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Abstract

Recent research suggests that the common core of all aversive traits can be understood 

through the Dark Factor of Personality (D). Previously, the overlap among aversive traits has 

also been described as the low pole of HEXACO Honesty-Humility. Relying on longitudinal data 

and a range of theoretically derived outcome criteria, we test in four studies (total N>2,500) 

whether and how D and low Honesty-Humility differ. Although the constructs shared around 

66% of variance (meta-analytically aggregated across all studies), they longitudinally 

differently accounted for diverse aversive traits and showed theoretically meaningful and 

distinct associations to pretentiousness, distrust-related beliefs, and empathy. These results 

suggest that D and low Honesty-Humility are best understood as strongly overlapping, yet 

functionally different and nomologically distinct constructs. 

Keywords: Honesty-Humility; D Factor; Dark Factor of Personality; Dark Traits

Highlights

• The Dark Factor of Personality (D) and low Honesty-Humility (HH) overlap strongly.

• Nevertheless, D and low HH appear to be functionally and nomologically distinct.

• D outperformed low HH in longitudinally predicting a range of aversive traits.

• Low HH explained incremental variance over D in pretentiousness.

• D explained incremental variance over low HH in distrust-related beliefs and empathy.
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Theoretical and empirical dissociations between the Dark Factor of Personality and Honesty-

Humility

1. Introduction

People sometimes engage in socially and morally questionable or downright malevolent 

behavior. From the viewpoint of Personality Psychology, this is attributed to socially and 

ethically aversive (“dark”) traits, with the Dark Triad components Machiavellianism, 

Narcissism, and Psychopathy being particularly prominent (Furnham, Richards, & Paulhus, 

2013; Muris, Merckelbach, Otgaar, & Meijer, 2017; Paulhus & Williams, 2002). Given that 

aversive traits show substantial theoretical and empirical overlap, consensus has emerged that 

they share a common core (Jonason, Zeigler-Hill, & Okan, 2017; Muris, Merckelbach, Otgaar, & 

Meijer, 2017; Schreiber & Marcus, 2020; Vize, Collison, Miller, & Lynam, 2020). Next to other 

suggestions, this common core has been suggested to reflect the low pole of Honesty-Humility 

from the HEXACO model of personality structure (Hodson et al., 2018; Lee et al., 2013; Muris et 

al., 2017). 

Honesty-Humility is one of the six basic personality dimensions in the lexically derived 

HEXACO model of personality structure (Lee & Ashton, 2008). Like any such lexically and thus 

inductively derived trait dimension, it is defined by the trait-descriptive adjectives that show 

particularly high loadings on the corresponding factor—adjectives like trustworthy, loyal, and 

humble versus deceitful, selfish, and pretentious in the case of Honesty-Humility. Within each 

of the broader HEXACO dimensions, the defining adjectives are further subsumed in narrower 

facets, which in the case of Honesty-Humility are Modesty, Sincerity, Fairness, and Greed 

Avoidance (Lee & Ashton, 2006). As a consequence of being defined by the co-occurrence of 
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certain adjectives or trait aspects, the verbal definition of the construct itself is essentially a 

generic summary of these defining adjectives, namely, that Honesty-Humility represents “the 

tendency to be fair and genuine in dealing with others, in the sense of cooperating with others 

even when one might exploit them without suffering retaliation” (Ashton & Lee, 2007, p. 156). 

Accordingly, individuals at the low pole of Honesty-Humility ”will flatter others or pretend to 

like them to obtain favors, […] are willing to gain by cheating or stealing, […] enjoy and display 

wealth and privilege, [… and] consider themselves as superior and entitled to privileges that 

others do not have” (Ashton & Lee, 2005, p. 1331). Clearly, both the defining aspects of Honesty-

Humility and its definition are compatible with the notion that (low) Honesty-Humility 

overlaps with (the common core of) aversive traits.

Correspondingly, (low) Honesty-Humility was repeatedly shown to be the strongest 

predictor of the Dark Triad traits out of all basic personality dimensions (with up to 90% shared

variance, Hodson et al., 2018), including stronger relations than Agreeableness from the Five-

Factor Personality Model (Book et al., 2016; Howard & Van Zandt, 2020; Moshagen et al., 2018). 

Such findings have nourished conclusions that “the Dark Triad latent covariation almost fully 

overlaps with the low pole of Honesty-Humility” (Hodson et al., 2018, p. 128) and that “the dark

triad concept largely is redundant and has little to add to traditional personality models" 

(Muris et al., 2017, p. 196). 

Whereas previous research focused on testing the overlap of the Dark Triad variables 

with basic personality dimensions, recent research has conceptualized another factor as the 

common core of—expressis verbis—all aversive traits. That is, Moshagen, Hilbig, and Zettler 

(2018) introduced the Dark Factor of Personality (D) as the basic disposition underlying all 

aversive traits, defined as “the general tendency to maximize one’s individual utility—
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disregarding, accepting, or malevolently provoking disutility for others—, accompanied by 

beliefs that serve as justifications” (Moshagen et al., 2018, p. 656). 

Notably, a central idea underlying the conceptualization of D is that any aversive trait 

can be understood as a specific, flavored manifestation of D which, in turn, subsumes the 

malevolent aspects of all aversive traits. More generally speaking, the theoretical 

conceptualization of D is akin to the g-factor of intelligence and implies that “D is responsible 

for the commonalities between various traits and thereby represents their common core” 

(Moshagen et al., 2018, p. 658). Accordingly, the internal structure of D is best represented by a 

bifactor model (Moshagen et al., 2018) in which D is represented by a general factor on which 

all observed (aversive) items load and which thus captures their shared variance. Additionally, 

each item loads on one of five orthogonal specific factors, or themes – Callousness, 

Deceitfulness, Narcissistic Entitlement, Sadism, and Vindictiveness -, which capture the 

remaining common variance among subsets of items that is not accounted for by D (Bader, 

Hartung, et al., 2021). This modeling approach closely maps onto the theoretical 

conceptualization of D in that the general factor in a bifactor model functions as the prime and 

direct source of individual differences on the indicator level and represents their common 

underlying disposition. The specific factors, in turn, reflect themes within D as well as sets of 

unique aspects beyond the scope of D (Moshagen, Zettler, & Hilbig, 2020). 

Clearly, as is apparent from the theoretical definitions, D and low Honesty-Humility 

share various similarities. On the theoretical level, the aspect of utility maximization in the 

definition of D is mirrored in the aspects of greed and lack of sincerity in Honesty-Humility. 

Moreover, the aspect of justifying beliefs in the definition of D is—in part—mirrored in the 

aspect of lack of modesty in Honesty-Humility. Correspondingly, it is unsurprising that D and 
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Honesty-Humility show substantial empirical associations, sharing up to 64% of their variance 

(Moshagen et al., 2018).

However, neither the correspondence in some defining aspects nor about two thirds of 

shared variance are sufficient to conclude that D and low Honesty-Humility essentially 

represent the same construct.1 Indeed, their respective origins and conceptualizations differ 

fundamentally with regard to several aspects. First and foremost, Honesty-Humility was 

inductively derived from lexical studies and is thus tied to a model of basic personality 

structure. D, by contrast, was deductively derived from the theoretical definitions of aversive 

trait constructs, disregarding whether and where such aspects are located in models of 

personality structure. Correspondingly, D is also substantially related to other basic personality

dimensions in the HEXACO model from which Honesty-Humility is, by definition, expected to 

be independent. This holds in particular for (HEXACO) Agreeableness (r = -.45), but also 

Conscientiousness (r = -.32; Moshagen et al., 2018). Similarly, loadings of Honesty-Humility (λ = 

-.69), Agreeableness (λ = -.39), and Conscientiousness (λ = -.17) on the common core of the Dark 

Triad (as an approximation of D) were recently confirmed meta-analytically (Schreiber & 

Marcus, 2020). These associations are to be expected given that low HEXACO-Agreeableness 

involves aspects clearly aligned with the definition of D (being ill-tempered, quarrelsome, and 

vengeful) as does low Conscientiousness, though less prominently so (being irresponsible, 

delinquent, or disobedient, see Lee & Ashton, 2008). As such, D involves aspects that are defined

to be subsumed across basic (HEXACO) dimensions, including dimensions other than Honesty-

Humility. 

Second, the conceptual differences between D and Honesty-Humility imply several 

important differences in their respective content: Whereas D explicitly includes all beliefs and 

1 Consider, for example, foot length and body weight. They, too, are strongly associated (r  =  .82 for males, r  =  .76 for females; Green, 1961;
Grivas et al., 2008;) despite obviously measuring different physical entities.
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attitudes that may serve as justifications for malevolent behaviors (as reflected in items such as

“Doing good deeds serves no purpose; it only makes people poor and lazy.”, or “People who get 

mistreated have usually done something to bring it on themselves.“), low Honesty-Humility is 

limited to beliefs that express a sense of superiority or entitlement (“I deserve more influence 

and authority than most other people do.”, “I am special and superior in many ways”). 

Although Honesty-Humility may also empirically relate to other beliefs, these are neither 

included in its theoretical conceptualization, nor in items used to indicate Honesty-Humility, 

nor in adjective lists Honesty-Humility was derived from (Ashton et al., 2015). Moreover, low 

Honesty-Humility places a focus on pursuing and displaying materialistic gains or high social 

status (“If I knew that I could never get caught, I would be willing to steal a million dollars.”, “I 

would enjoy being a member of a fancy, high-class casino.”). By comparison, D explicitly 

extends to any type of utility, such as joy or self-enhancement—even to the extent that such 

utility may involve costs (“I think about harassing others for enjoyment.“, “If I had the 

opportunity, then I would gladly pay a small sum of money to see a classmate who I do not like 

fail his or her final exam.”). Specifically, D covers behavior characterized by deriving utility 

from the very act of harming others (e.g., sadistic and spiteful behavior) which may actually 

cost money or reputation and thus seems incompatible with low Honesty-Humility.

In addition, it has been argued that callousness is a prerequisite for aversive traits to 

emerge or manifest themselves (Jones & Figueredo, 2013; Paulhus, 2014). Indeed, a lack of 

empathy plays an important role within D, as disregarding potential disutility for others in 

pursuing one’s own utility is part of its definition (“I feel sorry if things I do upset people”, 

reverse coded). Correspondingly, previous studies have reported substantial correlations 

between D and lack of empathic concern (Moshagen, Zettler, & Hilbig, 2020; Moshagen, Zettler, 

Horsten, et al., 2020). In the HEXACO model, however, empathy is comprised in the 
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sentimentality facet of Emotionality (e.g., “I feel like crying when I see other people crying”) 

and is thus theoretically independent of Honesty-Humility (Ashton et al., 2014). In conclusion, 

(lack of) empathy is vital to the concept of D, whereas it lies outside of the theoretical scope of 

Honesty-Humility.

As implied by these conceptual differences, D and low Honesty-Humility—despite their 

overlap—may well constitute functionally distinct constructs in the sense that they comprise 

different behaviorally relevant variance components; each may carry meaning not carried by 

the other. To some extent, corresponding evidence is already available, given that D explained 

incremental variance beyond low Honesty-Humility in several aversive outcomes (Moshagen et

al., 2018; Hilbig et al., 2020) and vice versa.2 Thus, there are hints that—despite notable overlap

—D and low Honesty-Humility are functionally different and comprise meaning not carried by 

the other.

The criteria to which D and Honesty-Humility were differentially related were, however,

only selected to inspect the relation between D and socially aversive outcomes, rather than to 

explicitly test the distinctiveness between D and low Honesty-Humility. For a more conclusive 

test of the functional equivalence of D and low Honesty-Humility, it is thus necessary to put 

forward and test a priori hypotheses about theoretically-implied differences as sketched above.

If D and low Honesty-Humility are indeed functionally equivalent, neither will account for 

unique variance in thus selected criteria.

Based on the above, two steps are needed. As low Honesty-Humility has only been 

suggested and tested to represent the common core of the Dark Triad so far, it is first necessary

to test whether it also accounts for the commonalities of all aversive traits to an equivalent 

2 We performed a re-analysis of the Moshagen et al. (2018, Study 3) data showing that Honesty-Humility also explains incremental variance 
beyond D in some criteria (see additional material at https://osf.io/35sdh/?view_only=cfbff4c5b2934ccf8351aef6c0312b3b).
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extent as D does. Arguably, if the core of all aversive traits was captured in an already 

established basic personality dimension (like Honesty-Humility), one ought not to add a novel 

construct (such as D)—for parsimony and to avoid jangle fallacies. Thus, the first goal of this 

paper is to test whether D and low Honesty-Humility predict the same aversive traits to a 

comparable extent: a necessary condition for the assumption that both D and low Honesty-

Humility are equivalent representations of the common core of all aversive traits. If, by 

contrast, the predictions differ, the second necessary step is to test whether D and (low) 

Honesty-Humility can be empirically dissociated by their theoretically implied differences. 

2. Study 1

We re-analyzed data from a previous study (Moshagen et al., 2018, Study 3; Zettler, 

Moshagen, et al., 2020) to investigate whether D and (low) Honesty-Humility differently predict

aversive traits on a longitudinal basis. If D and low Honesty-Humility are equivalent 

representations of the common core of all aversive traits, they will equally determine the 

development of these traits and neither will predict incremental variance over the other in 

longitudinally accounting for these traits.

In a first step, we tested whether D and low Honesty-Humility are correlated with 

aversive traits to a comparable extent. Importantly, comparing the size of correlations of D and

low Honesty-Humility with criteria is only a weak indicator of whether the two constructs are 

functionally different: Even if the correlations were equal, D and low Honesty-Humility could 

account for different, non-overlapping parts of variance and thus explain incremental 

variance. Consequently, after comparing correlations, we conducted sequential latent multiple 

regression analyses to test whether D and low Honesty-Humility predict incremental variance 

over the other.
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2.1 Methods

2.1.1 Procedure

The study was not pre-registered. We re-analyzed data that was collected for two 

previous studies investigating D (Moshagen et al., 2018, Study 3; Zettler, Moshagen, et al., 2020).

More detailed descriptions of measures and procedures can be found in the corresponding 

publications. Participants were recruited and compensated through a German professional 

panel provider. Two measurement occasions were realized (in 2014 and in 2018; interval M = 

46.7, SD = 0.1 months). At the first measurement occasion, participants completed nine self-

report scales measuring aversive traits and a measure assessing the HEXACO traits, and at the 

second measurement occasion participants completed the nine self-report scales measuring 

aversive traits again. Each measurement occasion started with asking participants for informed

consent and demographics, followed by the self-report scales, and ended with debriefing. 

2.1.2 Measures

Honesty-Humility was assessed using the German 60-item version of the HEXACO 

Personality Inventory-Revised (HEXACO-60; Moshagen et al., 2014), consisting of 10 items per 

dimension. D was assessed using nine scales that measure aversive traits as specified in 

Moshagen et al. (2018). A short overview is given in Table 1; a more detailed description is 

available in the aforementioned publication. Note that the results in the original publication 

showed that two of these nine aversive traits were operationalized such that their aversive 

components were not fully represented (i.e., Self-Interest and agentic Narcissism3). They will 

thus necessarily be accounted for by D to a lower extent than the other aversive traits. Both the

3 The Narcissism subscale of the Short Dark Triad predominantly measures grandiosity and authoritativeness, which are core features of 
Agentic Narcissism (Back et al., 2013; Miller et al., 2016) and as such related to the modesty aspect of Honesty-Humility. It does not, however, 
measure the aggressive and exploitative Antagonistic Narcissism, which bears the stronger theoretical overlap with D (Moshagen et al., 2018). 
Analogously, self-interest describes utility maximization in socially valued domains, but does not imply causing disutility for another person 
(Gerbasi & Prentice, 2013). As such, it is beyond the scope of D, but actually well aligned with Honesty-Humility, which includes seeking wealth 
and status at the lower pole.
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HEXACO and all trait scales were answered on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = 

“strongly disagree” to 5 = “strongly agree”.

Table 1 

Overview of included dark traits and corresponding inventories (Study 1)

Trait Scale Number 
of items

Sample item Source

Egoism Egoism Scale 12 It is hard to get ahead 
without cutting corners here
and there.

Weigel et al., 
1999

Machiavellianism Short Dark Triad 10 I like to use clever 
manipulation to get my way.

Jones & 
Paulhus, 2014

Moral 
Disengagement

Propensity to 
Morally 
Disengage Scale

8 Considering the way people 
grossly misrepresent 
themselves, it’s hardly a sin 
to inflate your own 
credentials a bit.

Moore et al., 
2012

Agentic 
Narcissism

Short Dark Triad 9 I know that I am special 
because everyone keeps 
telling me so.

Jones & 
Paulhus, 2014

Psychological 
Entitlement

Psychological 
Entitlement Scale

9 I honestly feel I’m just more 
deserving than others.

Campbell et al.,
2004

Psychopathy Short Dark Triad 9 It’s true that I can be mean to
others.

Jones & 
Paulhus, 2014

Sadism Short Sadistic 
Impulse Scale

10 Hurting people would be 
exciting.

O’Meara et al., 
2011

Self-Interest Self- and Other-
Interest 
Inventory

9 Hearing others praise me is 
something I look forward to.

Gerbasi & 
Prentice, 2013

Spitefulness Spitefulness Scale 17 It is sometimes worth a little 
suffering on my part to see 
others receive the 
punishment they deserve.

Marcus et al., 
2014
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2.1.3 Participants

The final sample was the same as described in more detail in Zettler, Moshagen, et al. 

(2020). Out of initially 1,261 participants (48% female) in 2014, a final sample of N = 470 

completed both measurement occasions. At the first measurement occasion, participants were 

aged 18-65 (M = 41.6, SD = 13.2) years. 

2.2 Data analysis

We tested our hypotheses in R (Version 3.6.3; R Core Team, 2020) based on structural 

equation modeling using lavaan (Version 0.6.5; Rosseel et al., 2019). Assuming data are missing 

at random, we addressed incomplete data at the second measurement occasion by employing 

full information maximum likelihood estimation. To account for non-normality in the data, we 

used maximum likelihood estimation with robust Huber-White standard errors and a scaled 

test statistic that is asymptotically equivalent to the Yuan-Bentler test statistic.

D was estimated using bifactor modeling as described in more detail in Moshagen et al. 

(2018). That is, D was modeled as the general factor on which each observed item of the nine 

aversive trait scales loaded. This general factor thus captures the commonalities among all 

included aversive trait items. Further, we modeled one specific factor for each aversive trait on 

which each item of the measure of that particular trait loaded. These nine specific factors 

capture only the remaining covariance among  their respective indicators which is not 

absorbed by D and thus typically yield little variance which does not represent the original 

construct. They are thus not considered substantively but must nonetheless be included in the 

measurement model in order to avoid biased estimates of the correlations between D and 

covariates (Moshagen, 2021). For identification, all correlations among the specific factors as 

well as between the specific factors and D were fixed to zero.
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Additionally, we modeled one latent factor indicating low Honesty-Humility (by 

reversing the item coding). The basic model thus consisted of eleven latent factors, 

representing D, low Honesty-Humility, and nine aversive traits residualized for D in 2014, using

the item responses at the first measurement occasion. Detailed estimates of factor loadings on 

the general and specific factors (for this and all further studies reported herein) are provided in

the additional materials on the OSF (https://osf.io/35sdh/).

For the longitudinal predictions, we altered this basic model for each of the nine 

aversive traits. Specifically, we added a latent factor for the unresidualized particular trait in 

2018 and, crucially, omitted the indicators for that trait from the general factor representing D 

in 2014 to avoid predictor-criterion contamination. Thus, in the prediction of a particular 

aversive trait in 2018 by D in 2014, D was modeled without the items of said trait. 

We first tested whether D and low Honesty-Humility were correlated with the aversive 

traits to a comparable extent. To this end, we conducted nested model comparison based on 

the scaled χ²-difference (Gonzalez et al., 2020) and normalized evidence ratios (ER) computed 

from weighted BICs (Wagenmakers & Farrell, 2004; Wu et al., 2020). ERs quantify the support in 

favor of the less parsimonious model over the more parsimonious model. The ER ranges from 0 

to 1, with ER = 1 representing perfect evidence for the less parsimonious model, whereas ER = 0 

represents no evidence for the less parsimonious model. As an effect size measure for the 

difference between the correlations, we provide Cohen’s q and the associated Holm-Bonferroni 

corrected p-values according to Williams (1959).

2.3 Results and discussion

Descriptive statistics, internal consistencies of the scales, and inter-correlations are 

summarized in Tables A1 and A2 on the OSF. Model fit statistics for the base-models were 
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χ²(4,092) = 11,780, p< .01, RMSEA = .04, SRMR = .06 for D, and χ²(35) = 707, p < .01, RMSEA = .12, 

SRMR = .08 for low Honesty-Humility, respectively. The latent correlation between D(2014) and 

low Honesty-Humility(2014) was r = .80, and thus smaller than unity (Δχ²(1) = 17.02, p < .01, ER 

> .999).

To evaluate the correlations of the unresidualized aversive traits in 2018 with D(2014) 

and low Honesty-Humility(2014), respectively, we estimated one model for each aversive trait 

in which its correlations with D and low Honesty-Humility, respectively, were allowed to vary 

freely, and one in which they were constrained to be equal. As can be seen in Table 2, D showed

significantly stronger correlations in five out of nine cases (Egoism, Moral Disengagement, 

Machiavellianism, Psychopathy, and Spitefulness), whereas low Honesty-Humility showed 

stronger correlations to Agentic Narcissism and Self-Interest. The evidence ratios indicated 

moderate to strong evidence in favor of the less restrictive models (except for Sadism and 

Psychological Entitlement). On average, the absolute difference between the correlations 

corresponds to a moderate effect (q = .17).

Table 2

Unconstrained longitudinal latent correlation coefficients (Study 1)
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Dark trait 2018
D 2014

( DT2014)⌐
[95% CI]

low HH
2014

[95% CI]

Δχ²
p

(Holm-
Bonferroni-
corrected p)

ER q
p

(Holm-
Bonferroni-
corrected p)

Egoism .56
[.47; .66]

.39
[.28; .50]

19.36  < .001
(< .001)

.996 .22  < .001
(< .001)

Machiavellianism .68
[.59; .77]

.57
[.47; .67]

7.96 .005
(.024)

.576 .18  < .001
(< .001)

Moral 
Disengagement

.69
[.61; .78]

.54
[.43; .64]

17.32  < .001
(< .001)

.976 .24  < .001
(< .001)

Agentic 
Narcissism

.37
[.26; .48]

.50
[.38; .61]

4.67 .031
(.092)

.614 -.16  < .001
(< .001)

Psychological 
Entitlement

.52
[.43; .61]

.52
[.42; .62]

0.00
.970

(.970)
.027 .00

.399
(.399)

Psychopathy .76
[.69; .84]

.64
[.55; .74]

51.67
 < .001
(< .001)

.868 .24
 < .001
(< .001)

Sadism .53
[.44; .61]

.45
[.36; .54]

4.18 .041
(.082)

.153 .11  < .001
(< .001)

Self-Interest .30
[.18; .41]

.43
[.30; .56]

5.87 .015
(.062)

.720 -.15  < .001
(< .001)

Spitefulness .66
[.58; .73]

.48
[.38; .57]

43.44  < .001
(< .001)

> .999 .27  < .001
(< .001)

Note: N = 1,261. D 2014( DT2014): Dark Factor ⌐ of Personality in 2014, defined by omitting the indicators of the to-
be-predicted aversive trait, low HH2014: low Honesty-Humility in 2014, ER: normalized evidence ratio comparing 
the less restricted to the restricted model. All correlation coefficients differ significantly from zero at p < .001. Δχ²: 
(scaled) log-likelihood ratio test. q: difference in the (absolute) zero-order correlations with an outcome between 
Honesty-Humility and D as measured by Cohen’s q with associated (one-sided and Holm-Bonferroni corrected) p-
value.

To investigate whether either D or low Honesty-Humility predict incremental variance 

in the aversive traits, we regressed the unresidualized traits in 2018 on both D (again omitting 

the items of the to-be-predicted trait) and Honesty-Humility in 2014. As can be seen in Table 3, 
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for each aversive trait either D or low Honesty-Humility predicted incremental variance. D 

explained incremental variance (ΔR² > .05) in all aversive traits whereas low Honesty-Humility 

explained incremental variance in Agentic Narcissism, Psychological Entitlement, and Self-

Interest. For Agentic Narcissism and Self-Interest, this was expected, given that both—arguably

due to their specific operationalizations—only show limited saturation in D, thus involving 

more unique variance beyond D than the other socially aversive traits considered (Moshagen et

al., 2018). Psychological Entitlement, in turn, is defined as „a stable and pervasive sense that 

one deserves more and is entitled to more than others” (Campbell et al., 2004) which closely 

relates to the lower pole of Honesty-Humility. In other words, unlike D, which covers a wide 

range of justifying beliefs (Moshagen, Zettler, Horsten, et al., 2020), Honesty-Humility 

addresses entitlement specifically in describing low scorers on the modesty facet as 

considering themselves “as superior and as entitled to privileges that others do not have” (Lee 

& Ashton, 2004, p. 334). Thus, it is plausible that low Honesty-Humility captures incremental 

variance in Agentic Narcissism, Psychological Entitlement, and Self-Interest beyond D. 

Table 3

Latent regression results for longitudinally predicting unresidualized dark traits by D and Honesty-

Humility (Study 1)

Dark trait 2018
βD2014( DT2014) ⌐

[95% CI]
βHH2014

[95% CI]
R²(D, HH) ΔR²(HH) ΔR²(D)

Egoism
0.71

[0.53; 0.90]
-0.17

[-0.38; 0.05]
.35 < .01 .21

Machiavellianism
0.55

[0.39; 0.71]
0.15

[-0.03; 0.33]
.46 .02 .15

Moral 
Disengagement

0.67
[0.49; 0.85]

-0.02
[-0.22; 0.19]

.43 < .01 .19
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Agentic Narcissism
-0.19

[-0.41; 0.03]
0.71

[0.47; 0.96]
.33 .21 .05

Psychological 
Entitlement

0.10
[-0.09; 0.29]

0.53
[0.33; 0.73]

.37 .12 .05

Psychopathy
0.70

[0.53; 0.87]
0.06

[-0.15; 0.27]
.56 < .01 .20

Sadism
0.52

[0.31; 0.72]
0.01

[-0.21; 0.23]
.28 < .01 .11

Self-Interest
-0.32

[-0.56; -0.09]
0.81

[0.56; 1.06]
.35 .27 .08

Spitefulness
0.80

[0.64; 0.97]
-0.19

[-0.38; 0.00]
.43 .01 .25

Note: N = 1,261. Standardized latent linear regression coefficients. D = Dark Factor of Personality, HH = low 
Honesty-Humility. R²(D, HH): variance explained by the full model. ΔR²(HH): increase in R² after adding Honesty-
Humility to the model. ΔR²(D): increase in R² after adding D to the model.

Across the aversive traits, D accounted on average for substantially more incremental 

variance (ΔR² = .14) than low Honesty-Humility (ΔR² = .07). These results illustrate why it is 

necessary to consider the explained variance in addition to the mere comparison of bivariate 

correlations. For example, judging from the correlations alone, D and low Honesty-Humility 

would appear to be almost functionally equivalent with respect to Sadism. Taking into account 

the uniquely explained variance, however, demonstrates that D comprises variance relevant 

for Sadism that is not comprised in low Honesty-Humility.4 

For a fairer comparison of D and low Honesty-Humility, we repeatedly reran the 

analyses with randomly sampled subsets of only ten items loading on D to match the length of 

the Honesty-Humility scale. Median results were essentially equivalent to those reported 

above, ruling out the alternative explanation that D covers a broader range of aversive 

4 For another clear example in the opposite direction, consider Psychological Entitlement. 
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outcomes than low Honesty-Humility merely due to the larger number of items. The 

corresponding analysis scripts and results are provided on the OSF.

Taken together, neither the extent to which D and low Honesty-Humility are 

longitudinally associated with aversive traits nor the variance components they uniquely 

explain in aversive traits are equal. These results thus corroborate that D and low Honesty-

Humility are not functionally equivalent in general and that D seems to be the better 

representation of the core of all aversive traits. Next to this, one can derive additional and 

more specific theoretically implied differences between low Honesty-Humility and D. 

Confirming such differences would extend the (so far preliminary) conclusion that low 

Honesty-Humility and D are functionally distinct by specifying how exactly the two constructs 

differ.

3. Study 2

If two constructs are functionally equivalent, they must—besides being strongly 

interrelated—show nomological consistency (Hilbig et al., 2016; Thielmann & Hilbig, 2019) and 

extrinsic convergent validity (Gonzalez et al., 2020). Investigating nomological consistency and 

extrinsic convergent validity is a critical test whether two constructs are associated to external

criteria to similar extents and thus embedded within similar nomological nets. With regard to 

the current investigation, an informative criterion speaking against nomological consistency 

(and thus equivalence) of D and low Honesty-Humility will be differentially subsumed by or 

represented in—and, in turn, correlate differently with—the two constructs.

As sketched above, individuals low in Honesty-Humility pursue materialistic gains or 

high social status. A person high in D, on the other hand, may strive for material possessions, 

but not necessarily for social admiration. In fact, spiteful and sadistic behavior is often 
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incompatible with seeking admiration. Correspondingly, money-related variables such as 

Materialism and Conspicuous Consumption have been found to correlate more strongly with 

Honesty-Humility than with a composite Dark Triad measure (Lee et al., 2013). We therefore 

expect the desire for social recognition and admiration to be more strongly encompassed by 

low Honesty-Humility than by D.

Vice versa, whereas spitefulness and sadism are a defining aspect of D, they are not 

covered by the theoretical definition of Honesty-Humility. Spiteful or sadistic behavior towards

other people, possibly at own costs or negative consequences, is well in line with the definition 

of D, because utility maximization explicitly covers immaterial gains such as feelings of 

satisfaction one can experience from causing somebody disutility (Moshagen et al., 2018). By 

comparison, low Honesty-Humility is essentially limited to individualism, that is, those low in 

Honesty-Humility might accept causing somebody harm in order to achieve their own goals 

(e.g., cheating or stealing; Lee & Ashton, 2004), but not at the risk of costs to themselves. In 

essence, for those low in Honesty-Humility, causing others harm is a byproduct of the pursuit 

of their own utility maximization rather than a source of utility in and of itself as it is in D 

(Moshagen et al., 2018). We therefore expected spiteful and sadistic behavior to be more 

strongly encompassed by D than by low Honesty-Humility.

3.1 Methods

3.1.1 Measures

D and Honesty-Humility were assessed as in Study 1. The desire for social recognition 

was assessed using a German translation of the Unpretentiousness Scale from the Six Factor 

Personality Questionnaire (6FPQ; Jackson et al., 2000, available via ipip.ori.org). Each of these 

self-report scales were answered on a five-point-Likert scale ranging from 1 = ”strongly 

310

315

320

325

330



THE DARK FACTOR OF PERSONALITY AND HONESTY-HUMILITY 21

disagree” to 5 = ”strongly agree”. Spiteful behavior was assessed using a behavioral measure of 

sadism which is referred to as Sadistic SVO (Moshagen, Zettler, & Hilbig, 2020). It consists of 9 

tasks that are structurally similar to the Social Value Orientation (SVO) measure which is used 

to assess social preferences in terms of the weight an individual attaches to their own versus 

someone else’s outcome (Murphy, Ackermann, & Handgraaf, 2011).  Like a regular SVO, each 

Sadistic SVO task asks the participants to allocate points (worth 5€ per 100 points, i.e., around 

$5.70 at the time of data collection) between themselves and an unknown other.  In this regard,

it is conceptually similar to a dictator game (Forsythe, 1994). More specifically, the items were 

adapted to measure the participants’ inclination for spiteful behavior and differed in how many

points participants needed to forego in order to reduce the other’s outcomes (see Figure 1 for 

two examples; the full set of items is available on the OSF). The only motives to explain why an 

individual would forego own points to reduce the other’s points are competitiveness (i.e., 

maximizing the difference between one’s own and the other’s outcome) and/or spitefulness 

(i.e., minimizing the other’s outcome) and thus sadism. Any other motive, by contrast, would 

lead to a choice towards the opposite end of the continuum (see also Thielmann et al., 2021). 

Thus, the Sadistic SVO is a suitable measure to assess spiteful behavior. The options were 

represented by a scale from 1 to 9, with higher scores on this measure representing a higher 

tendency towards spiteful behavior. To make the measure less extreme overall, we 

interweaved it with the six original SVO items (which were not included in the analyses). 

Additionally, for each Sadistic SVO item we created a reverse coded version with the more 

spiteful options on the left hand of the scale. To each participant, the Sadistic SVO items were 

presented in random order and direction.
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3.1.2 Procedure

The study was pre-registered (https://osf.io/qsvy7) before starting data collection. 

Participants were recruited and compensated through a German professional panel provider. 

The study consisted of two measurement occasions with about three weeks in between (M = 

21.0, SD = 5.2 days). Each measurement occasion started with asking participants for informed 

consent and demographics. At the first measurement occasion, we randomized whether 

participants first completed the HEXACO-60 or the dark trait scales (which were also presented 

in random order). At the second measurement occasion, participants completed, again in 

randomized order, the Unpretentiousness Scale and all 15 SVO items. Participants were 

informed that one of the (sadistic and original) SVO items would be drawn at random and be 

fully consequential for their own and the other’s bonus payment.5 They were fully debriefed 

about the purpose of the study after completion of the second measurement occasion.

5 The points allocated to the other person were later randomly paid out to participants of an independent study. 

Figure 1

Two examples of the Sadistic SVO, representing the two most extreme items (forego no points to 

take away from the other vs. forego as many points as are taken away from the other).
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3.1.3 Participants

In order to estimate the bifactor model, we aimed at 300 complete datasets. A total of 

462 participants completed the measures at the first measurement occasion (and passed an 

attention check item), of which 327 also completed the measures at the second measurement 

occasion. We excluded 12 participants for inconsistent demographic information between the 

two measurement occasions and an additional two participants for speedy responses (< 2 sec 

per item). Thus, we achieved a final sample of N = 313. Approximately 55% of the sample were 

female. The participants were aged between 18 and 65 (M = 41.5, SD = 12.3) years, 63% of them 

were employees.

3.2 Data analysis

The modeling strategy was largely identical to the one used in Study 1. We used robust 

standard errors and Satorra-Bentler scaled test statistics to address non-normality. Again, D 

was estimated using bifactor modeling. Additionally, we modeled one latent low Honesty-

Humility-factor, one latent Unpretentiousness-factor and one latent sadistic SVO-factor based 

on the respective items. The basic model thus consisted of 13 latent factors, including nine 

specific aversive traits residualized for D.

3.3 Results and discussion

Descriptive statistics, internal consistencies of the scales, and inter-correlations are 

summarized in Table A3 on the OSF. Model fit statistics for the base-models were χ²(4,092) = 

6,571, p < .01, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .07 for D, and χ²(35) = 184, p < .01, RMSEA = .13, SRMR = .09 for 

low Honesty-Humility, respectively. The latent correlation between D and low Honesty-

Humility was r = .87 and significantly smaller than unity (Δχ²(1) = 11.23, p < .01, ER > .999).
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To evaluate the latent correlations of Sadistic SVO and Pretentiousness with D and low 

Honesty-Humility, we estimated (1) one baseline model, χ²(7,013) = 10,939, p < .01, RMSEA = .05, 

SRMR = .07, in which the correlations of Sadistic SVO and Pretentiousness with D and low 

Honesty-Humility were each allowed to vary freely (so that the criteria were allowed to exhibit 

different correlations to both D and low Honesty-Humility); one model each in which (2a) 

either the correlations of Sadistic SVO or (2b) the correlations of Pretentiousness with D and 

low Honesty-Humility were constrained to be equal (and the respective other allowed to vary 

freely), and (3) one in which both Sadistic SVO and Pretentiousness were constrained to be 

correlated equally strongly with D as with low Honesty-Humility. 

Table 4

Unconstrained latent correlations and model comparisons (Study 2)

Outcome variable D
[95% CI]

low HH
[95% CI]

Δχ²(1)

(2)-(1)

Δχ²(1)

(3)-(2]

ER q

a) Sadistic SVO .13
[.00; .26]

.19
[.06, .31]

0.95 14.55 * .090 -.05

b) Pretentiousness .58
[.49; .67]

.74
[.67.; .82]

14.78 * .72 .982 -.30 *

Note: N = 313. D = Dark Factor of Personality, HH = Honesty-Humility. (2)-(1): change in model fit after restricting 
respective correlations to be equal, (3)-(2): change in model fit after restricting both criteria to each correlate 
equally (compared to only respective correlation constrained). ER: normalized evidence ratio comparing the less 
restricted to the restricted model. q: difference in the (absolute) zero-order correlations with an outcome between
HH and D as measured by Cohen’s q with associated (one-sided and Holm-Bonferroni corrected) p-value
* p < .05

As can be seen in Table 4, the correlations of Pretentiousness with D and low Honesty-

Humility differed significantly. On the other hand, constraining the correlation of Sadistic SVO 

with D and low Honesty-Humility did not significantly worsen model fit. The model 

comparisons thus suggested to choose the model with the correlations to Pretentiousness 

allowed to vary freely and the correlations to Sadistic SVO constrained to be equal to r = .16 (p 
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= .006; χ²(7,122) = 13,185, p < .01, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .07), which was further supported by the 

evidence ratios and Cohen’s q. This is well in line with our prediction that Pretentiousness is 

more strongly correlated with low Honesty-Humility than with D. It is not, however, in line 

with our prediction that Sadistic SVO is more strongly correlated with D than with low 

Honesty-Humility. 

To investigate incremental variance prediction, we regressed Sadistic SVO and 

Pretentiousness on both D and low Honesty-Humility. This was not preregistered, but given the

inconclusiveness of comparable zero-order associations (Gonzalez et al.; 2020, Pletzer, 2019; 

Sechrest, 1963), adding a test for incremental variance prediction is crucial as also 

demonstrated in Study 1. As can be seen in Table 5, neither D nor low Honesty-Humility 

explained incremental variance in Sadistic SVO. Along with the equal correlations, this 

suggests that both constructs explain similar portions of variance in this behavioral measure. 

Notably, this finding is somewhat contrary to the Study 1 findings that D substantially 

improved the prediction of self-reported Sadism and Spitefulness over low Honesty-Humility. 

Further, low Honesty-Humility explained more unique variance in Pretentiousness as 

compared to D. D, however, also explained incremental variance in Pretentiousness, showing 

that both D and low Honesty-Humility comprise different portions of variance that are relevant

for Pretentiousness.

Table 5

Latent regression results predicting the outcomes by low Honesty-Humility and D (Study 2)
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Outcome variable
βD

[95% CI]
βHH

[95% CI]
R²(D, HH) ΔR²(HH) ΔR²(D)

Sadistic SVO 0.27
[-0.14; 0.67]

-0.08
[-0.47; 0.32]

.04 < .01 < .01

Pretentiousness -0.47
[-0.79; -0.15]

1.20
[0.90; 1.49]

.67 .31 .08

Note: N = 313. Standardized latent regression coefficients. D = Dark Factor of Personality, HH = low Honesty-

Humility. R²(D, HH): variance explained in the full model. ΔR²(HH): increase in R² after adding low Honesty-

Humility to the model. ΔR²(D): increase in R² after adding D to the model. 

Like in Study 1, we repeatedly reran the analyses with randomly sampled subsets of only

ten items loading on D to match the length of the Honesty-Humility scale, which again yielded 

results essentially equivalent to the reported ones. The corresponding analysis scripts and 

results are provided on the OSF.

4. Study 3

In Study 2, we showed that both D and low Honesty-Humility comprise meaningful 

variance beyond each other, with low Honesty-Humility explaining more unique incremental 

variance in Pretentiousness than D. The question remains, however, whether D and low 

Honesty-Humility can also be dissociated with a criterion that is better accounted for by D. To 

this end, we focused on justifying beliefs, which are an explicit, core part of the definition of D 

(Moshagen et al., 2018), but not of Honesty-Humility as sketched in the introduction. 

Although a subset of justifying beliefs are implied in the modesty facet of Honesty-

Humility (specifically a sense of superiority and entitlement to preferential treatment; Lee & 

Ashton, 2004), other beliefs are beyond the scope of Honesty-Humility – in particular those 

related to general distrust. Hilbig et al. (2018) showed that the exploitative behavior of those 

low in Honesty-Humility is driven by temptation rather than distrust or fear of exploitation. D, 

by contrast, explicitly includes all beliefs that can serve as justifications for utility 
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maximization at others’ costs which explicitly involves distrust-related beliefs. Indeed, D has 

shown substantial relations to several distrust-related beliefs, including Competitive Jungle 

and Dangerous Worldviews (Moshagen, Zettler, & Hilbig, 2020) and explains about twice as 

much variance compared to Honesty-Humility in paranoid tendencies (Hilbig et al., 2020). 

4.1 Methods

4.1.1 Measures

We pretested a set of beliefs that would justify aversive behaviors. Specifically, we 

included constructs that reflect a negative worldview or negative expectations of others. A 

more detailed description and the results of the pretest are provided on the OSF. Especially 

distrust-related beliefs (Dangerous and Threatening World View by Sibley & Duckitt, 2009; 

Trust Scale by Yamagishi, 1986) showed strong relations to D. Thus, in the main study, we 

assessed these again with higher statistical power, and additionally replaced the Propensity to 

Trust Scale, which only showed weak associations to both D and low Honesty-Humility, by the 

IPIP Distrust Scale (Conn & Rieke, 1994), consisting of 10 items. Honesty-Humility was assessed 

using the corresponding 32 items of the HEXACO-200 (Lee & Ashton, 2004), D was assessed 

using the D35 (Moshagen, Zettler, & Hilbig, 2020).

4.1.2 Procedure

The study was pre-registered before the start of data collection (https://osf.io/epshf/). 

Through a professionally managed online panel, we recruited and compensated participants 

from the UK. In the beginning, participants were asked to provide informed consent and 

demographics. Next, all participants answered the D and Honesty-Humility questionnaires (in 

random order), followed by the three scales measuring justifying beliefs (in random order). At 

the end, participants were fully debriefed about the purpose of the study.
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4.1.3 Participants

Based on the pretest data, we ran a power simulation (Beaujean, 2014), which showed 

that 500 participants would suffice to achieve desired power (1-β >= .80) for the latent 

correlations between D, low Honesty-Humility, and trust, respectively. A total of 552 

participants completed the survey (and passed an attention check item), 44 of which had to be 

excluded due to speedy responding (<2 sec per item) or suspicious response styles (i.e., 

selecting the same response option for more than 15 consecutive items). Thus, we included N = 

508 valid datasets in our analyses. Approximately 46% of the sample was female. The 

participants were aged between 18 and 65 (M = 45.7, SD = 11.6) years. 55% of them were 

employees, 37% held a college/university degree.

4.2 Results and discussion

Descriptive results, internal consistencies and inter-correlations can be found in Table 

A5 on the OSF. Model fit statistics for the base models were χ²(560) = 1,297, p < .01, RMSEA = .06, 

SRMR = .06 for D, and χ²(464) = 2,211, p < .01, RMSEA = .10, SRMR = .09 for low Honesty-Humility, 

respectively. The latent correlation between D and low Honesty-Humility was r = .82 (p < .001) 

and significantly smaller than unity (Δχ²(1) = 39.91, p < .001, ER > .999). 

For each criterion, we estimated a separate model containing the latent factors for D and

Honesty-Humility, as well as one for the latent factor which was modeled from the items of the 

respective criterion. The factors were assigned a scale by fixing their variances to 1.  We first 

considered the latent bivariate correlations of both D and low Honesty-Humility with the 

justifying beliefs. For each justifying belief, we estimated one model in which its correlations 

with D and low Honesty-Humility were allowed to vary freely, and one in which they were 
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constrained to be equal. For each justifying belief, we compared the two models by examining 

the χ²-difference and the ER.6

As can be seen in Table 6, all scales were correlated significantly more strongly with D 

than with low Honesty-Humility. The magnitude of differences averaged at q = .13, 

corresponding to a moderate effect size.

6 Omitting item 5 from the measurement of D, which includes trust-related content, yielded essentially equivalent results. Analysis scripts and 
results are provided on the OSF.
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Table 6

Unconstrained latent correlations and model comparisons (Study 3)

D
[95% CI]

low HH
[95% CI]

ΔΧ²(1) p
(Holm-

Bonferroni-
corrected p)

ER q p
(Holm-

Bonferroni-
corrected p)

Distrust .47
[.39; .54]

.27
[.17; .37]

30.46 < .001
(< .001)

> .999 .23 < .001
(< .001)

Trust Scale -.33
[-.43; -.22]

-.22
[-.33; -.10]

6.01 .014
(.028)

.611 .11 < .001
(< .001)

Threatening world .18
[.09; .28]

.11
[.02; .22]

4.60 .032
(.032)

.316 .08 .025
(.025)

Note: N = 508. D: Dark Factor of Personality, HH: Honesty-Humility, Δχ²: (scaled) log-likelihood ratio test (change in 
model fit after restricting correlations to be equal) ER: normalized evidence ratio comparing the less restricted to 
the restricted model. q: difference in the (absolute) zero-order correlations with an outcome between low 
Honesty-Humility and D as measured by Cohen’s q with associated (one-sided and Holm-Bonferroni corrected) p-
values.

To investigate the incremental variance prediction, we further regressed each justifying 

belief on both D and low Honesty-Humility (thereby deviating from the preregistration, see 

above). As can be seen in Table 7, D explained incremental variance over low Honesty-Humility 

in each of the three justifying beliefs, though neither D nor low Honesty-Humility explained 

much incremental variance in Threatening Worldview. Overall, distrust-related beliefs are thus

more strongly subsumed in D as compared to low Honesty-Humility, that is, individuals high in 

D have stronger negative expectations of the world and others than do those low in Honesty-

Humility.

Table 7

Latent regression results predicting the outcomes by D and low Honesty-Humility (Study 3)

495

500

505



THE DARK FACTOR OF PERSONALITY AND HONESTY-HUMILITY 31

Outcome variable βD

[95% CI]
βHH

[95% CI]
R²(D, HH) ΔR²(HH) ΔR²(D)

Distrust 0.75
[0.59; 0.92]

-0.35
[-0.53; -0.17]

.26 .05 .16

Trust Scale -0.45
[-0.69; -0.24]

0.15
[-0.10, 0.40]

.11 .01 .05

Threatening world 0.29
[0.09; 0.49]

-0.13
[-0.33; 0.06]

.04 .01 .02

Note: N = 508. Standardized latent linear regression coefficients. D = Dark Factor of Personality, HH = low Honesty-

Humility. R²(D,HH): variance explained in the full model. ΔR²(HH): increase in R² after adding low Honesty-Humility to 

the model. ΔR²(D): increase in R² after adding D to the model.

5. Study 4

In Study 3, we corroborated both that low Honesty-Humility comprises meaningful 

variance beyond D (for pretentiousness), and that the same applies vice versa (for distrust). In a

final study, we sought to conceptually replicate this finding by examining the role of 

callousness, which has been considered to be fundamental for aversive traits (Jones & 

Figueredo, 2013; Paulhus, 2014) and which is a defining part of D. By contrast, within the 

HEXACO model, empathy (the opposing pole of callousness) is part of Emotionality (more 

specifically, its Sentimentality facet; Ashton et al., 2014) and thus theoretically distinct from 

Honesty-Humility. Thus, D ought to relate more strongly to callousness than low Honesty-

Humility.

5.1 Methods

5.1.1 Measures

Given that D was measured very broadly in the previous studies and, in some cases, with

a larger item set than Honesty-Humility, D was herein assessed using the D16 (Moshagen, 

Zettler, & Hilbig, 2020; Bader, Horsten, et al., 2021). On par, Honesty-Humility was assessed 
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using the 16 items of the corresponding scale in the HEXACO-100 (Lee & Ashton, 2018). For 

empathy, we assessed both the positive and the negative pole: the positive pole was assessed 

using the Empathic Concern and Perspective Taking subscales of the Interpersonal Reactivity 

Index (7 items each; Davis, 1983), whereas the negative pole was assessed using the 14 items of 

the callousness facet from the Personality Inventory for DSM-5 (Maples et al., 2015; 

Zimmermann et al., 2014). The callousness items were answered on a 4-point Likert scale (1 = 

“completely disagree”, 4 = “completely agree”), all other items were answered on a 5-point 

Likert scale (1 = “strongly disagree”, 5 = “strongly agree”). We used the respective German 

translations of each measure.

5.1.2 Procedure

The study was pre-registered (https://osf.io/f4bnu/) before starting data collection. 

Participants were recruited and compensated through a German professional panel provider. 

Each participant first provided informed consent and demographics. The first block of the 

study consisted of the D and Honesty-Humility scales, the second of the empathy and 

callousness scales. The order of scales was randomized within each block. Additionally, we 

embedded one attention check item (e.g., “Please select ‘strongly disagree’ here. This serves to 

check your attention.”) in each block. After completion, participants were debriefed about the 

purpose of the study.

5.1.3 Participants

We ran a power analysis in semPower (Moshagen, 2020), aiming to achieve a power 

of .90 based on an alpha error probability of .05 to reject the null hypothesis that D predicts no 

incremental variance over low Honesty-Humility. To this end, we defined a model with 

regression slopes of .50 for D and .10 for low HH and a model in which we assumed a slope of 
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zero for D. We then obtained a variance-covariance matrix from the former model and fit the 

latter model to it to obtain the model-implied variance-covariance matrix. Plugging these two 

matrices into the semPower.aPriori command revealed a required sample size of N = 204 to detect

the assumed effect. However, in order to be able to estimate the structural equation model 

reliably, we aimed at a final sample size of 500. 

A total of 542 participants completed the survey (and passed the attention check items), 

57 of which had to be excluded due to speedy responding (<2 sec per item) or suspicious 

response styles (showing very low variation, i.e., SD < 0.2, in responses on any of the scales that 

contain at least 25% reverse-keyed items, i.e., all except Callousness). Thus, we included N = 485 

valid datasets in our analyses. Approximately 52% of the sample was female. The participants 

were aged between 18 and 66 (M = 41.6, SD = 13.1) years, 33% of them held a college/university 

degree.

5.2 Results and Discussion

We used robust standard errors and Satorra-Bentler scaled test statistics to account for 

non-normality. One latent factor each was modeled for D, low Honesty-Humility, Empathic 

Concern, Perspective Taking, and Callousness. Model fit statistics were χ²(104) = 315, p < .01, 

RMSEA = .07, SRMR = .06 for D, and χ²(104) = 728, p < .01, RMSEA = .12, SRMR = .10 for low Honesty-

Humility, respectively. The latent correlation between D and low Honesty-Humility was r = .63 

(p < .001) and significantly smaller than unity (Δχ²(1) = 74.191, p < .001, ER > .999). Descriptive 

results, internal consistencies, and observed inter-correlations for all scales can be found in 

Table A6 on the OSF. 

Again, we first considered the latent bivariate correlations of both D and low Honesty-

Humility with the empathy measures. To this end, we specified two separate models for 
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empathy and callousness. More specifically, each model contained the factors for D and low 

Honesty-Humility, along with either two factors for empathic concern and perspective taking 

or one factor for callousness. We then first estimated each model allowing the correlations to 

vary freely. Next, we modified the empathy model such that either the correlation of empathic 

concern or the correlation of perspective taking with D and Honesty-Humility were 

constrained to be equal. Given that both restrictions lead to significant decreases in model fit, 

we did not estimate an additional model in which the correlations of both subscales were 

constrained. Additionally, we estimated the callousness model with the correlations of 

callousness with D and low Honesty-Humility constrained to be equal.

Again, the nested models were compared by examining the χ²-differences and the ERs. 

As can be seen in Table 8, all scales were correlated significantly more strongly with D than 

with low Honesty-Humility, corresponding to large effects for empathic concern and 

callousness, and a medium-sized effect for perspective taking.

Table 8

Unconstrained latent correlations and model comparisons (Study 4)

Outcome variable D
[95% CI]

low HH
[95% CI]

Δχ²(1) ER q

Empathic concern -.76
[-.83; -.70]

-.41
[-.51; -.31]

30.34 * > .999 .57

Perspective taking -.60
[-.68; -.52]

-.33
[-.43; -.23]

56.35 * > .999 .35

Callousness .86
[.81; 90]

.54
[.45; .63]

53.76 * > .999 .62

Note: N = 485. D = Dark Factor of Personality, HH = Honesty-Humility. Δχ²(1): change in model fit after restricting 
respective correlations to be equal. ER: normalized evidence ratio comparing the less restricted to the restricted 
model. q: difference in the (absolute) zero-order correlations with an outcome between low Honesty-Humility and 
D as measured by Cohen’s q
* p < .05
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To investigate incremental variance prediction, we further regressed each of the three 

empathy factors on both D and Honesty-Humility. As can be seen in Table 9, D explains 

substantial incremental variance over Honesty-Humility in all three criteria, while Honesty-

Humility practically explains no unique variance. Thus, in line with theory and our predictions,

empathy is more strongly subsumed in D as compared to Honesty-Humility.

Table 9

Latent regression results predicting the outcomes by D and low Honesty-Humility (Study 4)

Outcome variable βD

[95% CI]
βHH

[95% CI]
R²(D, HH) ΔR²(HH) ΔR²(D)

Empathic concern -0.84
[-0.95; -.0.72]

0.12
[-0.01; 0.25]

.59 .02 .35

Perspective taking -0.66
[-0.77; -0.54]

0.08
[-0.05; 0.22]

.37 .01 .21

Callousness 0.85
[-0.76; -0.94]

-0.03
[.14; .08]

.69 .00 .30

Note: N = 485. Standardized latent linear regression coefficients. R²(D,HH): variance explained in the full model. ΔR²(HH):
increase in R² after adding low Honesty-Humility to the model. ΔR²(D): increase in R² after adding D to the model.

6. General Discussion

Recent research suggests that the shared variance of all aversive traits and thus their 

common core can be understood through the so-called Dark Factor of Personality, D, which is 

the fluid underlying disposition subsuming the aversive aspects of all aversive traits. Relatedly, 

the overlap of aversive traits, in particular the Dark Triad traits, has been described as the low 

pole of Honesty-Humility (Hodson et al., 2018; Lee et al., 2013; Muris et al., 2017), one of the 

basic dimensions of the HEXACO personality model (Lee & Ashton, 2008). Notwithstanding 

other findings casting doubt on this particular conclusion (Howard & Van Zandt, 2020; 

McLarnon & Tarraf, 2021; Schreiber & Marcus, 2020), low Honesty-Humility may adequately 
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represent the common core of all aversive traits, in turn implying that D may essentially be 

equivalent to low Honesty-Humility. Thus, the present study sought to extend previous 

research by explicitly testing the overlap of Honesty-Humility with the common core of all 

aversive traits.

Meta-analytically aggregated across the present studies, D and low Honesty-Humility 

shared about 66% of their variance (see additional material on the OSF), which is considerably 

less than the overlap of 90% found between low Honesty-Humility and the common core of 

Dark Triad traits (Hodson et al., 2018). This difference is likely due to the broader range of 

aversive traits covered by D (as compared to the common core of the Dark Triad traits) which 

may also comprise aspects accounted for by other HEXACO dimensions. Yet, the overlap is 

sizable enough that D and low Honesty-Humility must be expected to show similar relations 

with many aversive outcomes. These similarities, however, are not sufficient to consider them 

functionally equivalent. Instead, a more critical test of the equivalence assumption 

complements the assessment of their correlation by testing their nomological consistency for a

range of theoretically derived criteria. If D and low Honesty-Humility were essentially 

equivalent, both would have to be associated with theoretically derived criteria to 

approximately the same extent, and neither should account for incremental variance in said 

criteria over the other.

Conceptually, one crucial difference between Honesty-Humility and D is that the former 

was inductively derived from lexical studies and subsequently included as an orthogonal 

dimension in a model of basic personality structure (Ashton & Lee, 2007; Zettler, Thielmann, et 

al., 2020), whereas D was derived deductively, theoretically comprises aspects related to several

dimensions in the HEXACO model, and indeed empirically relates to these (Moshagen et al., 

2018; Schreiber & Marcus, 2020). These theoretical differences, alone, render it unlikely that D 
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and low Honesty-Humility represent the exact same construct. Moreover, although low 

Honesty-Humility and D share the aspect of utility maximization, they also differ in the extent 

to which utility is accompanied by or even achieved through inflicting disutility on others as 

well as beliefs and attitudes that are used to justify malevolent behaviors. Thus, in four studies, 

we investigated more closely whether D and Honesty-Humility are not only theoretically, but 

also empirically dissociable and how exactly they differ. 

Specifically, in the first study we demonstrated that D and low Honesty-Humility do not 

equally determine aversive traits longitudinally. For the majority of the aversive traits 

considered, D outperformed Honesty-Humility—with the exception of Agentic Narcissism, 

Psychological Entitlement, and Self-Interest, all of which are conceptually and operationally 

more closely related to low Honesty-Humility than to D. Given that D and low Honesty-

Humility accounted for unique variance in every aversive trait included in the study, the two 

cannot be equivalent representations of the common core of all aversive traits.

In Studies 2,  3, and 4 we investigated the specific differences between low Honesty-

Humility and D in terms of content. To this end, we theoretically derived criteria which should 

be subsumed in Honesty-Humility and D to a different extent and should thus have unique 

variance accounted for by the two constructs. To summarize our findings, Table 10 provides an 

overview of the unique contributions of low Honesty-Humility and D, respectively, relative to 

the total explained variance in these criteria (i.e., as the relation of their respective ΔR² to the 

total R²).

Table 10

Unique contributions of D and low Honesty-Humility, respectively, relative to the total explained 
variances in each criterion (Studies 2-4)

Study Criterion Honesty-
Humility

D

630

635

640

645



THE DARK FACTOR OF PERSONALITY AND HONESTY-HUMILITY 38

2 Sadistic SVO - -

2 Pretentiousness 45% 10%

3 Distrust 15% 69%

3 Trust Scale 9% 55%

3 Threatening World 25% 75%

4 Empathic Concern 3% 59%

4 Perspective Taking 3% 57%

4 Callousness 16% 43%

Median 15% 57%

Note: The table displays the relation of ΔR² (of each predictor) to total R² combined.

As expected on theoretical grounds, Pretentiousness (i.e., the desire for social 

recognition) was more strongly linked to low Honesty-Humility than to D. This is consistent 

with theory, as the greed avoidance facet of Honesty-Humility includes the desire for wealth 

and social status at the lower pole, whereas D does not involve seeking admiration as a 

prominent aspect and may actually be incompatible, given that D comprises provoking 

disutility for others (i.e., sadistic or spiteful behavior). Note, however, that the aspect of utility 

maximization refers to an individual’s goals and also comprises non-materialistic utility. It is 

therefore not surprising that D and Pretentiousness are still related, as one can certainly derive

utility from impressing others with one’s wealth and also use it to gather admirers that can 

then be exploited and manipulated more easily. Nevertheless, in line with our hypothesis, low 

Honesty-Humility was more strongly related to Pretentiousness than D. 
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Vice versa, we expected D to be more strongly related to spiteful behavior as 

operationalized by the Sadistic SVO (Moshagen, Zettler, & Hilbig, 2020). Unexpectedly, D and 

low Honesty-Humility were not dissociable via this measure and both accounted only for a 

comparatively (though not untypically; Thielmann et al., 2020) small proportion of variance. 

Considering that self-reported Sadism and Spitefulness were substantially predicted by both, 

and indeed better by D than Honesty-Humility in Study 1, this finding was unexpected. A 

possible explanation might be that participants had to weigh the utility of the immaterial gain 

of harming the other person against the utility of the possible monetary gain. Our implicit 

assumption was that the immaterial gain would often outweigh the material gain, which might 

not hold because participants could not actually experience the “suffering” of their 

counterpart. Thus, the subjective utility of harming the other person might have been small, at 

best. Future research may thus seek a more suitable behavioral measure of spiteful and/or 

sadistic behavior.

Then, we considered another aspect that actually defines D but is only loosely related to 

(some aspects of) Honesty-Humility, namely, “beliefs that serve as justifications” (Moshagen et 

al., 2018, p. 657) for malevolent behavior, especially distrust-related beliefs. Results 

consistently showed that D relates more strongly than low Honesty-Humility to those beliefs 

reflecting rather negative expectations of one’s surroundings and regarding other people as a 

potential threat. These types of beliefs serve as particularly strong justifications for malevolent

behavior: If one believes others are a threat and will be exploitative, it is actually normatively 

necessary to behave uncooperatively to prevent being exploited (Gächter, 2004). 

Finally, we demonstrated empirically the theoretically implied difference between D 

and low Honesty-Humility with respect to callousness or lack of empathy: as empathy is 

assigned to the Emotionality dimension (rather than Honesty-Humility) within the HEXACO 
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model, it should not be comprised in Honesty-Humility. By contrast, (lack of) empathy is of 

central theoretical relevance to D (Moshagen et al., 2018, p. 656). Correspondingly, even though

Honesty-Humility showed medium-sized bivariate correlations with callousness and two facets 

of empathy, it explained virtually no variance once D was accounted for. In turn, D was 

strongly related to all measures of (low) empathy and accounted for up to 35% of unique 

variance beyond Honesty-Humility.

Taken together, results from longitudinal data on a range of theoretically selected 

outcome criteria showed that low Honesty-Humility and D are best understood as operationally

strongly related, but nonetheless functionally different and nomologically distinct constructs. 

Both low Honesty-Humility and D carry psychologically relevant meaning beyond each other 

(despite their substantial correlation). In particular, low Honesty-Humility and D longitudinally

accounted for diverse aversive traits to different extents (with D predicting a larger range and 

thus appearing to be the more comprehensive representation of their common core). 

Furthermore, D and low Honesty-Humility are theoretically and empirically distinct on at least 

three dimensions: whereas low Honesty-Humility is more strongly related to Pretentiousness, 

D is more strongly related to justifying beliefs, especially those related to distrust and negative 

expectations of the world, as well as to callousness. The criteria we investigated should, 

however, not be considered to be exhaustive given that the longitudinal predictions suggest 

that D and low Honesty-Humility are actually distinct with regard to most aversive traits, so 

that further exploration of their differences is warranted.

Notably, the findings reported herein are aligned with a recent meta-analysis showing 

that while low Honesty-Humility and the Dark Triad traits share large parts of their respective 

nomological nets, they do not overlap perfectly, indicating that they should rather be regarded

as having a common theoretical basis than as being redundant constructs (Howard & Van 
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Zandt, 2020). Correspondingly, the findings presented herein show that low Honesty-Humility 

is not only distinct from the common core of the Dark Triad, but more generally from the 

common core of all dark traits. 

The findings of the present studies are further compatible with another recent meta-

analysis revealing that low Honesty-Humility converged with the Dark Triad traits and other 

basic personality dimensions such as Agreeableness on a common higher-order factor 

representing D (Schreiber & Marcus, 2020). By this logic, too, D and low Honesty-Humility 

cannot be functionally equivalent. Importantly, this does not imply that D should either 

replace Honesty-Humility or be considered as a seventh basic trait in the HEXACO personality 

model, as D explicitly comprises aspects across basic traits and thus cannot represent an 

approximately orthogonal personality dimension (Moshagen et al., 2018). Rather, these meta-

analytic findings are aligned with the present conclusion that neither is D perfectly indicated 

by low Honesty-Humility nor is low Honesty-Humility perfectly predicted by D, and thus that 

both carry unique variance components and theoretical meaning. Thus, although low Honesty-

Humility appears to be the best proxy for the common core of aversive traits among all basic 

personality dimensions, and although low Honesty-Humility and D are closely related 

operationally and empirically, they differ conceptually—both in terms of their relations with 

other basic personality dimensions and in terms of defining aspects—and are functionally 

distinct in that both carry behaviorally relevant variance beyond each other.

Appendix A Supplementary material

Supplementary data to this article can be found at https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2021.104154.

710

715

720

725



THE DARK FACTOR OF PERSONALITY AND HONESTY-HUMILITY 42

References

Ashton, M.C., & Lee, K. (2005). Honesty-Humility, the Big Five, and the Five-Factor Model. 

Journal of Personality, 73(5), 1321–1354. doi:10.1111/jopy.2005.73.issue-510.1111/j.1467-

6494.2005.00351.x.

Ashton, M.C., & Lee, K. (2007). Empirical, theoretical, and practical advantages of the HEXACO 

model of personality structure. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 11(2), 150–

166. doi:10.1177/1088868306294907.

Ashton, M.C., Lee, K., & Boies, K. (2015). One- through six-component solutions from ratings on 

familiar English personality-descriptive adjectives. Journal of Individual Differences, 

36(3), 183–189. doi:10.1027/1614-0001/a000176.

Ashton, M.C., Lee, K., & De Vries, R.E. (2014). The HEXACO honesty-humility, agreeableness, and

emotionality factors: A review of research and theory. Personality and Social 

Psychology Review, 18(2), 139–152. doi:10.1177/1088868314523838.

Back, M.D., Küfner, A.C.P., Dufner, M., Gerlach, T.M., Rauthmann, J.F., & Denissen, J.J.A. (2013). 

Narcissistic admiration and rivalry: Disentangling the bright and dark sides of 

narcissism. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 105(6), 1013–1037. 

doi:10.1037/a0034431.

Bader, M., Hartung, J., Hilbig, B.E., Zettler, I., Moshagen, M., & Wilhelm, O. (2021). Themes of the

dark core of personality. Psychological Assessment, 33(6), 511–525. 

doi:10.1037/pas0001006.

Bader, M., Horsten, L. K., Hilbig, B. E., Zettler, I., & Moshagen, M. (in press). Measuring the dark 

core of personality in German: Psychometric properties, measurement invariance, 

predictive validity, and self-other agreement. Journal of Personality Assessment.

Beaujean, A.A. (2014). Sample size determination for regression models using monte carlo 

methods in R. Practical Assessment, Research & Evaluation, 19(12), 16.



THE DARK FACTOR OF PERSONALITY AND HONESTY-HUMILITY 43

Book, A., Visser, B.A., Blais, J., Hosker-Field, A., Methot-Jones, T., Gauthier, N.Y., … D’Agata, M.T.

(2016). Unpacking more “evil”: What is at the core of the dark tetrad? Personality and 

Individual Differences, 90, 269–272. doi:10.1016/j.paid.2015.11.009.

Campbell, W.K., Bonacci, A.M., Shelton, J., Exline, J.J., & Bushman, B.J. (2004). Psychological 

entitlement: Interpersonal consequences and validation of a self-report measure. 

Journal of Personality Assessment, 83(1), 29–45. doi:10.1207/s15327752jpa8301_04.

Conn, S.R., & Rieke, M.L. (1994). 16PF fifth edition technical manual. Institute for Personality & 

Ability Testing, Incorporated. 

Davis, M.H. (1983). Measuring individual differences in empathy: Evidence for a 

multidimensional approach. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 44(1), 113–

126. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.44.1.113.

Forsythe, R., Horowitz, J.L., Savin, N.E., & Sefton, M. (1994). Fairness in simple bargaining 

experiments. Games and Economic Behavior, 6(3), 347–369. doi:10.1006/game.1994.1021.

Furnham, A., Richards, S.C., & Paulhus, D.L. (2013). The dark triad of personality: A 10 year 

review: Dark triad of personality. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 7(3), 199–

216. doi:10.1111/spc3.12018.

Gächter, S. (2004). Behavioral game theory. In Koehler, D.J., & Harvey, N. (Eds.), Blackwell 

handbook of judgment and decision making (first ed., pp. 485–503). Blackwell Pub..

Gerbasi, M.E., & Prentice, D.A. (2013). The self-and other-interest inventory. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 105(3), 495. doi:10.1037/a0033483.

Gonzalez, O., MacKinnon, D.P., & Muniz, F.B. (2021). Extrinsic convergent validity evidence to 

prevent jingle and jangle fallacies. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 56(1), 3–19. 

doi:10.1080/00273171.2019.1707061.

Green, Larry, J (1961). The interrelationships among height, weight and chronological, dental 

and skeletal ages. The Angle Orthodontist, 31(3), 189–193.



THE DARK FACTOR OF PERSONALITY AND HONESTY-HUMILITY 44

Grivas, Theodoros, B, Mihas, Constantinos, Arapaki, Angeliki, & Vasiliadis, Elias (2008). 

Correlation of foot length with heidht and weight in school age children. Journal of 

Forensic and Legal Medicine, 15(2), 89–95. doi:10.1016/j.jflm.2007.05.007.

Hilbig, B.E., Kieslich, P.J., Henninger, F., Thielmann, I., & Zettler, I. (2018). Lead us (not) into 

temptation: Testing the motivational mechanisms linking honesty-humility to 

cooperation. European Journal of Personality, 32(2), 116–127. doi:10.1002/per.2149.

Hilbig, B.E., Moshagen, M., & Zettler, I. (2016). Prediction consistency: A test of the equivalence 

assumption across different indicators of the same construct: Prediction consistency. 

European Journal of Personality, 30(6), 637–647. doi:10.1002/per.2085.

Hilbig, B.E., Thielmann, I., Klein, S.A., Moshagen, M., & Zettler, I. (2021). The dark core of 

personality and socially aversive psychopathology. Journal of Personality, 89(2), 216–

227. doi:10.1111/jopy.v89.210.1111/jopy.12577.

Hodson, G., Book, A., Visser, B.A., Volk, A.A., Ashton, M.C., & Lee, K. (2018). Is the Dark Triad 

common factor distinct from low Honesty-Humility? Journal of Research in Personality, 

73, 123–129. doi:10.1016/j.jrp.2017.11.012.

Howard, M.C., & Van Zandt, E.C. (2020). The discriminant validity of honesty-humility: A meta-

analysis of the HEXACO, big five, and dark triad. Journal of Research in Personality, 87, 

103982. doi:10.1016/j.jrp.2020.103982.

Jackson, D.N., Paunonen, S.V., & Tremblay, P.F. (2000). Six factor personality questionnaire 

manual. Port Huron, MI: Sigma Assessment Systems.

Jonason, P.K., Zeigler-Hill, V., & Okan, C. (2017). Good v. evil: Predicting sinning with dark 

personality traits and moral foundations. Personality and Individual Differences, 104, 

180–185. doi:10.1016/j.paid.2016.08.002.



THE DARK FACTOR OF PERSONALITY AND HONESTY-HUMILITY 45

Jones, D.N., & Figueredo, A.J. (2013). The core of darkness: Uncovering the heart of the dark 

triad: The core of darkness. European Journal of Personality, 27(6), 521–531. 

doi:10.1002/per.1893.

Jones, D.N., & Paulhus, D.L. (2014). Introducing the short dark triad (SD3): A brief measure of 

dark personality traits. Assessment, 21(1), 28–41. doi:10.1177/1073191113514105.

Lee, K., & Ashton, M.C. (2004). Psychometric properties of the HEXACO personality inventory. 

Multivariate Behavioral Research, 39(2), 329–358. doi:10.1207/s15327906mbr3902_8.

Lee, K., & Ashton, M.C. (2006). Further assessment of the HEXACO Personality Inventory: Two 

new facet scales and an observer report form. Psychological Assessment, 18(2), 182–191. 

doi:10.1037/1040-3590.18.2.182.

Lee, K., & Ashton, M.C. (2008). The HEXACO personality factors in the indigenous personality 

lexicons of English and 11 other languages. Journal of Personality, 76(5), 1001–1054. 

doi:10.1111/j.1467-6494.2008.00512.x.

Lee, K., & Ashton, M.C. (2018). Psychometric Properties of the HEXACO-100. Assessment, 25(5), 

543–556. doi:10.1177/1073191116659134.

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 

Personality, 27(2), 169–184. doi:10.1002/per.1860.

Maples, J.L., Carter, N.T., Few, L.R., Crego, C., Gore, W.L., Samuel, D.B., … Miller, J.D. (2015). 

Testing whether the DSM-5 personality disorder trait model can be measured with a 

reduced set of items: An item response theory investigation of the Personality 

Inventory for DSM-5. Psychological Assessment, 27(4), 1195–1210. 

doi:10.1037/pas0000120.

Marcus, D.K., Zeigler-Hill, V., Mercer, S.H., & Norris, A.L. (2014). The psychology of spite and the

measurement of spitefulness. Psychological Assessment, 26(2), 563–574. 



THE DARK FACTOR OF PERSONALITY AND HONESTY-HUMILITY 46

McLarnon, M. J. W., & Tarraf, R. C. (in press). Getting to the core: How “(dis)honest” is the core 

of the Dark Triad? Personality and Individual Differences, pp. 110545. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2020.110545

McLarnon, Matthew, J. W., & Tarraf, Rima, C. (2021). Getting to the core: How “(dis)honest” is 

the core of the Dark Triad? Personality and Individual differences, 171. 

doi:10.1016/j.paid.2020.110545.

Miller, J.D., Lynam, D.R., McCain, J.L., Few, L.R., Crego, C., Widiger, T.A., & Campbell, W.K. (2016).

Thinking structurally about narcissism: An examination of the five-factor narcissism 

inventory and its components. Journal of Personality Disorders, 30(1), 1–18. 

doi:10.1521/pedi_2015_29_177.

Moore, C., Detert, J.R., Klebe Treviño, L., Baker, V.L., & Mayer, D.M. (2012). Why employees do 

bad things: Moral disengagement and unethical organizational behavior. Personnel 

Psychology, 65(1), 1–48. doi:10.1111/j.1744-6570.2011.01237.x.

Moshagen, M. (2020). semPower: Power Analyses for SEM. R package version 1.1.0. 

https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=semPower.

Moshagen, M., Hilbig, B.E., & Zettler, I. (2014). Faktorenstruktur, psychometrische 

Eigenschaften und Messinvarianz der deutschsprachigen Version des 60-Item HEXACO 

Persönlichkeitsinventars. Diagnostica, 60(2), 86–97. doi:10.1026/0012-1924/a000112.

Moshagen, M., Hilbig, B.E., & Zettler, I. (2018). The dark core of personality. Psychological 

Review, 125(5), 656–688. doi:10.1037/rev0000111.

Moshagen, M., Zettler, I., & Hilbig, B.E. (2020). Measuring the dark core of personality. 

Psychological Assessment, 32(2), 182–196. doi:10.1037/pas0000778.

Moshagen, M., Zettler, I., Horsten, L.K., & Hilbig, B.E. (2020). Agreeableness and the common 

core of dark traits are functionally different constructs. Journal of Research in 

Personality, 87, 103986. doi:10.1016/j.jrp.2020.103986.



THE DARK FACTOR OF PERSONALITY AND HONESTY-HUMILITY 47

Moshagen, Morten (2021). When a truly positive correlation turns negative: How different 

approaches to model hierarchically structured constructs affect estimated correlations 

to covariates.. European Journal of Personality. doi:10.1177/08902070211050170

Muris, P., Merckelbach, H., Otgaar, H., & Meijer, E. (2017). The malevolent side of human nature:

A metaanalysis and critical review of the literature on the dark triad (Narcissism, 

Machiavellianism, and Psychopathy). Perspectives on Psychological Science, 12(2), 183–

204. doi:10.1177/1745691616666070.

Murphy, R.O., Ackermann, K.A., & Handgraaf, M. (2011). Measuring social value orientation. 

Judgment and Decision Making, 6(8), 771–781.

O’Meara, A., Davies, J., & Hammond, S. (2011). The psychometric properties and utility of the 

Short Sadistic Impulse Scale (SSIS). Psychological Assessment, 23(2), 523. 

doi:10.1037/a0022400.

Paulhus, D.L. (2014). Toward a taxonomy of dark personalities. Current Directions in 

Psychological Science, 23(6), 421–426. doi:10.1177/0963721414547737.

Paulhus, D.L., & Williams, K.M. (2002). The dark triad of personality: Narcissism, 

Machiavellianism, and psychopathy. Journal of Research in Personality, 36(6), 556–563. 

doi:10.1016/S0092-6566(02)00505-6.

Pletzer, J.L., Bentvelzen, M., Oostrom, J.K., & De Vries, R.E. (2019). A meta-analysis of the 

relations between personality and workplace deviance: Big Five versus HEXACO. Journal

of Vocational Behavior, 112, 369–383. doi:10.1016/j.jvb.2019.04.004.

R Core Team (2020). R: A language and environment for statistical computing. Version 3.6.3. R 

Foundation for Statistical Computing. https://www.r-project.org/.

Rosseel, Y., Jorgensen, T. D., Oberski, D., Byrnes, J., Vanbrabant, L., Savalei, V., Merkle, E., 

Hallquist, M., Rhemtulla, M., Katsikatsou, M., Barendse, M., & Scharf, F. (2019). lavaan: 



THE DARK FACTOR OF PERSONALITY AND HONESTY-HUMILITY 48

Latent Variable Analysis. R package version 0.6-5. 

https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=lavaan.

Schreiber, A., & Marcus, B. (2020). The place of the “Dark Triad” in general models of 

personality: Some meta-analytic clarification. Psychological Bulletin, 146(11), 1021–

1041. doi:10.1037/bul0000299.

Sechrest, L. (1963). Incremental validity: A recommendation. Educational and Psychological 

Measurement, 23(1), 153–158. doi:10.1177/001316446302300113.

Sibley, C.G., & Duckitt, J. (2009). Big-five personality, social worldviews, and ideological 

attitudes: Further tests of a dual process cognitive-motivational model. The Journal of 

Social Psychology, 149(5), 545–561.

Thielmann, I., Böhm, R., Ott, M., & Hilbig, B.E. (2021). Economic games: An introduction and 

guide for research. Collabra Psychology, 7(1). doi:10.1525/collabra.19004)..

Thielmann, I., & Hilbig, B.E. (2019). Nomological consistency: A comprehensive test of the 

equivalence of different trait indicators for the same constructs. Journal of Personality, 

87(3), 715–730. doi:10.1111/jopy.12428.

Thielmann, I., Spadaro, G., & Balliet, D. (2020). Personality and prosocial behavior: A theoretical 

framework and meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 146(1), 30–90. 

doi:10.1037/bul0000217.

Vize, C.E., Collison, K.L., Miller, J.D., & Lynam, D.R. (2020). The “core” of the dark triad: A test of 

competing hypotheses. Personality Disorders: Theory, Research, and Treatment, 11(2), 

91–99. doi:10.1037/per0000386.

Wagenmakers, E.-J., & Farrell, S. (2004). AIC model selection using Akaike weights. Psychonomic

Bulletin & Review, 11(1), 192–196. doi:10.3758/BF03206482.

Weigel, R.H., Hessing, D.J., & Elffers, H. (1999). Egoism: Concept, measurement and implications 

for deviance. Psychology, Crime and Law, 5(4), 349–378. doi:10.1080/10683169908401777.



THE DARK FACTOR OF PERSONALITY AND HONESTY-HUMILITY 49

Williams, E.J. (1959). The comparison of regression variables. Journal of the Royal Statistical 

Society: Series B (Methodological), 21(2), 396–399. doi:10.1111/rssb:1959.21.issue-

210.1111/j.2517-6161.1959.tb00346.x.

Wu, H., Cheung, S.F., & Leung, S.O. (2020). Simple use of BIC to assess model selection 

uncertainty: An illustration using mediation and moderation models. Multivariate 

Behavioral Research, 55(1), 1–16. doi:10.1080/00273171.2019.1574546.

Yamagishi, T. (1986). The provision of a sanctioning system as a public good. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 51(1), 110–116. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.51.1.110.

Zettler, I., Moshagen, M., & Hilbig, B.E. (2021). Stability and change: The dark factor of 

personality shapes dark traits. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 12(6), 974–

983. doi:10.1177/1948550620953288.

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 Psychological Science, 15(3), 723–760. doi:10.1177/1745691619895036.

Zimmermann, J., Altenstein, D., Krieger, T., Holtforth, M.G., Pretsch, J., Alexopoulos, J., , & … 

Leising, D. (2014). The structure and correlates of self-reported DSM-5 maladaptive 

personality traits: Findings from two German-speaking samples. Journal of Personality 

Disorders, 28(4), 518–540. doi:10.1521/pedi_2014_28_130


