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Miller, M. Justin  The Influence of Dark Personality on Counterproductive Work Behaviors 

Abstract 

Prior research has found a negative association between leader-member exchanges (LMX) and 

counterproductive work behaviors (CWBs; Bowling & Michel, 2011; Chang & Lyons, 2012; 

Chernyak-Hai & Tziner, 2014; Sulea, Fine, Fischmann, Save, & Dumitru, 2013).  In addition, 

prior research has found positive associations between Machiavellianism, narcissism, and 

psychopathy with CWBs (Buckels, Jones & Paulhus, 2013; Linton & Power, 2013; O’Boyle, 

Forsyth, Banks, & McDaniel, 2012).  Utilizing a sample of 282 participants recruited via 

Amazon’s Mechanical Turk, the aforementioned findings were replicated in the current study.  In 

addition, the current study revealed a positive association between sadism and CWBs, as well as 

Machiavellianism and sadism as predictors of CWBs.  Further, the current study established that 

dark personality traits did not moderate the association between LMX and CWB.  These findings 

contribute to the growth of knowledge in the body of research on personality and organizational 

behaviors.  This study marks the first examination of the predictability of sadism for CWBs and 

dark personality traits as moderators in the association between LMX and CWB. 
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Chapter I: The Influence of Dark Personality on Counterproductive Work Behaviors 

Counterproductive work behaviors (CWB) cost organizations billions of dollars each year 

(Bennett & Robinson, 2000).  Broadly, counterproductive work behaviors are voluntary 

behaviors that harm or negatively affect the well-being of organizations and/or individuals in 

organizations (Beauregard, 2014; Bennett & Robinson, 2000;  Boddy, 2014; Bowling, 2010; 

Chernyak-Hai & Tziner, 2014; Chu, 2014; Cohen-Charash & Mueller, 2007; Dahling, Whitaker, 

& Levy, 2009; Meurs, Fox, Kessler, & Spector, 2013; Miles, Borman, Spector, & Fox, 2002; 

O’Brien & Allen, 2008; Penney & Spector, 2002; Roy, Bastounis, & Minibas-Poussard, 2012; 

Spector, 2011; Sulea, Fine, Fischmann, Sava, & Dumitru, 2013; Wu & Lebreton, 2011).  These 

CWBs can be of an interpersonal (CWB-I), organizational (CWB-O), or supervisory (CWB-S) 

nature.  Interpersonal CWBs are voluntary behaviors that harm or negatively affect coworkers 

(Chullen, Dunford, Angermeier, Boss, & Boss, 2010; Cohen-Charash & Mueller, 2007; 

DeShong, Grant, & Mullins-Sweatt, 2015; Meurs et al., 2013).  Organizational CWBs are 

voluntary behaviors that harm or negatively affect the organization’s policies, structure, or 

physical properties (Bowling & Michel, 2011; Chullen et al., 2010; DeShong et al., 2015; Meurs 

et al., 2013; Sulea et al., 2013).  Supervisory CWBs are voluntary behaviors that harm or 

negatively affect supervision of an organization (Bowling & Michel, 2011). 

Broadly, CWB has been associated with a variety of job outcomes, primarily of a 

negative nature.  To name a few, CWB has displayed positive associations with employees 

feeling depersonalized (Chullen et al., 2010) and strained (Zhang, LePine, Buckman, & Wei, 

2014), as well as perceptions of organizational constraints, interpersonal conflict, and workload 

(Miles et al., 2002).  In addition, CWB has been negatively related to employees’ job satisfaction 

(Bowling, 2010; Bowling & Michel, 2011), task performance (Shoss, Eisenberger, Restubog, & 
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Zagenczyk, 2013; Zhang et al., 2014), psychological health (Bowling & Michel, 2011), personal 

industry (Bowling, 2010), helping behaviors (Bowling, 2010; Zhang et al., 2014), and 

organizational loyalty (Bowling, 2010).   

Counterproductive work behaviors have also been negatively associated with perceptions 

of organizational justice/fairness (Beauregard, 2014; Chernyak-Hai & Tziner, 2014; O’Brien & 

Allen, 2008; Roy et al., 2012; Zhang et al., 2014), organizational support (Beauregard, 2014; 

Chullen et al., 2010; O’Brien & Allen, 2008; Shoss et al., 2013), and organizational climate 

(Chernyak-Hai & Tziner, 2014).  In regard to organizational justice/fairness, several research 

studies have shown that when employees report organizational injustice, then the likelihood of 

employee engagement in CWB increases (Beauregard, 2014; Chernyak-Hai & Tziner, 2014; 

Cohen-Charash & Mueller, 2007).  For example, Cohen-Charash and Mueller (2007) utilized a 

sample of 188 employed university students to examine the association between perceived 

unfairness and CWB-I.  The researchers found that perceived unfairness was positively related to 

CWB-I.  Furthermore, high perceived unfairness amplified employee engagement in CWB-I. 

Although associations have been made with a variety of factors and CWBs, it is of 

upmost importance to understand personality traits that relate to such behaviors in order to 

minimize the damage brought to organizations by employees engaging in CWBs (Bowling, 

2010; Miles et al., 2002).  Understanding personality in regard to CWB is not only important for 

personnel screening and selection, it is also necessary for creating individualized interventions to 

optimize performance for individuals that are already employed in an organization. 

 The goals of the current study are three-fold and derive from foundations in social 

exchange theory and prior research.  First, the current study aims to examine the relationship 

between leader-member exchanges (LMX) and CWB.  Next, the study aims to examine the 
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relationships between dark personality traits and CWB.  Finally, the study will examine dark 

personality traits as moderators in the association between LMX and CWB.  The expectations of 

the outcomes for these examinations can be viewed in Figure 1.   

Theoretical Basis: Social Exchange Theory 

One factor of importance in understanding why employees engage in CWB is social 

exchanges.  Social exchange theory explains that the formation, retention, and attrition of 

interpersonal relationships happen through individual cost-benefit analyses of these relationships 

(Chernyak-Hai & Tziner, 2014; Homans, 1958; O’Boyle, Forsyth, Banks, & McDaniel, 2012).  

From an organizational perspective, employees work in exchange for explicit rewards, such as 

monetary and beneficiary rewards, as well as inexplicit rewards, such as recognition and 

positions of status (O’Boyle et al., 2012).  These means of social exchanges foster relationships 

amongst employees, as well as between employees and supervision (O’Boyle et al., 2012).  

These interpersonal relationships become stronger when the people in the exchange trust one 

another, develop a psychological contract that increases the commitment to the interpersonal 

relationship, and perceive the exchange as fair for all parties involved (Chen & Jin, 2014; 

O’Boyle et al., 2012; Rodwell & Gulyas, 2013).  Therefore, if employees perceive unfairness in 

justice or work-life balance in the organization, then they may be more likely to exchange this 

unfairness with CWBs (Beauregard, 2014; Chernyak-Hai & Tziner, 2014).  

Influence of LMX on employee CWB.  Although it is clear how general social 

exchanges can influence organizational outcomes, it is also important to consider the influence of 

leader-member exchanges on employee outcomes due to the focus herein being on interactions 

between employees and supervisors.  Leader-member exchange is a construct derived from 

social exchange theory that is specifically described as the individual cost-benefit analysis of 
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social exchanges between leaders/supervisors and employees in an organization (Chullen et al., 

2010; Furunes, Mykletun, Einarsen, & Glasø, 2015).  Leader-member exchanges are typically 

classified on a spectrum of low to high quality.  In low quality LMXs, employees feel that 

leadership is unjust, aggressive, or abusive, which increases the likelihood of them engaging in 

CWB and feeling strained (Bowling & Michel, 2011; Chang & Lyons, 2012; Chernyak-Hai & 

Tziner, 2014; Sulea et al., 2013).  Furthermore, these low quality exchanges with leadership can 

negatively affect employee perceptions of organizational support and organizational justice, as 

well as their morale, which also increases the likelihood that they will engage in CWB (Bowling 

& Michel, 2011; Chernyak-Hai & Tziner, 2014; Sulea et al., 2013).  In high quality LMXs, 

employees feel that leadership is just, respectful, and fair, which decreases the likelihood of them 

engaging in CWB (Bowling & Michel, 2011; Chang & Lyons, 2012; Chernyak-Hai & Tziner, 

2014; Sulea et al., 2013).  High quality exchanges with leadership can also increase employees’ 

affective commitment, job satisfaction, perceived organizational support, perceived 

organizational climate, and psychological health (Bowling & Michel, 2011; Chang & Lyons, 

2012; Chernyak-Hai & Tziner, 2014).  In addition, high quality LMXs decreases employee 

anger, anxiety, depression, and turnover intention (Chang & Lyons, 2012).  

Dark Personality Traits 

Although understanding LMXs’ association with CWBs is relevant, it is vital to the 

current study to understand personality traits that can influence this association.  One of the more 

common personality models in CWB research is the Dark Triad.  The Dark Triad consists of 

three personality traits: Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy.  People high in 

Machiavellianism are characterized as being manipulative, cynical, and callous in affect 

(Chabrol, Van Leeuwen, Rodgers, Séjourné, 2009; DeShong et al., 2015; Hartog & Belschak, 
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2012; Jonason, Wee, Li, & Jackson, 2014; Paulhus, 2014; Paulhus & Jones, 2015; Paulhus & 

Williams, 2002; Southard, Noser, Pollock, Mercer, & Zeigler-Hill, 2015; Spain, Harms, & 

Lebreton, 2014; Wu & Lebreton, 2011).  Individuals high in narcissism are callous attention 

seekers with an egotistical view of themselves, in terms of entitlement, control, superiority, 

dominance, and grandiosity (Chabrol et al., 2009; DeShong et al., 2015; Furnham, Trickey, & 

Hyde, 2012; Grijalva & Harms, 2014; Grijalva & Newman, 2015; Jonason et al., 2014; Paulhus, 

2014; Paulhus & Jones, 2015; Paulhus & Williams, 2002; Southard et al., 2015; Spain et al., 

2014; Wu & Lebreton, 2011).  Those high in psychopathy are impulsive, sensation seeking, 

interpersonally manipulative, erratic, and antisocial.  In addition, these individuals show shallow 

levels of affect, low levels of anxiety, and high levels of callousness (Boddy, 2014; Chabrol et 

al., 2009; DeShong et al., 2015; Jonason et al., 2014; Paulhus, 2014; Paulhus & Jones, 2015; 

Paulhus & Williams, 2002; Southard et al., 2015; Spain et al., 2014; Wu & Lebreton, 2011).   

Dark personality as a predictor of counterproductive work behaviors.  Personality 

variables have been shown to relate to CWBs (Dalal, 2005), which are a specific form of job 

performance that organizations aim to minimize.  The most widely studied and accepted 

personality model in job performance research is Costa and McCrae’s (1985) Five-Factor Model 

(FFM).  The FFM consists of the following factors: agreeableness, conscientiousness, 

extraversion, neuroticism, and openness to experience.  In a meta-analysis of 44 samples, 

Salgado (2002) examined the predictability of FFM traits for CWB.  Agreeableness and 

conscientiousness were the only traits found to be negative predictors of CWBs.  However, other 

research has also found neuroticism to be a positive predictor of CWB (DeShong et al., 2015; 

Scherer, Baysinger, Zolynsky, & LeBreton, 2013).   
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Although the FFM model has been shown to predict CWB, it is of upmost importance to 

understand the predictability of dark personality traits for CWBs because research has just begun 

to examine these traits.  Understanding dark personality traits in relation to CWB can ensure that 

personnel selection measures and personnel interventions are grounded in empirical support.  

One such personality model that can be useful for this body of research regarding dark 

personality traits is the Dark Tetrad, which is a recent revision to the Dark Triad personality 

model (Paulhus, 2014).  Paulhus (2014) called for the inclusion of sadism in the latter model, 

thereby creating the Dark Tetrad, due to the similar callousness nature that sadism shares with 

the Dark Triad personality traits.  People high in sadism are characterized as cruel aggressors that 

inflict physical, psychological, and/or sexual pain on others to humiliate and/or assert their 

dominance on them for their own pleasure and enjoyment (Chabrol et al., 2009; O’Meara, 

Davies, & Hammond, 2011; O’Meara, Davies, & Hammond, 2015; Paulhus, 2014; Southard et 

al., 2015).  As a hypothetical example in a work context, employees that are high in sadism may 

find enjoyment in damaging other people’s job security or the organization as a whole.  More 

specifically, these employees may get pleasure from sabotaging another employees’ job or from 

physically harming them.  These same employees may also get pleasure from harming the 

organization’s finances, policies, or physical property.    

The importance of studying the Dark Tetrad over the FFM for the predictability of 

personality traits for CWB derives from two studies by Scherer et al. (2013).  Both studies 

utilized an employed undergraduate student sample to test the predictability of psychopathy and 

the FFM personality traits for CWB.  In the first sample, only consciousness and agreeableness 

were found to be negative predictors of CWB, whereas psychopathy was a positive predictor of 
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CWB.  In the second study, the researchers found psychopathy to be a much stronger predictor of 

CWB than any of the FFM traits (Scherer et al., 2013).   

Research by DeShong et al. (2015) displayed results that contradicted the findings of 

Scherer et al. (2013).  In DeShong et al.’s (2015) study, all of the Dark Triad personality traits 

were examined, as well as the FFM personality traits.  The researchers’ utilized a sample of 163 

employed undergraduate students to test the predictability of Dark Triad and FFM personality 

traits for CWB.  Originally, agreeableness and conscientiousness were shown to be negative 

predictors of CWB, and psychopathy was the only positive predictor of CWB.  However, after 

taking a model trimming approach in which the nonsignificant pathways in the model were set to 

zero, psychopathy was no longer predictive of CWB.  Therefore, FFM was regarded as a 

stronger predictor of CWB than the Dark Triad.   

Regardless of the contradictive nature of the studies comparing the Dark Triad and FFM, 

it is notable that both DeShong et al. (2015) and Scherer et al.’s (2013) studies originally 

produced psychopathy as a predictor of CWB.  Other Dark Triad personality traits have been 

found to predict CWB as well.  For instance, in the second study of Dahling et al.’s (2009) 

construction of the Machiavellianism Personality Scale (MPS), the researchers utilized a sample 

of 323 employed university students to show that Machiavellianism predicted a variety of 

factors, including CWBs.  Results from this study did indeed reveal that Machiavellianism was a 

positive predictor of CWB.   

Due to the dearth of studies examining the predictability of Dark Triad personality traits 

for CWB, and the contradictions in these few studies, the predictability of these personality traits 

for CWB need to be further examined.  Moreover, there have not been any studies that have 

utilized the Dark Tetrad personality model to predict CWB.  Thus, sadism has yet to be 
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examined as a predictor of CWB.  Also, as can be seen in DeShong et al. (2015) and Scherer et 

al.’s (2013) studies, many prior studies have utilized employed student samples. Thus, the 

purpose of the current study is to examine all of the Dark Tetrad traits for their predictability of 

CWB in a non-student working sample in order to produce results representative of the entire 

workforce, rather than just student workers.   

It is expected that all of Dark Tetrad personality traits will positively predict CWB due to 

the shared callous nature of these traits.  In fact, research has shown support for the 

interrelatedness of the Dark Tetrad factors by first finding positive relationships between Dark 

Triad traits (Linton & Power, 2013; O’Boyle et al., 2012), then finding positive relationships 

between Dark Tetrad traits (Buckels, Jones, & Paulhus, 2013).  More specifically, Buckels et al. 

(2013) conducted two studies to examine the association between sadism and Dark Triad 

personality traits utilizing psychology students.  The researchers found that sadism was 

positively related to all of the Dark Triad personality traits.  In the second study, the researchers 

found that sadism was only positively related to Machiavellianism and psychopathy.  Due to the 

interrelatedness of these personality traits, it is viable to examine all of the Dark Tetrad traits as 

predictors of CWB. 

 Influence of employees’ personality on social exchanges and CWB.  Research has 

examined a variety of interpersonal factors that can influence the quality of social exchanges, 

which in turn can decrease or increase CWBs (Jonason, Slomski, & Partyka, 2012; Meurs et al., 

2013; Southard et al., 2015).  All of the Dark Triad factors have shown individual negative 

associations with interpersonal communication (Southard et al., 2015).  Furthermore, research by 

Jonason et al. (2012) has shown that Dark Triad personality traits are positively associated with 

tactics of manipulation at both the situational and individual level.  In this study, the researchers 
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utilized a sample of 419 individuals that had been employed within the last year, 142 of which 

were students, to examine the influence of Dark Triad personality traits on hard and soft tactics 

of manipulation.  Hard tactics of manipulation are threatening and direct manipulations, whereas 

soft tactics of manipulation are complimentary and misleadingly reciprocal manipulations.  All 

of the Dark Triad personality traits displayed a stronger relationship with hard tactics than soft 

tactics of manipulation.   

Due to the poor interpersonal communication skills displayed by individuals high in the 

Dark Triad personality traits, it is likely that individuals high in these traits will engage in 

interpersonal conflict.  Although interpersonal conflict has been found to be positively associated 

with CWB (Meurs et al., 2013), little research has been done on the association between Dark 

Triad personality traits and interpersonal conflict, as well as how these traits moderate the 

association between interpersonal conflict and CWBs.  In fact, the only study to examine a piece 

of association was by Meurs et al. (2013).  In this study, the researchers utilized a sample of 

employed university students to examine narcissism, interpersonal conflict, and CWB.  The 

researchers found that narcissism moderated the relationship between interpersonal conflict and 

CWB-I, such that CWB-I increased when narcissists were engaged in interpersonal conflict.    

Current Study and Hypotheses 

Although research examining the Dark Tetrad personality traits and CWB is scarce, a 

plethora of research over the past decade in this area has examined the general relationships 

between Dark Triad personality traits and CWB.  At both the individual and composite levels, 

the Dark Triad personality traits have demonstrated positive associations with CWB (Boddy, 

2014; Dahling et al., 2009; O’Boyle et al., 2012; Penney & Spector, 2002).  Also at the 

individual and composite levels, the Dark Triad personality traits have demonstrated positive 
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associations with CWB-I and CWB-O (DeShong et al., 2015), as well as specific facets of CWB, 

such as manipulation tactics (Jonason et al., 2012) and workplace bullying (Linton & Power, 

2013; Pilch & Turska, 2015).  However, as stated, no prior studies have examined the association 

between sadism and CWB at this point in time.   

The current study aims to explore the associations among LMX, Dark Tetrad personality 

traits, and CWB from the employee perspective (see Figure 1).  It is expected that low quality 

LMXs will increase CWBs because employees are more likely to retaliate against leaders and the 

organization when they have poor exchanges with leaders (Beauregard, 2014; Chernyak-Hai & 

Tziner, 2014).  Also, and as mentioned, various research has shown that LMXs are negatively 

associated with CWBs (Bowling & Michel, 2011; Chang & Lyons, 2012; Chernyak-Hai & 

Tziner, 2014; Sulea et al., 2013).  Due to the consistent findings in prior research, it is expected 

that the negative association between LMX and CWB will be replicated in the current study.  

Thus, the following is hypothesized: 

H1: LMX will be negatively associated with CWB. 

Second, due to the callous nature of dark personality traits and consistency in research 

findings regarding the positive association between Dark Triad personality traits and CWBs, the 

current research seeks to replicate the CWB-association with Machiavellianism (Dahling et al., 

2009; DeShong et al., 2015; O’Boyle et al., 2012), narcissism (DeShong et al., 2015; O’Boyle et 

al., 2012; Penney & Spector, 2002), and psychopathy (Boddy, 2014; DeShong et al., 2015; 

O’Boyle et al., 2012; Scherer et al., 2013).  In addition, due to the lack of research examining the 

association between sadism and CWB, and the call for including sadism in the Dark Tetrad 

personality model (Paulhus, 2014), the current study seeks to examine this relationship.  It is 

expected that sadism will also be positively related to CWB because this personality trait shares 
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the same callous nature as the Dark Triad personality traits (Paulhus, 2014).  The current study 

also seeks to understand these associations a step further by examining Dark Tetrad personality 

traits as predictors of CWB.  Thus, the following is hypothesized: 

H2: Dark Tetrad personality traits will positively predict CWB.     

Third, it is likely that Dark Tetrad personality traits will moderate the association 

between LMX and CWB.  As mentioned previously, past research has shown that low quality 

exchanges between leaders and employees increase employee engagement in CWB (Chang & 

Lyons, 2012; Chernyak-Hai & Tziner, 2014; Sulea et al., 2013).  Since research has found that 

individuals high in Dark Triad personality traits are likely to engage in CWBs (Boddy, 2014; 

Dahling et al., 2009; DeShong et al., 2015; Grijalva & Newman, 2015; Meurs et al., 2013; 

O’Boyle et al., 2012; Penney & Spector, 2002), it is likely that the association between LMX and 

CWB is exacerbated by the Dark Tetrad personality traits (see Figure 1).  As evidence for this 

assumption, research has found that people high in any of the Dark Triad personality traits tend 

to come across as aloof, arrogant, and cold-hearted in their interpersonal communications 

(Southard et al., 2015).  In addition, individuals high in these personality traits are manipulative 

in nature, which is negatively related to interpersonal communication (Southard et al., 2015).  

Therefore, this way of interpersonally communicating is likely to produce poor quality LMXs in 

the workplace.  In fact, and as mentioned earlier, research has found that narcissism was a 

moderating variable in the relationship between interpersonal conflict and CWB (Meurs et al., 

2013).  Due to the shared callous nature of Dark Tetrad personality traits, it is likely that these 

traits will moderate the association between LMX and CWB.  Thus, the following is 

hypothesized: 
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 H3: Dark Tetrad personality traits will moderate the association between LMXs and 

CWBs.  More specifically, high levels of any of these personality traits will strengthen the 

association between LMXs and CWBs. 

 

Figure 1. Model of Dark Tetrad personality traits moderation of the relationship between LMXs 

and CWBs. 
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Chapter II: Method 

A cross-sectional survey design was implanted to conduct the study.  Through code 

matching, responses to a survey administered through Qualtrics were obtained using Amazon’s 

Mechinal Turk (mTurk).  Mechanical Turk is a viable resource to obtain study participants, as 

can be seen with mTurk tracker (n.d.) data.  Mechanical Turk tracker is a live online 

demographic tracking program for mTurk participants.  The data for mTurk participants’ gender, 

age, marital status, household size, and household income are updated daily by mTurk tracker.  

During the month of August 2016, the average daily sample for mTurk participants consisted of 

50.09% females.  Individuals born in the 1980’s comprised the largest age group for August 

2016 (40.54%).  The average household size for the daily mTurk users was 2 (25.83%), and their 

average income was between $25,000 to $59,999 (34.95%). 

Participants 

 Utilizing mTurk, 282 participants were recruited for the study.  The majority of the 

participants were male (65.25%).  Only one participant did not report his or her gender.  The 

average age of participants was 34.46 years old (SD = 10.95).  Participants were approximately 

evenly distributed in terms of income with percentages ranging from 9.22% to 18.79% across 

seven income categories: $14,999 or less (10.64%), $15,000 - $29,999 (18.79%), $30,000 - 

$44,999 (17.38%), $45,000 - $59,999 (18.44%), $60,000 - $74,999 (14.54%), $75,000 - $99,999 

(10.99%), $100,000 or more (9.22%).  The majority of participants primarily identified 

ethnically as being Caucasian (68.09%).  However, other participants primarily identified as 

Asian (18.79%), African (5.67%), Hispanic (4.96%), Native American (1.42%), mixed (0.71%), 

or did not specify their ethnicity (0.36%).  The majority of participants were citizens of the 
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United States of America (88.65%).  The other participants held citizenship in India (9.93%), the 

Philippines (0.71%), and the United Kingdom (0.36%).   

 In regard to workplace demographics, job tenure was an average of 6.03 years (SD = 

5.67) for participants, ranging from one month to 35 years and a month.  These participants were 

employed in organizations ranging from 1 to 150,000 employees (Mdn = 55.50).  The majority of 

participants were non-management employees (53.19%).  Other participants were in middle 

management (35.16%), administration (4.97%), upper management (4.26%), and CEO or 

president (1.42%) positions.  The primary job for the majority of participants was computer and 

information technology (18.44%).  Table 1 presents the frequencies and percentages of 

participants in each job field. 
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Table 1  

Frequencies and Percentages of Participants in each Job Field 

Job Field Frequency Percentage 
Computer and Information Technology 52 18.44% 
Education 34 12.06% 
Food and Beverage Service 22 7.80% 
Accounting & Finance 19 6.74% 
Sales 18 6.38% 
Retail Service 15 5.32% 
Medical Health Care 14 4.96% 
Arts 10 3.55% 
Entertainment and Media 9 3.19% 
Marketing 8 2.84% 
Health Fitness and Wellness 8 2.84% 
Factory 8 2.84% 
Construction 8 2.84% 
Insurance 7 2.48% 
Research 5 1.77% 
Government 5 1.77% 
Judicial Law 4 1.42% 
Agriculture and Forestry 4 1.42% 
Transportation 3 1.06% 
Law Enforcement 3 1.06% 
Consulting 3 1.06% 
Religious Service 2 0.71% 
Mental Health Care 2 0.71% 
Maintenance and Cleaning Services 2 0.71% 
Engineering and Manufacturing 2 0.71% 
Community and Social Services 2 0.71% 
Business Administration 2 0.71% 
Property Management 1 0.35% 
Hospitality 1 0.35% 
Fire Protection & Rescue 1 0.35% 
Cosmetology 1 0.35% 
Animal Care 1 0.35% 
Other 6 2.13% 
Total 282 100.00% 
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Measures  

 An 83-item survey was administered online to participants.  To measure the primary 

variables in the study, four measures were utilized.  To balance positive and negative-worded 

items, two measures were added to the survey.  Nine items were developed to obtain 

demographic information about participants.   

Dark triad.  The Short Dark Triad (SD3) was used to measure Dark Triad personality 

traits.  The SD3 is a 27-item scale developed by Jones and Paulhus (2014).  Subscales for 

Machiavellianism, narcissism and psychopathy each consist of nine items.  Each of the 27 items 

are measured on 5-point scales (1 = disagree strongly and 5 = agree strongly).  An example from 

the Machiavellianism subscale is “I like to use clever manipulation to get my way.”  An example 

from the narcissism subscale is “Many group activities seem to be dull without me.”  An 

example from the psychopathy subscale is “I like to get revenge on authorities.”  Cronbach’s 

alpha for the Machiavellianism subscale was .84, narcissism subscale was .80, and psychopathy 

subscale was .82 (see Appendix A). 

 Sadism.  The Short Sadistic Impulse Scale (SSIS) was used to measure sadism.  The 

SISS is a 10-item scale developed by O’Meara et al. (2011).  These items measure individuals’ 

attitudes, beliefs, and other cognitions regarding sadism.  Each of the 10 items are measured on 

5-point scales (1 = not at all like me and 5 = very like me).  An example item from the SSIS is “I 

have hurt people for my own enjoyment.”  Cronbach’s alpha for SISS was .89 (see Appendix B). 

 Leader-member exchange.  Leader-Member Exchange Seven (LMX7) was used to 

measure LMX.  The LMX7 is a seven-item scale developed by Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995) that 

assesses the quality of LMXs.  The measure contains the words “leader” and “follower,” which 

can be exchanged in each item of the LMX7 in order to obtain a leader/supervisor perspective or 
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a member/employee perspective.  The current study used only the word “leader” because only 

the employees’ perspectives about the LMXs were being examined.  Each of the seven items in 

LMX7 are measured on 5-point scales, however anchors for most items are different from 

anchors of other items.  The first item ranges from 1 = rarely to 5 = very often.  The second item 

ranges from 1 = not a bit to 5 = a great deal.  The third item ranges from 1 = not at all to 5 = 

fully.  The fourth and fifth items both range from 1 = none to 5 = very high.  The sixth item 

ranges from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree.  Lastly, the seventh item ranges from 1 

= extremely ineffective to 5 = extremely effective.  The summed scores from each of the seven 

items in LMX7 produces an overall LMX score that is used to low to high quality continuum for 

LMXs.  An example item from LMX7 is “How well does your leader (follower) recognize your 

potential?”  Cronbach’s alpha for LMX7 was .89 (see Appendix C). 

 Counterproductive work behavior.  A condensed version of Spector et al.’s (2006) 

CWB Checklist was utilized for this study.  More specifically, the 10-item short version of the 

CWB Checklist (CWB-C-SV) developed by Spector, Bauer, and Fox (2010) was used to 

measure CWB in the current study.  The CWB-C-SV measures how often an individual engages 

in CWBs.  Each of the 10 items are measured using 5-point scales (1 = never and 5 = every day).  

An example item from the CWB-C-SV is “Came to work late without permission.”  Cronbach’s 

alpha was .92 (see Appendix D). 

 Organizational citizenship behavior.  A condensed version of Fox, Spector, Goh, 

Bruursema, and Kessler’s (2009) OCB Checklist was utilized for this study to balance positive 

and negative-worded items.  More specifically, the 10-item short version of the OCB Checklist 

(OCB-C-SV) developed by Spector, Bauer, and Fox (2010) was used to measure OCB in the 

current study.  The OCB-C-SV measures how often an individual engages in OCBs.  Each of the 
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10 items are measured using 5-point scales (1 = never and 5 = every day).  An example item 

from the OCB-C-SV is “Helped a co-worker who had too much to do.”  Cronbach’s alpha was 

.91 (see Appendix E). 

Big five.  The Big Five Inventory-10 (BFI-10) was used to measure Big Five personality 

traits, which were added to balance positive and negative items as well.  The BFI-10 is a 10-item 

scale developed by Rammstedt and John (2007).  The subscales for agreeableness, 

conscientiousness, extraversion, neuroticism, and openness to experience consisted of two items 

each.  Each of the 10 items are measured on 5-point scales (1 = disagree strongly and 5 = agree 

strongly).  An example from the agreeableness subscale is “I see myself as someone who is 

generally trusting.”  An example from the conscientiousness subscale of is “I see myself as 

someone who does a thorough job.”  An example from the extraversion subscale is “I see myself 

as someone who is outgoing, sociable.”  An example from the neuroticism subscale is “I see 

myself as someone who gets nervous easily.”  An example from the openness to experience 

subscale is “I see myself as someone who has an active imagination.”  Cronbach’s alpha for the 

agreeableness subscale was .35, conscientiousness was .60, extraversion was .70, neuroticism 

was .71, and openness to experience was .48 (see Appendix F).  

 Demographics.  A demographics section was utilized to collect descriptive information 

about the participants.  The demographic section consisted of general demographic items (i.e., 

age, gender, income, ethnicity), as well as items relating to participants’ job type, occupational 

level (lower level employee, management, or corporate), and tenure in their current primary job 

(see Appendix G). 
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Procedure 

The project was approved by an Institutional Review Board at a Midwestern university.  

An online survey was created via Qualtrics and distributed via mTurk.  To avoid potential order 

effects, the SD3, SSIS, LMX-7, CWB-C-SV, OCB-C-SV, and BFI-10 measures were 

counterbalanced.  A trap item and attention check item taken from Smith (2013) were also 

included in this counterbalancing to ensure that participants were filling out the survey honestly 

and precisely (see Appendix H).  After completing the aforementioned measures, the participants 

completed the demographic section of the survey.  The participants were then thanked for their 

time.  In addition, the participants were presented with contact information for the primary 

investigator and a list of further readings in regard to the study’s topics.  A national hotline 

number was also provided to participants in the event that they experienced psychological 

distress due to their participation in this study. 
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Chapter III: Results 

After cleaning the data, 282 participants remained in the analysis.  Pearson’s bi-variate 

correlation was utilized to examine the associations between the Dark Tetrad and CWBs, as well 

as the association between LMXs and CWBs.  Multiple regression analyses were conducted to 

examine the predictability of Dark Tetrad personality traits for CWBs.  A moderated regression 

was utilized to examine the influence of Dark Tetrad personality traits on the association 

between LMXs and CWBs. 

Data Cleaning 

 A total of 344 individuals responded to the survey.  However, one individual did not 

consent to participation in the survey.  Of the remaining 343 respondents, 59 individuals failed to 

pass the trap or attention check items.  Thus, responses were removed for these participants.  Of 

the remaining 284 participants, two individuals only filled out measures for one or two of the 

variables under examination in the current study.  Due to the large amount of incompleteness, 

responses from these two individuals were also removed.  The sample size for the current study 

was 282 after cleaning the aforementioned issues in the data.   

Descriptive Statistics 

All of the variables under examination in the current study were measured on 5-point 

scales.  In regard to descriptive information about personality variables, the average score for 

Machiavellianism was 3.07 (SD = .72), narcissism was 2.73 (SD = .70), psychopathy was 2.14 

(SD = .73), and sadism was 1.77 (SD = .71).  In regard to the other variables in the current study, 

the average score for CWBs was 1.68 (SD = .75) and LMXs was 3.64 (SD = .98).  A correlation 

matrix displaying the associations between variables measured in the current study is presented 

in Table 2.  
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Table 2  

Pearson’s Correlations among Study Variables 

  SD3M SD3N SD3P SSIS BF-E BF-A BF-C BF-N BF-O CWB OCB LMX 

SD3M (.84) 
           

SD3N .33** (.80) 
          

SD3P .43** .36** (.82) 
         

SSIS    .25** .27** .61** (.89) 
        

BF-E -.01 .52** .02 0.03 (.70) 
       

BF-A -.39** -.07 -.45** -.36** .20** (.35) 
      

BF-C -.14* -.02 -.47** -.37** .17** .30** (.60) 
     

BF-N .15* -.19** .20** .23** -.31** -.36** -.34** (.71) 
    

BF-O -.16** -.01 -.21** -.29** .11 .21** .32** -.22** (.48) 
   

CWB .29** .20** .57** .78** -.04 -.38** -.44** .29** -.28** (.92) 
  

OCB -.07 .17** .00 .18** .19** .16** .131* -.07 .01 .16** (.91) 
 

LMX -.01 .09 -.19** -.10 .17** .30** .29** -.23** .09 -.17** .30** (.89) 

Note. *p < .01 level, **p < .001 level.  

SD3M = Machiavellianism, SD3N = narcissism, SD3P = psychopathy, SSIS = sadism, BF-E = extraversion, BF-A = Agreeableness, 

BF-C = conscientiousness, BF-N = neuroticism, BF-O = openness to experience, CWB = counterproductive work behavior, OCB = 

organizational citizenship behavior, LMX = leader-member exchange. Reliability scores for each measure are on the first diagonal in 

parentheses. 
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Hypothesis Testing  

The first hypothesis predicted that LMX would be negatively associated with CWB.  A 

Pearson’s correlation was run to test the first hypothesis, which revealed a significant negative 

association between LMX and CWB, r = -.17, p = .002 (see Table 2).  Thus, the first hypothesis 

was supported. 

The second hypothesis was that the Dark Tetrad personality traits would be positive 

predictors of CWB.  A multiple regression model was run to test the second hypothesis, 

regressing CWB onto Machiavellianism, narcissism, psychopathy, and sadism.  Before 

interpreting the output, the assumptions of homoscedasticity and normality of residuals were 

tested for the regression model.  To test these assumptions, a P-P Plot was created utilizing z-

scores for residuals and predictors in the regression model.  These assumptions were met.  In 

addition, collinearity diagnostics did not indicate any multicollinearity issues.  Second, Pearson’s 

correlations were obtained between CWB and each of the Dark Tetrad personality traits.  

Pearson’s correlation revealed significant positive associations between CWB and 

Machiavellianism (r = .29, p < .001), narcissism (r = .20, p = .001), psychopathy (r = .57, p < 

.001), and sadism (r = .78, p < .001; see Table 2).  The regression model accounted for 64% of 

variance for CWB (R = .80, F(4, 276) = 120.92, p < .001).  Psychopathy (β = .14, p = .004) and 

sadism (β = .70, p < .001) significantly predicted CWB.  However, Machiavellianism (β = .07, p 

= .076) nor narcissism (β = -.07, p = .094) significantly predicted CWB.  Thus, the second 

hypothesis was partially supported. 

Lastly, the third hypothesis predicted that Dark Tetrad personality traits would be 

moderators in the association between LMX and CWB.  More specifically, high levels of any of 

these personality traits would strengthen the association between LMX and CWB.  A moderated 
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regression was run to examine the third hypothesis. Variables were mean-centered prior to 

analyses.  In the first step, the four predictors were entered to explore main effects.  In the second 

step, product terms were entered into the model for the moderated regression analysis.  None of 

the Dark Tetrad personality traits moderated the association between LMX and CWB, F(8, 272) 

= 60.65, p < .001, R2 = .64 (see Table 3).  Thus, the third hypothesis was not supported. 

Table 3 

Moderated Regression Predicting LMX as a Moderator in the Associations between CWB and 

Dark Tetrad Personality Traits 

Variable Β SE Β ΔR2 

Step 1    .64** 

 Machiavellianism .08 .04 .07  

 Narcissism -.07 .04 -.07  

 Psychopathy .15 .05 .14*  

 Sadism .74 .05 .70**  

Step 2    .00 

 Machiavellianism  .08 .04 .07  

 Narcissism  -.06 .04 -.05  

 Psychopathy  .15 .05 .14*  

 Sadism  .74 .05 .70**  

 Machiavellianism x LMX -.04 .04 -.04  

 Narcissism x LMX -.05 .05 -.05  

 Psychopathy x LMX .05 .05 .06  

 Sadism x LMX .04 .05 .03  

Notes. Total F(8, 272) for Step 2 = 60.65**, Adjusted R2 = .63. *p < .01, **p < .001. 
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Chapter IV: Discussion 

The first goal of the current study was to replicate the negative association between LMX 

and CWB.   The results were consistent with prior research (Bowling & Michel, 2011; Chang & 

Lyons, 2012; Chernyak-Hai & Tziner, 2014; Sulea et al., 2013), LMX was negatively associated 

with CWB.  The second goal of the current research was to establish and replicate associations 

between Dark Tetrad personality traits and CWBs, as well as examine these traits as predictors of 

CWBs.  Prior research revealed that CWBs were positively associated with Machiavellianism 

(Dahling et al., 2009; DeShong et al., 2015; O’Boyle et al., 2012), narcissism (DeShong et al., 

2015; O’Boyle et al., 2012; Penney & Spector, 2002), and psychopathy (Boddy, 2014; DeShong 

et al., 2015; O’Boyle et al., 2012; Scherer et al. 2013).  The results in the current study did reveal 

support for these associations as well.  Furthermore, the results herein indicated that sadism was 

positively associated with CWB.  The results revealed mixed support in regard to the 

predictability of Dark Tetrad personality traits for CWBs.  In line with O’Boyle et al. (2012), 

psychopathy predicted CWB.  However, the current study did not reveal support for prior 

research that suggests Machiavellianism (Dahling et al., 2009; O’Boyle et al., 2012) and 

narcissism (Grijalva & Newman, 2015; O’Boyle et al., 2012) predict CWBs.  Extending the body 

of knowledge on dark personality traits, the current study did establish sadism as a significant 

predictor of CWB.  The third goal of the current study was to examine whether Dark Tetrad 

personality traits moderated the negative association between LMX and CWB.  While the above 

analysis suggests direct associations with some of the Dark Tetrad personality traits and CWB, 

these traits were not found to change the association between LMX and CWB.  In H3, gender 

was explored as a possible explanation for these findings.  However, there were not significant 

differences across males and females respondents. 
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Implications 

The current research contributes to the body of knowledge on personality and 

organizational behaviors in several ways.  First, the current study marks the first examination of 

the association between sadism and CWB.  Not only did the results reveal a positive association 

between sadism and CWB, but the results also revealed that sadism is a predictor of CWB.  The 

current study also marks the first examination of Dark Tetrad personality traits as moderators in 

the association between LMX and CWB.  Although moderation effects were not found, the lack 

of support for this hypothesis can speak to the stability of these behaviors.  More specifically, 

employees may be more likely to engage in CWBs if their exchanges with leaders are low in 

quality, regardless of their personality.  However, future studies should examine other 

personality traits as moderators in the association between LMX and CWB to determine the 

accuracy of the aforementioned hypothesis.  Overall, these new pieces of evidence expand the 

body of knowledge on personality and organizational behaviors. 

Aside from new contributions to the body of knowledge regarding personality and 

organizational behaviors, the current study also contributes to this body of knowledge by 

revealing replicability of prior findings.  More specifically, the current study contributes to the 

growth of evidence for the negative association between LMX and CWB (Bowling & Michel, 

2011; Chang & Lyons, 2012; Chernyak-Hai & Tziner, 2014; Sulea et al., 2013), as well as the 

positive associations between Dark Triad personality traits and CWB (Boddy, 2014; Dahling et 

al., 2009; DeShong et al., 2015; O’Boyle et al., 2012; Penney & Spector, 2002; Scherer et al. 

2013).  In addition, the current study contributes the growth of the body of knowledge on the 

predictability of personality traits for CWBs by replicating psychopathy as a predictor of CWB 

(O’Boyle et al., 2012).   
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Although the current study contributes to the growth of knowledge in personality and 

workplace behaviors through replication of prior findings, there were some findings in the 

current study that contradict prior research.  More specifically, prior research has revealed 

Machiavellianism (Dahling et al., 2009; O’Boyle et al., 2012) and narcissism (Grijalva & 

Newman, 2015; O’Boyle et al., 2012) as predictors of CWBs, whereas the current study did not 

reveal these personality traits as predictors of CWBs.  These inconsistent results may be due to 

differences in research design and psychological measurement.  More specifically, Grijalva and 

Newman (2015) and O’Boyle et al. (2012) took meta-analytic approaches, whereas the current 

study utilized a cross-sectional design.  In addition, Dahling et al. (2009) utilized the MPS, a 16-

item measure for four facets of Machiavellianism, whereas the current study utilized the 9-item 

Machiavellianism subscale of SD3 to measure Machiavellianism.  Although the inconsistency in 

results could be due to differences in research design and psychological measurement, future 

research should further examine the psychometric properties of modern Machiavellianism and 

narcissism measures to create a comprehensive body of knowledge regarding these variables.  

Limitations 

There were two primary limitations in the current study.  First, the measures utilized to 

examine dark personality traits and CWBs consisted of mostly negative items.  In fact, only the 

subscales for narcissism and psychopathy contained reverse-worded items, which were few in 

number.  Thus, the LMX measure, along with these few reverse-worded items in the personality 

measures, did not create a balance between positive and negative-worded items.  Additional 

measures for the Big Five personality traits and OCBs were added to the current study to create 

this balance.   
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Although it is advisable for future researchers to seek out measures that are well-balanced 

with positive and negative-worded items for dark personality traits and CWBs, rather than 

potentially increasing participant fatigue by adding more positive measures, this advice may not 

be feasible.  Although the CWB construct does have a wider-range of options for survey 

measurement (Ones & Dilchert, 2013), there are only a handful of reliable measures for dark 

personality constructs at the present time (Paulhus, 2014).  For example, there are only two 

reliable measures that assess sadism at the subclinical-level at the present time, which are SISS 

(O’Mera et al., 2011) and varieties of sadistic tendencies (VAST; Paulhus & Jones, 2015).  

Although the latter sadism measure does contain reverse-worded items, it is likely that VAST 

does not accurately measure sadism due to the content of the items in this measure, regardless of 

the previously established reliability scores for this measure.  For instance, it is likely that an 

individual high in sadism would select strongly disagree on the 5-point scale for “In video 

games, I like the realistic blood spurts,” if the individual does not play video games.  Overall, it 

is important for reliable and balanced measures to be created for dark personality traits to ensure 

the accuracy of research in this growing body of knowledge.   

The other primary limitation in the current study was the use of a cross-sectional survey 

design.  Since data were only collected at one point in time, the generalizability of the results are 

limited.  To increase generalizability, future studies should examine the influence of dark 

personality traits on CWBs longitudinally.  However, it should be noted that survey research 

does leave open the possibility of biased data due to self-serving biases of participants.  Thus, 

experimental examinations of the engagement in CWBs by those high in Dark Tetrad personality 

traits should be undertaken in future research. 
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Future Directions 

Aside from future directions mentioned in regard to implications and limitations of the 

current research, there a couple of future directions that can grow the body of knowledge on 

personality and organizational behaviors.  First, the body of knowledge on Dark Tetrad 

personality traits and CWBs is a new area of research that started to grow in 2000s but, did not 

begin to receive frequent scholarly contributions until the 2010s (Paulhus, 2014).  Thus, more 

studies need to replicate the associations between Dark Tetrad personality traits and CWB to 

grow the strength of evidence in this body of knowledge. 

Another future direction for researchers is an examination of the influence of Dark Tetrad 

personality traits for other job performance variables.  One of these variables, OCBs, the other 

half of extra-role behaviors, is lacking in research in regard to the influence of dark personality 

traits for these behaviors.  Thus, future research should utilize the Dark Tetrad model to examine 

the predictability of these personality traits for OCBs.   

 Overall, there are many opportunities for this research to be expanded upon, replicated, or 

a basis for future research.  Research regarding the influence of sadism on organizational 

behaviors has now begun.  It is imperative that future research contributions are made to this area 

of research.  More specifically, future cross-sectional and longitudinal studies can build a 

scholarly body of knowledge on sadism and organizational behaviors.  However, experimental 

and quasi-experimental studies can take this research a step further by examining the 

applicability of these findings to businesses.  To elaborate, comparison and experimental 

research can examine the viability of utilizing personality tests for dark personality traits to aid 

intervention development in businesses. 
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Appendix A: Short Dark Triad (SD3) 

Please rate your degree of agreement with each item on a 5-point scale ranging from ‘Strongly 

disagree’ to ‘Strongly agree.’ 

1. It’s not wise to tell your secrets. 

2. Generally speaking, people won’t work hard unless they have to. 

3. Whatever it takes, you must get the important people on your side. 

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

5. It’s wise to keep track of information that you can use against people later. 

6. You should wait for the right time to get back at people. 

7. There are things you should hide from other people because they don’t need to know. 

8. Make sure your plans benefit yourself, not others. 

9. Most people can be manipulated. 

10. People see me as a natural leader. 

11. I hate being the center of attention. (R) 

12. Many group activities tend to be dull without me. 

13. I know that I am special because everyone keeps telling me so. 

14. I like to get acquainted with important people. 

15. I feel embarrassed if someone compliments me. (R) 

16. I have been compared to famous people. 

17. I am an average person. (R) 

18. I insist on getting the respect I deserve. 

19. I like to get revenge on authorities. 

20. I avoid dangerous situations. (R) 
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21. Payback needs to be quick and nasty. 

22. People often say I’m out of control. 

23. It’s true that I can be mean to others. 

24. People who mess with me always regret it. 

25. I have never gotten into trouble with the law. (R) 

26. I enjoy having sex with people I hardly know. 

27. I’ll say anything to get what I want. 

(R) = Reverse scored item. 

Machiavellianism: 1 – 9 

Narcissism: 10 – 18 

Psychopathy: 19 – 27 
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Appendix B: Short Sadistic Impulse Scale (SSIS) 

Please indicate on the scale below how each statement represents you or your feelings: 

1 = Not at all like me, 2 = Not like me, 3 = Undecided, 4 = Quite like me, 5 = Very like me. 

1. Hurting people would be exciting. 

2. I have hurt people because I could. 

3. I wouldn’t intentionally hurt anyone. 

4. I have hurt people for my own enjoyment. 

5. I have humiliated others to keep them in line. 

6. I would enjoy hurting someone physically, sexually, or emotionally. 

7. I enjoy seeing people hurt. 

8. I have fantasies which involve hurting people. 

9. Sometimes I get so angry I want to hurt people. 

10. People would enjoy hurting others if they gave it a go. 
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Appendix C: LMX7 Scale 

For each of the items, indicate the degree to which you think the item is true for you by circling 

one of the responses that appear below the item.  

1. Do you know where you stand with your leader (follower) . . . [and] do you usually know how 

satisfied your leader (follower) is with what you do?  

Rarely  Occasionally  Sometimes  Fairly often  Very often  

   1                      2           3           4          5  

2. How well does your leader (follower) understand your job problems and needs?  

Not a bit  A little  A fair amount   Quite a bit  A great deal  

      1       2          3            4           5  

3. How well does your leader (follower) recognize your potential?  

Not at all  A little   Moderately   Mostly   Fully  

      1      2          3        4      5  

4. Regardless of how much formal authority your leader (follower) has built into his or her position, 

what are the chances that your leader (follower) would use his or her power to help you solve 

problems in your work?  

None   Small  Moderate   High   Very high  

   1            2         3       4         5  

5. Again, regardless of the amount of formal authority your leader (follower) has, what are the 

chances that he or she would “bail you out” at his or her expense?  

None   Small   Moderate   High   Very high  

   1            2         3       4          5  
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6. I have enough confidence in my leader (follower) that I would defend and justify his or her 

decision if he or she were not present to do so.  

Strongly disagree  Disagree  Neutral   Agree   Strongly agree  

    1         2        3         4    5  

7. How would you characterize your working relationship with your leader (follower)?  

Extremely Ineffective   Worse than Average   Average   Better than Average   Extremely Effective 

1        2          3          4          5 
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Appendix D: 10-Item Short Version of the Counterproductive Work Behavior Checklist 

(CWB-C-SV) 

How often have you done each of the following things on your 

present job? 
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1. Purposely wasted your employer’s materials/supplies. 1        2       3       4       5 

2. Complained about insignificant things at work. 1        2       3       4       5 

3. Told people outside the job what a lousy place you work for. 1        2       3       4       5 

4. Came to work late without permission. 1        2       3       4       5 

5. Stayed home from work and said you were sick when you 

weren’t. 

1        2       3       4       5 

6. Insulted someone about their job performance. 1        2       3       4       5 

7. Made fun of someone’s personal life. 1        2       3       4       5 

8. Ignored someone at work. 1        2       3       4       5 

9. Started an argument with someone at work. 1        2       3       4       5 

10. Insulted or made fun of someone at work. 1        2       3       4       5 
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Appendix E: 10-Item Short Version of the Organizational Citizenship Behavior Checklist 

(OCB-C-SV) 

How often have you done each of the following things on your 

present job? 

 

 

 

N
ev

er
 

O
nc

e 
or

 tw
ic

e 

O
nc

e 
or

 tw
ic

e/
m

on
th

 

O
nc

e 
or

 tw
ic

e/
w

ee
k 

Ev
er

y 
da

y 

1. Took time to advise, coach, or mentor a co-worker. 1        2       3       4       5 

2. Helped co-worker learn new skills or shared job knowledge. 1        2       3       4       5 

3. Helped new employees get oriented to the job. 1        2       3       4       5 

4. Came to work late without permission 1        2       3       4       5 

5. Offered suggestions to improve how work is done.  1        2       3       4       5 

6. Helped a co-worker who had too much to do. 1        2       3       4       5 

7. Volunteered for extra work assignments. 1        2       3       4       5 

8. Worked weekends or other days off to complete a project or 

task. 

1        2       3       4       5 

9. Volunteered to attend meetings or work on committees on 

own time. 

1        2       3       4       5 

10. Gave up meal and other breaks to complete work. 1        2       3       4       5 
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Appendix F: Big Five Inventory-10 (BFI-10) 

How well do the following statements describe your personality (1 = Disagree strongly, 2 = 

Disagree a little, 3 = Neither agree nor disagree, 4 = Agree a little, 5 = Agree strongly)? 

I see myself as someone who …  

1. … is reserved. (R) 

2. … is generally trusting. 

3. … tends to be lazy. (R) 

4. … is relaxed, handles stress well. (R) 

5. … has few artistic interests. (R) 

6. … is outgoing, sociable. 

7. … tends to find fault with others. (R) 

8. … does a thorough job. 

9. … gets nervous easily. 

10. … has an active imagination. 

(R) = Reverse scored item. 

Extraversion: 1 & 6 

Agreeableness: 2 & 7 

Conscientiousness: 3 & 8 

Neuroticism: 4 & 9 

Openness to Experience: 5 & 10 
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Appendix G: Demographic Items 

Age: _____________ 

Gender: 

 Male  Female   Other (specify): ____________ 

What is your household income? (Select one) 

 $14,999 or less 

 $15,000 - $29,999 

 $30,000 - $44,999 

 $45,000 - $59,999 

 $60,000 - $74,999 

 $75,000 or more 

Select the ethnicity you most identify with: (Select one) 

 African 

 Asian 

Caucasian 

Hispanic 

Native American 

 Other (specify): ___________ 

What job field does your primary job best fit into? 

 Accounting 

Airline 

Arts 

Computers/Technology 
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Construction 

Consulting 

 Education 

 Food Service 

Insurance 

 Law 

 Law Enforcement 

Marketing 

Media 

Medical Health Care 

Mental Health Care 

Retail Service 

 Other (specify): _________________________ 

How long have you been employed at your primary job? ___________________ 

Select your current occupational level at your primary job: (Select one) 

 Non-management employee 

 Middle management 

 Upper Management 

 Administration 

 CEO or President 
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Appendix H: Attention Check Item 

Trap item on 5-point scale (1 = Disagree strongly, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neither agree nor disagree, 

4 = Agree, 5 = Agree strongly) was “If you live on Earth select Agree strongly.” 

Attention item was as follows: 

To understand how emotions influence communication with leadership, we are interested 

in information about you.  More specifically, we are interested in whether you actually take the 

time to read instructions; if not, some responses may not tell us very much about the influence of 

emotions on communication with leadership.  To show that you have read the instructions, please 

ignore the question below about how you feel on a typical day in your workplace and instead 

check the "none of the above" option as your answer.  Please check all of the words that describe 

how you feel on a typical day in your workplace. 

Happy 

Interested 

Stressed 

Upset 

Guilty 

Scared 

Hostile 

Enthusiastic 

Proud 

Irritable 

Alert 

Ashamed 
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Inspired 

Nervous 

Attentive 

Uncomfortable 

None of the above 

 


