my gain: The interper-
sonal context of sadism. In K. Aumer (Ed.), The psychology of
love and hate in intimate relationships (pp. 85-103). Cham,
Switzerland:  Springer.  https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-
39277-6_6

Chabrol, H., Van Leeuwen, N., Rodgers, R., & Séjourné, N. (2009).
Contributions of psychopathic, narcissistic, Machiavellian, and
sadistic personality traits to juvenile delinquency. Personality
and Individual Differences, 47, 734-739. https://doi.org/
10.1016/].paid.2009.06.020

Chester, D. S., & DeWall, C. N. (2018). Personality correlates of
revenge-seeking: Multidimensional links to physical aggres-
sion, impulsivity, and aggressive pleasure. Aggressive Behavior,
44, 235-245. https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21746

Chester, D. S., DeWall, C. N., & Enjaian, B. (2019). Sadism and
aggressive behavior: Inflicting pain to feel pleasure. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 45, 1252-1268. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0146167218816327

Church, A. T., Katigbak, M. S., del Prado, A. M., Valdez-Medina,
J. L., Miramontes, L. G., & Ortiz, F. A. (2006). A cross-cultural
study of trait self-enhancement, explanatory variables, and
adjustment. Journal of Research in Personality, 40, 1169-1201.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2006.01.004

Craker, N., & March, E. (2016). The dark side of Facebook: The
Dark Tetrad, negative social potency, and trolling behaviours.
Personality and Individual Differences, 102, 79-84. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.06.043

© 2020 Hogrefe Publishing. Distributed under the Hogrefe
OpenMind License https://doi.org/10.1027/a000001

Crede, M., Harms, P.D., Niehorster, S., & Gaye-Valentine, A.
(2012). An evaluation of the consequences of using short
measures of the Big Five personality traits. Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology, 102, 874-888. https://doi.org/
10.1037/a0027403

Curran, P. G. (2016). Methods for the detection of carelessly
invalid responses in survey data. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 66, 4-19. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2015.
07.006

Davis, A. C., Visser, E. A,, Volk, A. A., Vaillancourt, T., & Arnocky, S.
(2019). The relations between life history strategy and dark
personality traits among young adults. Evolutionary Psycholog-
ical Science, 5, 166-177. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40806-018-
0175-3

de Vries, R. E., de Vries, A., de Hoogh, A., & Feij, J. (2009). More
than the Big Five: Egoism and the HEXACO model of person-
ality. European Journal of Personality, 23, 635-654. https://doi.
org/10.1002/per.733

Dufner, M., Gebauer, J. E., Sedikides, C., & Denissen, J. J. (2019).
Self-enhancement and psychological adjustment: A meta-
analytic review. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 23,
48-72. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868318756467

Egan, V., & Duff, S. (2019). Psychopathy and sexual offending. In
M. Delisi (Ed.), Routledge international handbook of psychopa-
thy and crime (pp. 359-370). London, UK: Routledge.

Foulkes, L. (2019). Sadism: Review of an elusive construct.
Personality and Individual Differences, 151, 109500. https://
doi.org/10.1016/.paid.2019.07.010

Fox, J., & Rooney, M. C. (2015). The Dark Triad and trait self-
objectification as predictors of men’s use and self-presentation
behaviors on social networking sites. Personality and Individual
Differences, 76, 161-165. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.paid.2014.12.017

Furnham, A., Richards, S. C., & Paulhus, D. L. (2013). The Dark
Triad of personality: A 10-year review. Social and Personality
Psychology Compass, 7, 199-216. https://doi.org/10.1111/
spc3.12018

Furnham, A., Richards, S., Rangel, L., & Jones, D. N. (2014).
Measuring malevolence: Quantitative issues surrounding the
Dark Triad of personality. Personality and Individual Differences,
67, 114=121. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.02.001

Goldstein, A. P. (2013). The psychology of vandalism. Berlin,
Germany: Springer Science & Business Media.

Gonzalez, J. M., & Greitemeyer, T. (2018). The relationship
between everyday sadism, violent video game play, and fasci-
nation with weapons. Personality and Individual Differences,
124, 51-58. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.11.045

Greitemeyer, T. (2015). Everyday sadism predicts violent video
game preferences. Personality and Individual Differences, 75,
19-23. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.10.049

Greitemeyer, T., & Sagioglou, C. (2017). The longitudinal relation-
ship between everyday sadism and the amount of violent video
game play. Personality and Individual Differences, 104, 238-
242. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.08.021

Hare, R. D., Cooke, D. J., & Hart, S. D. (1999). Psychopathy and
sadistic personality disorder. In T. Millon, P. H. Blaney, & R. D.
Davis (Eds.), Oxford textbook of psychopathology (Vol. 4, pp.
555-584). New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

Hare, R. D., & Neumann, C. S. (2008). Psychopathy as a clinical
and empirical construct. Annual Review of Clinical Psychology,
4, 217-241. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.clinpsy.3.022806.
091452

Hermann, A. D., Brunell, A. B., & Foster, J. D. (2018). Handbook of
trait narcissism: Key advances, research methods, and contro-
versies. Cham, Switzerland: Springer.

European Journal of Psychological Assessment (2020)


https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854809332283
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854809332283
https://doi.org/10.1027/a000001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613490749
http://dx.doi.org/
http://dx.doi.org/
http://dx.doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12393
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.01.016
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-39277-6_6
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-39277-6_6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2009.06.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2009.06.020
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21746
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218816327
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218816327
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2006.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.06.043
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.06.043
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027403
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027403
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2015.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2015.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40806-018-0175-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40806-018-0175-3
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.733
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.733
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868318756467
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2019.07.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2019.07.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.12.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.12.017
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12018
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.11.045
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.10.049
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.08.021
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.clinpsy.3.022806.091452
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.clinpsy.3.022806.091452
https://doi.org/10.1027/a000001

D. L. Paulhus et al., Dark Tetrad

Heym, N., Firth, J. L., Kibowski, F., Sumich, A. L., Egan, V., &
Bloxsom, C. (2019). Empathy at the heart of darkness: Empathy
deficits that bind the Dark Triad and those that mediate
indirect relational aggression. Frontiers in Psychiatry, 10,
95-100. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2019.00095

Hogan, R., Hogan, J., & Warrenfeltz, R. (2007). The Hogan guide:
Interpretation and use of Hogan inventories. Tulsa, OK: Hogan
Assessment Systems.

Hopwood, C.J., & Donnellan, M. B. (2010). How should the
internal structure of personality inventories be evaluated?
Personality and Social Psychology Review, 14, 332-346. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1088868310361240

Hopwood, C. J., Wright, A. G., Ansell, E. B., & Pincus, A. L. (2013).
The interpersonal core of personality pathology. Journal of
Personality Disorders, 27, 270-295. https://doi.org/10.1521/
pedi.2013.27.3.270

Horowitz, L. M., & Strack, S. (2010). Handbook of interpersonal
psychology: Theory, research, assessment and therapeutic
interventions. New York, NY: Wiley.

John, O. P., & Srivastava, S. (1999). The Big-Five trait taxonomy:
History, measurement, and theoretical perspectives. In L. A.
Pervin & 0. P. John (Eds.), Handbook of personality: Theory and
research (Vol. 2, pp. 102-138). New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Johnson, L. K., Plouffe, R. A., & Saklofske, D. H. (2019). Subclinical
sadism and the Dark Triad: Should there be a “Dark Tetrad”?
Journal of Individual Differences, 40, 127-133. https://doi.org/
10.1027/1614-0001/2000284

Jonason, P. K., & Krause, L. (2013). The emotional deficits associ-
ated with the Dark Triad traits: Cognitive empathy, affective
empathy, and alexithymia. Personality and Individual Differences,
55, 532-537. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2013.04.027

Jonason, P. K., Li, N. P., & Teicher, E. A. (2010). Who is James
Bond? The Dark Triad as an agentic social style. Individual
Differences Research, 8, 111-120.

Jonason, P. K., & Tost, J. (2010). | just cannot control myself: The
Dark Triad and self-control. Personality and Individual Differ-
ences, 49, 611-615. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2010.05.031

Jonason, P. K., & Webster, G. D. (2010). The Dirty Dozen: A concise
measure of the Dark Triad. Psychological Assessment, 22, 420~
432. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019265

Jones, D. N., & Figueredo, A. J. (2013). The core of darkness:
Uncovering the heart of the Dark Triad. European Journal of
Personality, 27, 521-531. https://doi.org/10.1002/per.1893

Jones, D.N., & Paulhus, D.L. (2010). Different provocations
trigger aggression in narcissists and psychopaths. Social and
Personality Psychology Science, 1, 12-18. https://doi.org/
10.1177/1948550609347591

Jones, D. N., & Paulhus, D. L. (2014). Introducing the Short Dark
Triad (SD3) a brief measure of dark personality traits. Assess-
ment, 21, 28-41. https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191113514105

Jones, D.N., & Paulhus, D.L. (2017). Duplicity among the
Dark Triad: Three faces of deceit. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 113, 329-342. https://doi.org/10.1037/
pspp0000139

Kaiser, R. B., LeBreton, J. M., & Hogan, J. (2015). The dark side of
personality and extreme leader behavior. Applied Psychology,
64, 55-92. https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12024

Kastner, R. M., & Sellbom, M. (2012). Hypersexuality in college
students: The role of psychopathy. Personality and Individual
Differences, 53, 44-649. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.
05.005

Kircaburun, K., Jonason, P. K., & Griffiths, M. D. (2018). The Dark
Tetrad traits and problematic social media use: The mediating
role of cyberbullying and cyberstalking. Personality and Indi-
vidual Differences, 135, 264-269. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.paid.2018.07.034

European Journal of Psychological Assessment (2020)

Krueger, R. F., Hopwood, C. J., Wright, A. G., & Markon, K. E.
(2014). Challenges and strategies in helping the DSM become
more dimensional and empirically based. Current Psychiatry
Reports, 16, 515. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11920-014-0515-3

Kurt, A., & Paulhus, D. L. (2008). Moderators of the adaptiveness
of self-enhancement: Operationalization, motivational domain,
adjustment facet, and evaluator. Journal of Research in
Personality, 42, 839-853. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jrp.2007.
11.005

Landis, R. S., Beal, D. J., & Tesluk, P. E. (2000). A comparison of
approaches to forming composite measures in structural
equation models. Organizational Research Methods, 3, 186-
207. https://doi.org/10.1177/109442810032003

LeBreton, J. M., Binning, J. F., & Adorno, A. J. (2006). Subclinical
psychopaths. In J. C. Thomas & D. Segal (Eds.), Comprehensive
handbook of personality and psychopathology (Vol. 1, pp. 388-
411). New York, NY: Wiley.

Lee, K., & Ashton, M. C. (2004). Psychometric properties of the
HEXACO Personality Inventory. Multivariate Behavioral Research,
39, 329-358. https://doi.org/10.1207/515327906mbr3902_8

Lee, K., Ashton, M. C., Wiltshire, J., Bourdage, J. S., Visser, B. A, &
Gallucci, A. (2013). Sex, power, and money: Prediction from the
Dark Triad and Honesty—Humility. European Journal of Person-
ality, 27, 169-184. https://doi.org/10.1002/per.1860

Lee, S. A. (2019). The Dark Tetrad and callous reactions to
mourner grief: Patterns of annoyance, boredom, entitlement,
schadenfreude, and humor. Personality and Individual Differ-
ences, 137, 97-100. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.
08.019

Little, T. D., Cunningham, W. A., Shahar, G., & Widaman, K. F.
(2002). To parcel or not to parcel: Exploring the question,
weighing the merits. Structural Equation Modeling, 9, 151-173.
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_1

Marcus, D. K., & Zeigler-Hill, V. (2015). A big tent of dark
personality traits. Social and Personality Psychology Compass,
9, 434-446. https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12185

Marsh, H. W., Balla, J. R., & MacDonald, R. P. (1988). Goodness-
of-fit indexes in confirmatory factor analysis: The effect of
sample size. Psychological Bulletin, 103, 391-410. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0033-2909.103.3.391

Matsunaga, M. (2008). Item parceling in structural equation
modeling: A primer. Communication Methods and Measures,
2, 260-298. https://doi.org/10.1080/19312450802458935

McCrae, R. R., Herbst, J. H., & Costa, P. T. (2001). Effects of
acquiescence on personality factor structures. In R. Riemann,
F. Ostendorf, & F. Spinath (Eds.), Personality and temperament:
Genetics, evolution, and structure (pp. 217-231). Berlin, Ger-
many: Pabst Science.

McDonald, M. M., Donnellan, M. B., & Navarrete, C. D. (2012). A
life history approach to understanding the Dark Triad. Person-
ality and Individual Differences, 52, 601-605. https://doi.org/
10.1016/].paid.2011.12.003

Mededovi¢, J. (2017). Aberrations in emotional processing of
violence-dependent stimuli are the core features of sadism.
Motivation and Emotion, 41, 273-283. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11031-016-9596-0

Mededovi¢, J., & Petrovié, B. (2018). The Dark Tetrad: Structural
properties and location in the personality space. Journal of
Individual Differences, 36, 228-236. https://doi.org/10.1027/
1614-0001/a000179

Mededovié, J., Petrovié, B., Zeleskov-Dorig, J., & Savié, M. (2017).
Interpersonal and affective psychopathy traits can enhance
human fitness. Evolutionary Psychological Science, 3, 306-315.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40806-017-0097-5

Millon, T. (1996). Disorders of personality: DSM-1V and beyond.
New York, NY: Wiley-Interscience.

© 2020 Hogrefe Publishing. Distributed under the Hogrefe
OpenMind License https://doi.org/10.1027/a000001


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2019.00095
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868310361240
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868310361240
https://doi.org/10.1521/pedi.2013.27.3.270
https://doi.org/10.1521/pedi.2013.27.3.270
https://doi.org/10.1027/1614-0001/a000284
https://doi.org/10.1027/1614-0001/a000284
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2013.04.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2010.05.031
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019265
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.1893
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550609347591
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550609347591
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191113514105
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000139
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000139
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.07.034
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.07.034
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11920-014-0515-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2007.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2007.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1177/109442810032003
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327906mbr3902_8
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.1860
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.08.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.08.019
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_1
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12185
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.103.3.391
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.103.3.391
https://doi.org/10.1080/19312450802458935
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2011.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2011.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-016-9596-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-016-9596-0
https://doi.org/10.1027/1614-0001/a000179
https://doi.org/10.1027/1614-0001/a000179
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40806-017-0097-5
https://doi.org/10.1027/a000001

D. L. Paulhus et al., Dark Tetrad

Mokros, A., Osterheider, M., Hucker, S. J., & Nitschke, J. (2011).
Psychopathy and sexual sadism. Law and Human Behavior, 35,
188-199. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10979-010-9221-9

Mokros, A., Schilling, F., Weiss, K., Nitschke, J., & Eher, R. (2014).
Sadism in sexual offenders: Evidence for dimensionality.
Psychological Assessment, 26, 138-147. https://doi.org/
10.1037/a0034861

Moor, L., & Anderson, J. R. (2019). A systematic literature review
of the relationship between dark personality traits and antiso-
cial online behaviours. Personality and Individual Differences,
144, 40-55. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2019.02.027

Moshagen, M., Hilbig, B. E., & Zettler, |. (2018). The dark core of
personality. Psychological Review, 125, 656-688. https://doi.
org/10.1037/rev0000111

Muris, P., Merckelbach, H., Otgaar, H., & Meijer, E. (2017). The
malevolent side of human nature: A meta-analysis and critical
review of the literature on the dark triad (narcissism, Machi-
avellianism, and psychopathy). Perspectives on Psychological
Science, 12, 183-204. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1745691616666070

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. 0. (2012). Statistical analysis with
latent variables using Mplus. Los Angeles, CA: Muthén &
Muthén.

Nell, V. (2006). Cruelty’s rewards: The gratifications of perpetra-
tors and spectators. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 29, 211-
224. https://doi.org/10.1017/50140525X06009058

Neumann, C.S. (2020). Examining the structure of dark traits
across models, correlates, and gender. Manuscript in preparation.

Neumann, C. S., Schmitt, D. S., Carter, R., Embley, |., & Hare, R. D.
(2012). Psychopathic traits in females and males across the
globe. Behavioral Sciences & the Law, 30, 557-574. https://doi.
org/10.1002/bsl.2038

O’Connell, D. 0., & Marcus, D. K. (2019). A meta-analysis of the
association between psychopathy and sadism in forensic
samples. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 46, 109-115.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2019.02.013

Olver, M. E., & Wong, S. C. (2015). Short-and long-term recidivism
prediction of the PCL-R and the effects of age: A 24-year
follow-up. Personality Disorders: Theory, Research, and Treat-
ment, 6, 97-101. https://doi.org/10.1037/per0000095

O’Meara, A., Davies, J., & Hammond, S. (2011). The psychometric
properties and utility of the Short Sadistic Impulse Scale (SSIS).
Psychological Assessment, 23, 523-531. https://doi.org/
10.1037/a0022400

Pajevic, M., Vukosavljevic-Gvozden, T., Stevanovic, N., & Neu-
mann, C. S. (2018). The relationship between the Dark Tetrad
and a two-dimensional view of empathy. Personality and
Individual Differences, 123, 125-130. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.paid.2017.11.009

Paulhus, D. L. (1991). Measurement and control of response bias.
In J. P. Robinson, P.R. Shaver, & L. S. Wrightsman (Eds.),
Measures of personality and social psychological attitudes (pp.
17-59). San Diego, CA: Academic Press. https://doi.org/
10.1016/B978-0-12-590241-0.50006-X

Paulhus, D. L. (2014). Toward a taxonomy of dark personalities.
Current Directions in Psychological Science, 23, 421-426.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721414547737

Paulhus, D. L., & Dutton, D. G. (2016). Everyday sadism. In V.
Zeigler-Hill & D. Marcus (Eds.), Dark side of personality (pp.
109-120). Washington, DC: APA. https://doi.org/10.1037/
14854-006

Paulhus, D. L., & Jones, D. N. (2015). Measures of dark personal-
ities. In G. J. Boyle, D. H. Saklofske, & G. Matthews (Eds.),
Measures of personality and social psychological constructs (pp.
562-594). San Diego, CA: Academic Press. https://doi.org/
10.1016/B978-0-12-386915-9.00020-6

© 2020 Hogrefe Publishing. Distributed under the Hogrefe
OpenMind License https://doi.org/10.1027/a000001

Paulhus, D. L., & Klaiber, P. (in press). HEXACO, dark personalities,
and Brunswik symmetry. European Journal of Personality.

Paulhus, D. L., Westlake, B. G., Calvez, S.S., & Harms, P.D.
(2013). Self-presentation style in job interviews: The role of
personality and culture. Journal of Applied Social Psychology,
43, 2042-2059. https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12157

Paulhus, D. L., & Williams, K. M. (2002). The Dark Triad of
personality: Narcissism, Machiavellianism, and psychopathy.
Journal of Research in Personality, 36, 556-563. https://doi.
org/10.1016/50092-6566(02)00505-6

Pfattheicher, S., Keller, J., & Knezevic, G. (2019). Destroying things
for pleasure: On the relation of sadism and vandalism.
Personality and Individual Differences, 140, 52-56. https://doi.
org/10.1016/.paid.2018.03.049

Pfattheicher, S., & Schindler, S. (2015). Understanding the dark
side of costly punishment: The impact of individual differences
in everyday sadism and existential threat. European Journal of
Personality, 29, 498-505. https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2003

Plouffe, R. A., Saklofske, D. H., & Smith, M. M. (2017). The assess-
ment of sadistic personality: Preliminary psychometric evidence
for a new measure. Personality and Individual Differences, 104,
166-171. https://doi.org/10.1016/].paid.2016.07.043

Prentky, R.A., & Knight, R.A. (1986). Impulsivity in the
lifestyle and criminal behavior of sexual offenders. Criminal
Justice and Behavior, 13, 141-164. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0093854886013002002

Provenzano, D. A., Dane, A. V., Farrell, A. H., Marini, Z. A., & Volk,
A. A. (2017). Do bullies have more sex? The role of personality.
Evolutionary Psychological Science, 4, 1-12. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s40806-017-0126-4

Raskin, R. N., & Hall, C. S. (1979). A Narcissistic Personality
Inventory. Psychological Reports, 45, 590. https://doi.org/
10.2466/pr0.1979.45.2.590

Rauthmann, J. F. (2012). The Dark Triad and interpersonal
perception: Similarities and differences in the social conse-
quences of narcissism, Machiavellianism, and psychopathy.
Social Psychological and Personality Science, 3, 487-496.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550611427608

Reise, S. P., & Wright, T. M. (1996). Personality traits, Cluster B
personality disorders, and sociosexuality. Journal of Research
in Personality, 30, 128-136. https://doi.org/10.1006/jrpe.1996.
0009

Rogers, K. H., Le, M. T., Buckels, E. E., Kim, M., & Biesanz, J. C.
(2018). Dispositional malevolence and impression formation:
Dark Tetrad associations with accuracy and positivity in first
impressions. Journal of Personality, 86, 1050-1064. https://doi.
org/10.1111/jopy.12374

Rose, P., & Campbell, W. K. (2004). Greatness feels good: A telic
model of narcissism and subjective well-being. In S. P. Shohov
(Ed.), Advances in psychology research (Vol. 31, pp. 3-26).
Washington, DC: APA.

Russell, T. D., & King, A. R. (2016). Anxious, hostile, and sadistic:
Maternal attachment and everyday sadism predict hostile
masculine beliefs and male sexual violence. Personality and
Individual Differences, 99, 340-345. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.paid.2016.05.029

Sagarin, B.J., Lee, E. M., & Klement, K. R. (2015). Sado-
masochism without sex? Exploring the parallels between BDSM
and extreme rituals. Journal of Positive Sexuality, 1, 32-36.

Savalei, V., & Falk, C. F. (2014). Recovering substantive factor
loadings in the presence of acquiescence bias: A comparison of
three approaches. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 49,
407-424. https://doi.org/10.1080/00273171.2014.931800

Schmitt, D. P., Alcalay, L., Allik, J., Alves, |. C. B., Anderson, C. A,,
Angelini, A. L., ... Bender, S. S. (2017). Narcissism and the
strategic pursuit of short-term mating: Universal links across

European Journal of Psychological Assessment (2020)


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10979-010-9221-9
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034861
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034861
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2019.02.027
https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000111
https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000111
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691616666070
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691616666070
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X06009058
http://dx.doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1002/bsl.2038
https://doi.org/10.1002/bsl.2038
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2019.02.013
https://doi.org/10.1037/per0000095
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022400
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022400
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-590241-0.50006-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-590241-0.50006-X
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721414547737
https://doi.org/10.1037/14854-006
https://doi.org/10.1037/14854-006
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-386915-9.00020-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-386915-9.00020-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12157
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0092-6566(02)00505-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0092-6566(02)00505-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.03.049
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.03.049
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.07.043
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854886013002002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854886013002002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40806-017-0126-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40806-017-0126-4
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1979.45.2.590
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1979.45.2.590
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550611427608
https://doi.org/10.1006/jrpe.1996.0009
https://doi.org/10.1006/jrpe.1996.0009
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12374
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12374
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.05.029
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.05.029
https://doi.org/10.1080/00273171.2014.931800
https://doi.org/10.1027/a000001

D. L. Paulhus et al., Dark Tetrad

11 world regions of the International Sexuality Description
Project-2. Psihologijske Teme, 26, 89-137. https://doi.org/
10.31820/pt.26.1.5

Schmitt, N., & Stults, D. M. (1985). Factors defined by negatively
keyed items: The result of careless respondents? Applied
Psychological Measurement, 9, 367-373. https://doi.org/
10.1177/014662168500900405

Schonbrodt, F. D., & Perugini, M. (2013). At what sample size do
correlations stabilize? Journal of Research in Personality, 47,
609-612. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jrp.2013.05.009

Simms, L.J., & Watson, D. (2007). The construct validation
approach to personality scale construction. In R. W. Robins,
R. C. Fraley, & R.F. Krueger (Eds.), Handbook of research
methods in personality psychology (pp. 240-258). New York, NY:
Guilford Press.

Simpson, J. A., & Gangestad, S. W. (1991). Individual differences
in sociosexuality: Evidence for convergent and discriminant
validity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60,
870-883. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.60.6.870

Smith, C. V., @verup, C. S., & Webster, G. D. (2019). Sexy deeds
done dark? Examining the relationship between dark person-
ality traits and sexual motivation. Personality and Individual
Differences, 146, 105-110. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2019.
04.003

Smoker, M., & March, E. (2017). Predicting perpetration of
intimate partner cyberstalking: Gender and the Dark Tetrad.
Computers in Human Behavior, 72, 390-396. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.chb.2017.03.012

Soto, C. J., John, O. P., Gosling, S. D., & Potter, J. (2008). The
developmental psychometrics of Big Five self-reports: Acqui-
escence, factor structure, coherence, and differentiation from
ages 10 to 20. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 94,
718-737. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.4.718

Southard, A. C., Noser, A. E., Pollock, N.C., Mercer, S.H., &
Zeigler-Hill, V. (2015). The interpersonal nature of dark per-
sonality features. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 34,
555-586. https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.2015.34.7.555

Spain, S. M., Harms, P. D., & Wood, D. (2016). Stress, well-being,
and the dark side of leadership. In W. A. Gentry, C. Clerkin, P. L.
Halbeslen, & C.C. Rosen (Eds.), The role of leadership in
occupational stress (pp. 33-59). Bingley, UK: Emerald.

Stolarski, M., Czarna, A. Z., Malesza, M., & Szymariska, A. (2017).
Here and now: Sociosexuality mediates the associations
between Dark Triad and Time Perspectives (in females).
Personality and Individual Differences, 111, 119-123. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.02.001

Veselka, L., Schermer, J. A., & Vernon, P. A. (2011). Beyond the Big
Five: The Dark Triad and the Supernumerary Personality
Inventory. Twin Research and Human Genetics, 14, 158-168.
https://doi.org/10.1375/twin.14.2.158

Visser, B. A. (2019). Psychopathy and sexuality: Impersonal and
exploitative. In M. Delisi (Ed.), Routledge international handbook
of psychopathy and crime (pp. 371-381). London, UK: Routledge.

Vize, C. E., Lynam, D. R., Collison, K. L., & Miller, J. D. (2018).
Differences among dark triad components: A meta-analytic
investigation. Personality Disorders: Theory, Research, and
Treatment, 9, 101-111. https://doi.org/10.1037/per0000222

European Journal of Psychological Assessment (2020)

Welker, K. M., Lozoya, E., Campbell, J. A., Neumann, C. S., &
Carré, J. M. (2014). Testosterone, cortisol, and psychopathic
traits in men and women. Physiology & Behavior, 129, 230-236.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2014.02.057

Womick, J., Foltz, R. M., & King, L. A. (2019). “Releasing the beast
within”? Authenticity, well-being, and the Dark Tetrad. Person-
ality and Individual Differences, 137, 115-125. https://doi.org/
10.1016/].paid.2018.08.022

Zeigler-Hill, V. E., & Marcus, D. K. (2019). The dark side of
personality. In P.J. Corr (Ed.), Personality and individual
differences: Revisiting the classic studies. London, UK: Sage.

Zettler, I., Thielmann, I., Hilbig, B. E., & Moshagen, M. (2020). The
nomological net of the HEXACO model of personality: A large-
scale meta-analytic investigation. Perspectives on Psychologi-
cal  Science, 3,  723-760. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1745691619895036

Ziegler, M., Kemper, C. J., & Kruyen, P. (2014). Short scales-five
misunderstandings and ways to overcome them. Journal of
Individual Differences, 35, 185-189. https://doi.org/10.1027/
1614-0001/a000148

Zillman, D. (1971). Excitation transfer in communication mediated
aggressive behavior. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
7, 419-434. https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(71)90075-8

Zimmerman, J., & Wright, A. G. C. (2017). Beyond description in
interpersonal construct validation: Methodological advances in
the circumplex structural approach. Assessment, 24, 3-23.
https://doi.org/10.1177/10731911156621795

History

Received September 7, 2019
Revision received April 18, 2020
Accepted April 22, 2020

Published online July 27, 2020
EJPA Section / Category Personality

Open Data
The Study 1 details and software syntax can be found in the online
supplementary materials at https://osf.io/kh2c7/.

Funding
This report draws on research supported by the Social Sciences
and Humanities Research Council of Canada.

ORCID
Delroy L. Paulhus
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8527-7567

Delroy L. Paulhus
Department of Psychology
University of British Columbia
Vancouver, BC V6T 1Z4
Canada
dpaulhus@psych.ubc.ca

© 2020 Hogrefe Publishing. Distributed under the Hogrefe
OpenMind License https://doi.org/10.1027/a000001


https://doi.org/10.31820/pt.26.1.5
https://doi.org/10.31820/pt.26.1.5
https://doi.org/10.1177/014662168500900405
https://doi.org/10.1177/014662168500900405
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2013.05.009
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.60.6.870
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2019.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2019.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.03.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.03.012
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.4.718
https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.2015.34.7.555
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1375/twin.14.2.158
https://doi.org/10.1037/per0000222
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2014.02.057
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.08.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.08.022
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691619895036
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691619895036
https://doi.org/10.1027/1614-0001/a000148
https://doi.org/10.1027/1614-0001/a000148
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(71)90075-8
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191115621795
https://osf.io/kh2c7/
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8527-7567
https://doi.org/10.1027/a000001

D. L. Paulhus et al., Dark Tetrad

15
Appendix
Short Dark Tetrad (SD4)
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4 5

Rate your agreement with each statement using the above 5-point scale:
Identity 1: “Crafty”
1. It’s not wise to let people know your secrets.
. Whatever it takes, you must get the important people on your side.

. Avoid direct conflict with others because they may be useful in the future.

2
3
4. Keep a low profile if you want to get your way.
5. Manipulating the situation takes planning.
6. Flattery is a good way to get people on your side.
7.1 love it when a tricky plan succeeds.
Identity 2: “Special”
1. People see me as a natural leader.
. | have a unique talent for persuading people.
. Group activities tend to be dull without me.

2
3
4. 1 know that | am special because people keep telling me so.
5. | have some exceptional qualities

6

. I'm likely to become a future star in some area.

~

. | like to show off every now and then.
Identity 3: “Wild”
1. People often say I'm out of control.
. I tend to fight against authorities and their rules.
. I've been in more fights than most people of my age and gender.

2
3
4. | tend to dive in, then ask questions later.
5. I've been in trouble with the law.

6

. | sometimes get into dangerous situations.

~

. People who mess with me always regret it.
Identity 4: “Mean”
1. Watching a fist-fight excites me.
2. | really enjoy violent films and video games.
3. It’s funny when idiots fall flat on their face.
4. | enjoy watching violent sports.
5. Some people deserve to suffer.
6. Just for kicks, I've said mean things on social media.

7.1 know how to hurt someone with words alone.

Note. Items can be administered with or without the sub-headings.
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