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ABSTRACT 
 

Robyn Mooney 

Doctor of Philosophy (Psychology) 

Personality-based Drivers of Offending Behaviour: Trait Profiles and Beyond 

While personality is an important predictor of criminality, this thesis argues that a more 

holistic understanding of the personality-based drivers of OB is required. Using the 

guiding framework of interpersonal theory and building upon previous work in this area, it 

examines personality features that extend beyond traits, representing cognitive, emotional, 

and relational components. It also takes a ‘profile approach’ to its investigation of 

personality traits, whereby configurations of multiple traits are used to examine 

interactions between variables. Patterns that emerge from these profiles may be used to 

strengthen our understanding of the personality-based drivers of OB. 

This thesis was the first to systematically review associations between personality 

traits and OB. Results of this critical engagement with the extant literature indicate that 

subclinical psychopathy is positively related to OB; high levels of neuroticism and low 

levels of agreeableness and conscientiousness may also be implicated, although the 

evidence for these associations was more mixed. 

Study 1 established configurations of all the Five-Factor Model and Dark Triad 

traits together. Using a predominantly UK-based community sample (n = 343), results 

indicated that three distinct personality profiles emerged. 

Study 2 assessed whether the same profiles emerged in a US-based community 

sample (n = 210); whether these profiles were associated with OB; and if other personality 

features mediated these relationships. The profiles were largely the same as in Study 1, and 

interpersonal functioning and vindictive interpersonal style emerged as mediators between 

profiles and some types of OB.  
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Study 3 explored whether the results of Study 2 replicated in an ex-offender sample 

(n = 292). Again, highly similar personality profiles were observed; however, unlike Study 

2, irritability and domineering interpersonal style mediated relationships between profiles 

and some types of OB. 

This thesis is the first empirical research to establish personality profiles 

encompassing the Five-Factor Model and Dark Triad traits together, thereby advancing our 

knowledge of how personality traits from these two models interact and providing a more 

comprehensive and holistic understanding of personality. It is also the first to wed 

personality profiles with other key personality features in an investigation of the drivers of 

OB. By including other aspects of relational, cognitive, and affective differences, it affords 

a more nuanced account of the personality-based drivers of OB that extends beyond 

individual traits or trait profiles alone. 

 

Keywords: Five-Factor model; Dark Triad; personality; offending behaviour; interpersonal 

style; level of personality functioning; criminal attitudes; irritability; empathy  
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CHAPTER 1: LITERATURE REVIEW & INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1. Introduction 

1.1.1. Background 

 The social, psychological and economic costs and harms of crime cannot be 

overstated. In England and Wales alone, between the costs in anticipation of crime, costs 

as a consequence of crime, and police and criminal justice system response expenditures, a 

single homicide is estimated to cost £3,217,740 (Heeks et al., 2018). At the same time, 

there are now more than 80,000 individuals housed in UK prisons (Ministry of Justice, 

2022). Meanwhile, the World Health Organization estimates that 450 million people suffer 

from mental or behavioural disorders globally (WHO, 2001); these disorders are 

particularly prevalent in prison populations (Bebbington et al., 2017; Davoren et al., 2015; 

Hill et al., 2017; WHO, n.d.), although mentally disordered offenders (MDOs) are also 

commonly housed and rehabilitated in high-, medium-, and low-secure hospitals (Duke et 

al., 2018). The single largest contributor to this disproportionately high rate of mental 

disorders in prisons is believed to be insufficient access to mental health services (WHO, 

n.d.); thus, the mental health of institutionalised offenders must be regarded as a matter of 

public health. It is evidently more important than ever that research focuses on elucidating 

individual drivers of offending behaviour (OB) in order to inform more effective early 

intervention and treatment efforts in forensic settings.  

 This thesis argues that a more holistic understanding of the individual difference 

factors influencing OB is required. It begins by providing a comprehensive review of the 

literature examining how key personality and attitudinal variables play a role in OB 

(Chapter 1). Following this, Chapter 2 presents a systematic review of associations 

between personality traits of interest and various types of OB. Chapter 3 discusses the 

methodological considerations underpinning this thesis. Next, Chapters 4-6 present the 

findings of a series of empirical studies that investigate the personality-based drivers of 



2 

 

 

 

OB. Finally, Chapter 7 provides a general discussion of the results alongside those of 

previous studies.  

 Personality has been repeatedly researched in conjunction with OB (e.g., Carvalho 

& Nobre, 2019; Craig et al., 2006; Heaven et al., 2004; Madsen et al., 2006; O’Riordan & 

O’Connell, 2014), and an individual’s personality may be one of the most significant 

predictors of criminality (Bonta & Andrews, 2017). However, previous investigations into 

the associations between personality and OB have fallen short of capturing the whole story 

when it comes to this link. Some studies focus exclusively on the role of normative, 

positive traits (e.g., Dennison et al., 2001; Heaven, 1996) such as those captured by the 

Five-Factor Model (McCrae & Costa, 1987), while others only examine the influence of 

darker, more antisocial traits (e.g., Azizli et al., 2016; Wright et al., 2017). Moreover, 

many of these investigations have only examined individual traits, a variable-centred 

approach that fails to consider interactions and co-occurrences between variables (Isler, 

2017). One method for exploring these interactions is to examine patterns of traits that 

occur together (‘trait profiles’); this is a person-centred approach that emphasises a 

holistic, intraindividual perspective of personality. The person-centred approach aids in 

understanding how traits are organised within an individual, and this is beneficial given 

that it is whole people, not isolated traits, who engage in dynamic transactions with their 

social worlds (Donnellan & Robins, 2010; Garcia & Moraga, 2017). However, many of the 

studies that employ the profile approach when examining links between personality and 

OB only include adaptive or ‘positive’ personality traits while neglecting to explore the 

contributions of the more unpopular or ‘darker’ ones (e.g., Asendorpf et al., 2001; Roth & 

von Collani, 2007), or vice versa (e.g., Chabrol et al., 2009; Garcia & MacDonald, 2017). 

Accordingly, in its examination of the personality traits that are associated with OB, this 

thesis builds and expands upon previous studies by examining profiles that emerge from 

models of both positive and dark traits. 
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 As will be discussed in this chapter, previous investigations of personality and OB 

have yielded inconsistent and conflicting results. Such findings suggest that traits may not 

be the only aspects of personality that contribute to OB and that more research is required 

in order to explore these other elements. As such, this thesis incorporates a number of other 

relevant sources of individual differences: level of personality functioning, interpersonal 

style, empathy, irritability, and criminal thinking style. Each of these constructs has been 

linked to OB in the literature, but none have wed them together into a coherent picture of 

the degree to which each element contributes to OB when considered in conjunction with 

the other variables. Thus, through the guiding framework of interpersonal theory (Leary, 

1957; Sullivan, 1953), this thesis aims to better understand associations between 

personality trait profiles and self-reported OB, while also considering how the other 

variables may impact these relationships. It is hoped that the findings from this thesis may 

contribute to more effective early intervention efforts and person-centred care within 

forensic psychological services, including improved therapeutic alliances between staff and 

offenders, therapeutic engagement and, ultimately, treatment outcomes for this challenging 

population. 

1.2. Literature Review and Theoretical Framework 

The following sections provide a comprehensive summary of current knowledge 

regarding some of the key drivers of OB. First, Section 1.2.1. summarises what is known 

about associations between personality traits and OB. Next, Section 1.2.2. discusses the 

advent and contributions of level of personality functioning as an important aspect of 

personality that extends beyond traits. Following this, Section 1.2.3. introduces 

interpersonal style and explains how interpersonal theory represents the central theoretical 

framework underpinning this thesis. Section 1.2.4. then discusses the role of empathy in 

OB, and Section 1.2.5. provides an overview of irritability and its associations with OB. 

Finally, Section 1.2.6. explains criminal thinking style and how it is related to relevant 
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behavioural outcomes. The chapter concludes by summarising the original contribution to 

knowledge provided by this research project. 

1.2.1. Personality Traits and OB 

1.2.1.1. Criminality and the Trait Approach 

Early attempts to understand the factors that contribute to criminality represented a 

criminological approach that focused almost exclusively on environmental and structural 

influences pertaining to an individual’s position in society (e.g., strain theory, Merton, 

1938, 1957; differential association theory, Sutherland, 1939, 1947). Eysenck (1964) was 

the first researcher to explore the individual personality traits that may be associated with 

criminality, proposing that high levels of extraversion and neuroticism predispose 

individuals to OB. According to this early theory, extraverts fail to be conditioned to 

prosocial norms as effectively as introverts; this desire to behave in an antisocial manner 

was believed to be exacerbated when the individual also exhibited high levels of 

neuroticism, as this trait results in a strong desire to succumb to deviant inclinations 

(McEwan, 1983). However, in 1970, Eysenck and Eysenck amended this theory to include 

a third factor (psychoticism), asserting that high levels of this trait were also implicated in 

criminality. Over time, the ‘PEN’ (psychoticism, extraversion, and neuroticism) model of 

personality (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1970) diminished in popularity (O’Riordan & O’Connell, 

2014) as it became evident that the theory was not well supported by empirical 

investigations (Blackburn, 1993). Nonetheless, this theory has been profoundly formative 

to today’s acknowledgement of the importance of considering how individual-level factors 

can contribute to OB over and above structural, group, or environmental influences 

(Gudjónsson, 2016; O’Riordan & O’Connell, 2014).  

1.2.1.2. The Five-Factor Model of Personality 

In its examination of the personality traits that are associated with OB, this thesis 

builds on previous studies by exploring the roles of both ‘positive’ and ‘dark’ traits in 
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tandem. Adaptive traits are conceptualised through the Five-Factor Model (FFM; McCrae 

& Costa, 1987) of personality. Building on the foundations laid by Eysenck’s (1964) and 

Eysenck and Eysenck’s (1970) earlier works, today the FFM dominates explorations of 

normative personality traits. According to this model, the five higher-order traits that 

govern personality (sometimes referred to as the ‘Big Five’) are extraversion, 

agreeableness, neuroticism, openness to experience, and conscientiousness. Individuals 

who score high on extraversion tend to be energetic, outgoing, talkative, assertive, and 

physically expressive (McCrae & John, 1992). According to this model, those who score 

high on agreeableness can be described as kind, generous, sympathetic, compliant, 

altruistic, and forgiving. Meanwhile, a high score on conscientiousness denotes a person 

who is efficient, organised, reliable, responsible, ambitious, and able to set aside short-term 

desires in order to achieve long-term goals. Individuals who score high on neuroticism tend 

to be prone to negative affectivity, such as anxiety, worry, tension, hostility, depression, 

and emotional instability in general. Lastly, those who score high on openness to 

experience are often artistic, imaginative, curious, and introspective, and they place high 

value on intellectual pursuits. 

The FFM, which is designed to parsimoniously capture the full range of aspects of 

‘normal’ personality, has been extensively researched, validated, and applied in a broad 

range of settings and contexts. For example, this model has been utilised to describe 

associations between personality and perfectionism (Smith et al., 2019), burnout (Alarcon 

et al., 2009), personal values (Parks-Leduc et al., 2014), relationship satisfaction (Malouff 

et al., 2010), job satisfaction (Judge et al., 2002), smoking (Malouff et al., 2006), physical 

inactivity (Sutin et al., 2016), alcohol use (Malouff et al., 2007), emotion regulation 

(Barańczuk, 2019a), alexithymia (Barańczuk, 2019b), personality disorders (Ostendorf, 

2000), and symptoms of clinical disorders (Malouff et al., 2005). However, in comparison 
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to the overall wide applications of the FFM in psychological research, relatively few 

studies have applied this model to investigations of OB. 

 Although there have been previous attempts to explore possible links between the 

FFM and self-reported delinquency, these studies tend to employ non-offender samples. 

Heaven (1996) was the first researcher to examine this relationship in a pair of studies 

utilising high school students and undergraduates. It was found that, in the high school 

students, extraversion was not associated with delinquency. Meanwhile, neuroticism, 

agreeableness, and conscientiousness were partially implicated in delinquent behaviour, 

but the strength of this association varied according to gender and type of delinquency. 

Conversely, some aspects of extraversion and agreeableness were linked to self-reported 

delinquency in the undergraduates. Evidently, these findings failed to provide any clear 

links between the FFM traits and OB. A more recent study of adolescents (Ljubin-Golub et 

al., 2017) yielded similarly conflicting results: in female participants, self-reported 

delinquency was associated with low levels of agreeableness and conscientiousness and 

high levels of neuroticism and extraversion. However, in male participants, only low 

agreeableness was implicated in self-reported delinquency. Thus, these studies failed to 

consistently and fully identify the associations between normative personality traits and 

self-reported OB in non-offender samples. 

The results of these studies need to be interpreted with caution. Reliance on non-

offender adolescent or young adult samples means that these findings cannot be regarded 

as fully representative of potential links between the FFM and actual OB. Furthermore, 

when self-report instruments are used to measure instances of antisocial or socially 

condemned behaviour, it is important to consider the possibility that some participants may 

not be completely truthful in their responses (Hare, 1985; Hart et al., 2015; King & Bruner, 

2000), a notion referred to as social desirability response bias (Paulhus, 1991). Thus, to 

improve upon the potential shortcomings of previous studies, the present thesis will adopt a 
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more methodologically robust approach by utilising an ex-offender sample and 

incorporating scales to detect socially desirable response biases.  

Despite their methodological advantage over studies that measure associations 

between the FFM and delinquency via self-report instruments in non-offender samples, the 

results of these later studies have not been entirely consistent. A meta-analysis by Miller 

and Lynam (2001) concluded that low levels of agreeableness and conscientiousness are 

implicated in OB. However, in most of the studies reviewed in this meta-analysis, the 

outcome variable was not OB per se, but antisocial personality disorder (ASPD). While 

ASPD is inherently linked to criminality (American Psychiatric Association, 2013), the 

two should not be conflated: although individuals with this disorder engage in unlawful 

behaviour, this does not mean that all offenders meet the criteria for an ASPD diagnosis. 

Meanwhile, more recently, using longitudinal data from a large (n = 7,205) representative 

sample of adult males in a National Child Development study, O’Riordan and O’Connell 

(2014) confirmed Miller and Lynam’s (2001) conclusion: in their study, OB was also 

linked to low levels of agreeableness and conscientiousness. However, these researchers 

also observed an association between OB and high levels of neuroticism and extraversion, 

while the same conclusion was not drawn in Miller and Lynam’s (2001) meta-analysis. 

This illustrates that the precise nature of the links between FFM traits and OB has not yet 

been elucidated in the extant literature. Indeed, while some studies have found a positive 

association between neuroticism and offending (Heaven et al., 2004; Miller et al., 2003; 

O’Riordan & O’Connell, 2014), others have failed to observe a statistically significant link 

between these variables (Heaven, 1996; Heaven & Virgen, 2001). Likewise, a link between 

high levels of extraversion and OB has been found in some studies (Heaven et al., 2004; 

John et al., 1994; O’Riordan & O’Connell, 2014) but not in others (Heaven & Virgen, 

2001; ter Laak et al., 2003). Accordingly, Chapter 2 of this thesis presents a systematic 
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review that includes a synthesis of current knowledge regarding links between individual 

FFM traits and OB.  

 Some studies have endeavoured to advance examinations of the FFM and OB by 

seeking to determine whether FFM traits may be used to explain specific types of OB. 

However, the majority of these studies have focused on sex offending behaviour. This is 

perhaps a reflection of the prolific sub-area of research that attempts to explain the nuanced 

differences between sex offenders and general offenders (e.g., Craig et al., 2006); between 

sex offenders who offend against children and those who offend against adults (e.g., Hall 

& Hirschman, 1992; Malamuth et al., 1996); and between sex offenders who commit 

contact offences, those who commit online offences, and those who engage in both (e.g., 

Elliott et al., 2012). One such study observed high levels of self-reported neuroticism and 

low levels of self-reported conscientiousness among a sample of child sex offenders 

(Madsen et al., 2006). This negative association between conscientiousness and child sex 

offending aligns with what has previously been observed in studies of the FFM and general 

offending. However, because findings surrounding the role of neuroticism in general OB 

have been inconsistent, firm conclusions cannot be drawn from Madsen et al.’s (2006) 

observed association between this trait and sex offending, and research beyond such 

samples is required. 

Other studies of FFM traits among sex offenders have yielded further conflicting 

results, with no consistent patterns having emerged from this body of research to date (see 

Chapter 2 for an in-depth review). This may be attributable to the studies’ varying sample 

characteristics and research questions. For instance, FFM traits have been examined in 

child and adult sex offenders with and without histories of childhood trauma (Becerra-

García et al., 2012); sex offenders, non-sexual offenders, and non-offender control 

participants (Becerra-García, García-León, Muela-Martinez, & Egan, 2013); child sex 

offenders who offended against immediate family members, step-family members, or 
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extra-familial children (Dennison et al., 2001); and convicted child and adult sex offenders 

alongside non-convicted sex offenders (Carvalho & Nobre, 2019). Two of these studies 

(Becerra-García, García-León, Muela-Martinez, & Egan, 2013; Dennison et al., 2001) 

observed that sex offenders scored lower on extraversion than their respective comparison 

groups; however, because research in this area employs such varying samples of offender 

groups, the ability to draw direct comparisons between studies is hindered, and this 

undermines any opportunity for consistent results to emerge from the data. Nonetheless, 

Dennison et al. (2001) found that non-offenders could be reliably distinguished from sex 

offender groups on the basis of their FFM scores at a rate of 91%, while these scores were 

only moderately accurate at differentiating between different sex offender subgroups 

(ranging from 53% to 73%). This finding demonstrates the potential utility of attempting to 

differentiate between offenders on the basis of personality traits and offence type, an 

assertion that has been reiterated elsewhere (Becerra-García, García-León, & Egan, 2013; 

Ljubin-Golub et al., 2017). The present research will test this assertion by investigating 

personality trait profiles alongside different types of OB. 

 The FFM of personality has established its position in the field of personality 

research as the dominant model through which to explore the role of personality traits in 

various types of behaviour. However, the inconsistent findings reviewed here suggest that 

this model falls short of capturing the full extent to which personality traits may play a role 

in OB. Indeed, due to the FFM’s focus on ‘normal’ personality traits, this model appears to 

be intrinsically incongruent with such deviant behaviour (Wiebe, 2004). In order to address 

this shortcoming of the FFM and better elucidate the full range of personality traits that 

may be implicated in offending, this thesis also incorporates a second model of personality 

known as the Dark Triad (Paulhus & Williams, 2002). 
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1.2.1.3. The Dark Triad of Personality 

Decades of inconsistent findings surrounding the role of the FFM in OB highlight a 

potential need for more theoretical nuance in these investigations. Accordingly, researchers 

have increasingly begun to consider the contributions of less popular or ‘darker’ traits. 

Introduced by Paulhus and Williams in 2002, the three traits that comprise the Dark Triad 

are Machiavellianism, subclinical narcissism, and subclinical psychopathy. 

Machiavellianism is characterised by a cold and manipulative interpersonal demeanour 

(Paulhus & Williams, 2002). Individuals who score high on this construct demonstrate 

difficulty getting along with others and expressing and receiving interpersonal warmth and 

affection (Dowgwillo & Pincus, 2017). They are skilled at hiding their emotions from 

others and tend to be interpersonally detached. Meanwhile, subclinical psychopathy is 

associated with impulsivity, thrill-seeking behaviour, and low levels of anxiety and 

affectivity (Paulhus & Williams, 2002). Individuals who score high on this trait tend to 

mistrust others and show an inability to care about the wants and needs of others 

(Dowgwillo & Pincus, 2017). Finally, subclinical narcissism refers to such attributes as 

entitlement, superiority, grandiosity, and interpersonal dominance (Paulhus & Williams, 

2002). While these three constructs are theoretically distinct, they tend to correlate 

positively with one another (Glenn & Sellbom, 2015; Paulhus & Williams, 2002; Vize et 

al., 2018), and they share the core elements of social malevolence, affective callousness, 

and a distinctive lack of empathy (Jones & Figueredo, 2013).  

Subclinical psychopathy is often parsed into different subcomponents. A common 

distinction is that between primary and secondary psychopathy (Karpman, 1941; 

Blackburn, 1975; Levenson et al., 1995). Individuals who fit into one of these two subtypes 

share many of the same characteristics. However, primary psychopathy is said to 

encompass the interpersonal and affective aspects of this trait, while secondary 

psychopathy refers more to the antisocial behavioural components (Levenson et al., 1995). 
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Primary psychopathy has been found to show strong overlap with Machiavellianism 

(McHoskey et al., 1998), while secondary psychopathy has been associated with risky 

decision-making among young adults in the general population (Dean et al., 2013). 

Like psychopathy, subclinical narcissism is also sometimes broken down into two 

dimensions: grandiose narcissism and vulnerable narcissism (e.g., Dickinson & Pincus, 

2003; Miller & Campbell, 2008). Within this perspective, an individual with high levels of 

the grandiose aspects of narcissism exhibits grandiosity, entitlement, inflated ego, and 

dominance while remaining oblivious to the ways their behaviour impacts other people 

(Dickinson & Pincus, 2003; Miller et al., 2011). Meanwhile, someone who has high levels 

of vulnerable narcissism is hypersensitive to criticism and may appear shy and empathic in 

their presentation (Dickinson & Pincus, 2003). However, grandiosity and entitlement hide 

beneath this façade, rendering these individuals hypersensitive to criticism. Their self-

esteem is not as bulletproof as those high in grandiose narcissism, and this ego fragility can 

result in anxiety stemming from their interpersonal relationships. 

Although DT research has proliferated since its introduction two decades ago 

(Miller et al., 2019), most studies involving the DT have utilised nonclinical, non-offender 

samples to examine self-reported instances of antisocial behaviour—a broad construct that 

subsumes OB, but also includes legal behaviour such as minor aggression, cheating on a 

school exam, etc. Indeed, a critical appraisal of the field by Miller et al. (2019) observed 

that of 131 DT studies published in the literature, 70% utilised college or online 

community samples, and only one study used an offender sample. This raises questions 

about the extent to which the findings of these studies can be generalised to instances of 

illegal behaviour. Thus, the present research attempts to circumvent these limitations by 

exploring the role of the DT in OB (as opposed to the broader construct of antisocial 

behaviour), including that which has been committed by formerly incarcerated offenders.  
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Previous investigations of links between DT traits and antisocial behaviour have 

yielded somewhat inconsistent findings, which may be attributable to the varying forms of 

behaviour employed as outcome variables in these studies. Associations have been 

observed between all three DT traits and less positive attitudes towards animals (regarded 

in that study as a ‘red flag’ indicator of future violent behaviour towards animals and, 

eventually, humans; Kavanagh et al., 2013); bullying among university students 

(Baughman et al., 2012); and self-reported delinquent behaviour in adolescents (Wright et 

al., 2017). However, because the DT traits correlate strongly with one another, in recent 

years DT research design has increasingly reflected the need to account for the unique 

variance attributable to each of the three traits. As such, research utilising this framework 

needs to be sensitive to the notion that these three traits are theoretically distinct and the 

tendency to group them together into a single ‘supertrait’ should therefore be avoided 

(Glenn & Sellbom, 2015; Watts et al., 2017), lest the individual contributions of each trait 

become lost in the process. 

1.2.1.4. The Profile Approach 

A trait approach to examinations of predictors of OB carries some limitations. 

Offenders are not a homogenous group, and the underlying risk factors driving their OB 

are similarly heterogeneous (Dargis & Koenigs, 2018). This thesis will address this 

limitation by adopting a profile or ‘typology’ approach to its investigations of personality 

and OB (see Chapter 3, Section 3.4.1. for more information). These profiles can hold 

significant theoretical and practical utility. On a conceptual level, they offer convenience 

by subsuming different levels of multiple relevant traits under one label (Herzberg & 

Hoyer, 2009). Furthermore, they can account for interactions between variables as opposed 

to relying solely on linear combinations of individual traits; this can be used to strengthen 

predictions about OB. Statistically speaking, profiles also serve to reduce within-group 

variance on a given variable (Herzberg & Hoyer, 2009). Meanwhile, in line with this 
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thesis’ goal of achieving overarching practical relevance, profiles can also facilitate 

effective treatment by virtue of providing tailored representations of the unique drivers of 

an individual’s OB (Dargis & Koenigs, 2018). As an illustration, while it may be useful to 

tailor an intervention to a person’s level of narcissism, knowing how that narcissism 

coincides with their levels of neuroticism, agreeableness, and other traits would facilitate a 

more holistic, comprehensive approach to a personalised intervention for that individual. In 

this manner, profiles may contribute important groundwork towards enabling a more 

person-centred approach to treatment planning than trait-level conclusions that generalise 

across samples (Herzberg & Hoyer, 2009). 

 Several studies have elucidated personality prototypes composed of FFM traits, 

often yielding three primary profiles (Herzberg & Hoyer, 2009). These are commonly 

labelled as resilients, overcontrollers, and undercontrollers. The resilient profile comprises 

below-average scores on neuroticism, and average or above-average scores on the 

remaining four FFM traits. Individuals who fit this profile are characterised as well-

adjusted. In contrast, overcontrollers are said to be characterised by high scores on 

neuroticism and low scores on extraversion, while undercontrollers demonstrate low scores 

on both conscientiousness and agreeableness (Asendorpf et al., 2001; Hart et al., 2005). 

Two additional profiles have been identified in other studies: confident individuals who 

score moderately high on extraversion and openness and average on neuroticism, 

agreeableness, and conscientiousness, and reserved individuals who demonstrate low 

scores on neuroticism, extraversion, and openness and moderately high scores on 

agreeableness and conscientiousness (Caspi et al., 2003; Herzberg & Roth, 2006; Roth & 

von Collani, 2007). Previous research involving these profiles, in addition to others, is 

discussed in depth in Chapter 4. 

 Some of the studies that have adopted a profile approach have examined 

characteristics other than FFM traits. Dargis and Koenigs (2018) analysed constellations of 
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scores denoting criminal histories, clinical psychopathy, depression, anxiety, post-

traumatic stress, impulsivity, addiction, cognitive abilities, and general psychopathology. 

In a sample of 2,388 adult male prisoners with no documented history of psychosis, six 

profiles were observed: (1) average, (2) psychopathic-positive affect, (3) low executive 

functioning, (4) externalising, (5) psychopathic-negative affect, and (6) high well-being. 

These results illustrate that the dominant profile approach (utilising the FFM to categorise 

groups of resilient, overcontrolled, and undercontrolled individuals) is not the only way to 

elucidate offender typologies and, indeed, factors other than FFM traits may be important 

to this pursuit. This thesis builds on this notion by incorporating both the FFM and the DT 

into its investigation of offender trait profiles and by examining the additional 

contributions of level of personality functioning, interpersonal style, empathy, irritability, 

and criminal thinking style in the context of OB.  

1.2.2. Level of Personality Functioning 

1.2.2.1. Background 

An individual’s level of personality functioning (LPF) encompasses the degree to 

which they experience personality-related functional impairments (American Psychiatric 

Association, 2013). This construct has received increased attention in the fields of 

personality and clinical psychological research since the American Psychiatric Association 

(APA) incorporated it into the most recent edition of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual 

of Mental Disorders (DSM-5; APA, 2013). Early investigations (Meehan et al., 2019; 

Morey et al., 2011; Skodol, 2018) suggest that LPF may hold greater practical and clinical 

utility than traits or personality disorder (PD) diagnostic labels. However, no studies to 

date have incorporated both trait profiles and LPF in an attempt to determine the link 

between personality and OB, nor have precise differences between offence types been 

explored in relation to this association. This thesis examines the possible contribution of 

LPF in explaining potential links between trait profiles and OB. 
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1.2.2.2. LPF in DSM-5 

Among clinical practitioners, the DSM (APA, 2013) is heavily relied upon to 

inform diagnoses of mental disorders and PDs. In the lead-up to the publication of the 5th 

and most recent edition of the DSM, working groups were formulated to address potential 

areas for improvement upon the previous edition (DSM-IV). One of the proposed changes 

prior to the release of DSM-5 was that the hegemonic understanding of PDs should shift 

from a categorical system to a dimensional one. In DSM-IV and prior editions of the 

manual, PDs were diagnosed as ‘present’ if a patient demonstrated symptoms of the 

disorder in excess of a clearly delineated threshold. However, Widiger et al. (1994) 

proposed that these disorders should be conceptualised from a dimensional perspective, 

through which PDs could be said to represent extreme variants of otherwise normal 

personality traits as outlined by the FFM. These FFM-based descriptions of PDs have been 

supported many times over by subsequent research (e.g., Dyce & O’Connor, 1998; Lynam 

& Widiger, 2001) and rated by clinicians as being as useful as the existing categorical 

model (Glover et al., 2012). Despite these positive responses to Widiger et al.’s (1994) 

proposition, when the new DSM-5 was published in 2013, it retained the categorical 

diagnostic system (APA, 2013). However, DSM-5 appended an Alternative Model for 

Personality Disorders (AMPD), which represents a new way to conceptualise the severity 

of functional impairment that is often observed in individuals with PD diagnoses.  

In contrast to the categorical diagnostic system that dominates DSM-5, in the 

AMPD, PDs are characterised not just by their traits but also by corresponding 

impairments in personality functioning. Criterion A of the AMPD encompasses severity of 

personality dysfunction, while Criterion B focuses on the precise maladaptive traits 

exhibited by the individual (APA, 2013). In Criterion A, four elements of personality 

functioning are divided into two domains: ‘self’ (identity, self-direction) and 

‘interpersonal’ (empathy, intimacy). Identity refers to an individual’s ability to experience 
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themselves as unique; to understand boundaries between themselves and others; and to 

experience and regulate a range of emotions. Self-direction refers to the pursuit of realistic 

short-term goals and the ability to self-reflect. Empathy is characterised by an ability to 

appreciate others’ experiences, tolerate different perspectives, and understand the effect 

their behaviour has on others (APA, 2013, p. 762). Finally, intimacy refers to the ability to 

be close to and connect with others on a meaningful level. According to this Alternative 

Model, the core of personality psychopathology lies not at the trait level, but rather in 

impairment to self and relational functioning (Johansen et al., 2016); it is these 

impairments that differentiate personality pathology from other types of psychopathology 

(Pincus et al., 2020; p. 2). For instance, an individual with severe impairment in all four 

areas would have poor boundaries and a weak self-image that is easily influenced by 

interactions with others (identity impairment); lack goals and internal standards for 

behaviour (self-direction impairment); fail to understand and consider others’ experiences 

or perspectives (empathy impairment); and have little desire for affiliation with others 

(intimacy deficit) (APA, 2013). These impairments demonstrate strong alignment with the 

tenets of interpersonal theory, this thesis’ theoretical framework (discussed further in 

Section 1.2.3.1.). 

Incorporating severity of impairment in personality functioning facilitates several 

improvements upon the categorical model. For instance, for PD patients, the best predictor 

of therapeutic outcome is believed to be not the type of personality pathology present, but 

rather, its severity (Bornstein, 1998, p. 337; Hopwood et al., 2018; Weekers et al., 2018). It 

has also been widely acknowledged that, when it comes to PDs, comorbidity is the norm 

rather than the exception (Morey et al., 2011). Thus, focusing on severity of personality 

dysfunction may offer greater clinical and theoretical utility than a sole emphasis on 

diagnostic categories. Indeed, in alignment with the DSM-5, the latest edition of the World 

Health Organization’s International Classification of Diseases (ICD-11) does away with a 
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categorical PD framework entirely (Sharp & Wall, 2021). Instead, it includes a severity 

criterion that encompasses self and interpersonal functioning, and clinicians have the 

option of further qualifying this rating with the inclusion of five trait domain qualifiers. In 

this way, the two diagnostic manuals that dominate the field of clinical psychology have 

adopted a radical and momentous shift in the conceptualisation of dysfunctional 

personality. By emphasising the dimensional nature of personality and the way it can 

impact an individual’s relationship with themselves and others to varying degrees, this 

shift has tremendous potential for practical applications in clinical and forensic settings; 

furthermore, it opens new avenues for research examining the way LPF impacts various 

behaviours, including OB (see Section 1.2.2.3.3.). 

1.2.2.3. Theoretical and Empirical Links 

1.2.2.3.1. Interpersonal Theory. The AMPD’s acknowledgement of the relevance 

of impairments in self and interpersonal functioning domains is congruent with a wide 

range of existing PD theories (Bender et al., 2011), including interpersonal theory, the 

theoretical framework underpinning this research (see Section 1.2.3.). Individuals with 

severe dysfunction in AMPD’s interpersonal domain tend to have low desire for affiliation, 

and it is self-evident that impairments in the self domain map onto low levels of 

communion within the interpersonal circumplex (see Section 1.2.3.1.). In addition to 

Criterion A’s conceptual links with interpersonal theory and the interpersonal circumplex 

(Pincus, 2018), empirical support has also been garnered for these relationships. 

Hengartner et al. (2014) found that, in an adult sample, all DSM-IV PD dimensions were 

associated with interpersonal functioning deficits, including distress, conflict, and lack of 

social support. Meanwhile, in a study by Dowgwillo et al. (2018), all self and other LPF 

impairments were moderately to strongly associated with increases in interpersonal 

distress. Empathy, intimacy, and self-direction impairments were also linked to low 

communion within the interpersonal framework. Consequently, Criterion A of the AMPD 
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is an excellent fit for inclusion within this thesis, as LPF and the interpersonal framework 

appear to be fundamentally linked. 

1.2.2.3.2. Personality Trait Models. In addition to its alignment with interpersonal 

theory, the AMPD has explicit links to the FFM. While Criterion A focuses on severity of 

dysfunction, Criterion B of the AMPD encompasses five trait domains that represent 

maladaptive variants of the FFM (APA, 2013). Furthermore, although they differ slightly 

from those in the AMPD, the optional trait domain qualifiers included in ICD-11 are 

equally aligned with the FFM (Sharp & Wall, 2021). However, despite Criterion A not 

being explicitly linked to the FFM in the AMPD (McCabe et al., 2021), empirical evidence 

indicates that levels of personality impairment under Criterion A converge with the FFM 

traits, with neuroticism typically showing the strongest associations (Sleep et al., 2020). 

However, a recent study failed to find associations between LPF and extraversion, and 

only observed a small association with openness to experience (McCabe et al., 2021). 

Nonetheless, the strong preliminary evidence for the overlap between FFM traits and both 

domains of the LPF (self functioning and interpersonal functioning) indicate that LPF 

represents a fruitful avenue through which to explore the personality-based drivers of OB 

in this thesis. 

In addition to the FFM, one study thus far has investigated LPF in relation to the DT. 

Zeigler-Hill and Besser (2021) found that Machiavellianism and psychopathy were 

strongly associated with deficits in all four facets of LPF (identity, self-direction, empathy, 

and intimacy). For Machiavellianism, these correlations were typical to relatively large1 (r 

= .21 to r = .32), and for psychopathy they were very large (r = .39 to r = .44). 

 
1 Cohen (1988) proposed that correlations of r = .10, r = .30, and r = .50 indicate small, moderate, 

and large effects, respectively. However, based on a meta-analysis of 708 correlations, Gignac and 

Szodorai (2016) concluded that Cohen’s guidelines do not fit the norms within individual 

differences research. They subsequently recommend that guidelines of r = .10, r = .20, and r = .30 

are used to indicate effects of relatively small, typical, and relatively large magnitude in the context 

of individual differences investigations. 
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Interestingly, their study found no support for a relationship between narcissism and any of 

the LPF facets. These trait-specific findings therefore substantiate the need for an approach 

that extends beyond univariate associations. The profile approach utilised in the present 

research facilitates an examination of how FFM and DT traits may interact in their 

associations with LPF. 

1.2.2.3.3. Offending Behaviour. Although it has been established that PDs represent 

a risk factor for interpersonal violence (Logan & Johnstone, 2010), to date, few studies 

have examined LPF in relation to OB. Garofalo et al. (2018) compared child sex offenders, 

violent offenders, and community participants, observing that the violent offenders 

displayed more marked personality dysfunction than the other groups. In addition, when 

compared to the community participants, the child sex offenders in this study reported 

specific deficits in self-control, identity, and relational capacities. These findings highlight 

the potential for tailoring treatment approaches on the basis of offence type, and support 

the delineation of various types of OB in this thesis when exploring its association with 

aspects of individual difference (see Chapter 3 for more information about methodology). 

1.2.2.4. Treatment Implications 

LPF holds unique utility for clinicians seeking to address personality processes in 

treatment. According to the AMPD, “mental representations of the self and interpersonal 

relationships are reciprocally influential and inextricably tied, affect the nature of 

interaction with mental health professionals, and can have a significant impact on both 

treatment efficacy and outcome” (APA, 2013, p. 772). Consequently, benefits of LPF 

include measuring the precise extent of the psychopathology present, fostering a positive 

therapeutic alliance, tailoring treatment approaches, and measuring treatment effectiveness 

and outcomes (Bender et al., 2011). By applying this construct, clinicians can attend to the 

manner in which the patient’s personality traits interact with their lived experiences—their 

LPF (Sexton et al., 2019). The introduction of LPF into DSM-5 and ICD-11 has therefore 
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trailblazed a new avenue through which clinicians can attend to the nonlinear effects of 

traits and functioning on an individual’s behaviour and interpersonal experiences. Indeed, 

Sexton et al. (2019) suggest that targeting LPF may be a more accessible route for 

fostering insight and reducing stress among PD patients. Thus, the inclusion of LPF in this 

thesis is predicted to contribute to our understanding of personality-based drivers of OB 

that extend beyond traits. 

In addition, severity of personality dysfunction has been empirically associated with 

a slew of factors related to treatment outcomes, including dropout rates, therapeutic 

alliance, epistemic trust, risk of harm to self and others, and identity coherence (Bach & 

Simonsen, 2021). It therefore holds promise for clinicians seeking to improve treatment 

formulations, communication with patients, and estimates of treatment effectiveness. 

Research into this area is burgeoning, with one study (Rossi et al., 2021) having used 

Criteria A and B of the AMPD to establish personality profiles (Criterion B) of resilients, 

undercontrollers, and overcontrollers; these types were found to differ in their levels of 

personality dysfunction (Criterion A) and may therefore benefit from tailored treatment 

interventions. As more work is done examining LPF differences among various types of 

offender groups, so too can this information be used to contribute to more person-centred 

treatments in forensic settings. The field is on the undeniable precipice of a shift in the 

conceptualisation of personality dysfunction, with ample opportunity for forthcoming 

research to edify a new way forward for clinicians, patients, and academics alike. By 

exploring these constructs in ex-offender and community samples, the present research will 

assist in forging this path, adding population validity to existing clinical endeavours. 

1.2.3. Interpersonal Style 

1.2.3.1. Interpersonal Theory 

As a theoretical framework, interpersonal theory is useful for the current research 

because of its direct relevance to LPF in the AMPD and its potential links to personality 
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traits encapsulated by the FFM and DT models. First conceptualised by Sullivan (1953) 

and Leary (1957), interpersonal theory posits that pathological behaviour can be best 

understood through an examination of interpersonal processes (Hopwood et al., 2013). 

Leary (1957) conceptualised personality as a layered construct representing patterns of 

overt, conscious, and private interpersonal responses exhibited by an individual, building 

on earlier psychodynamic approaches (e.g., Erikson, 1950; Fromm, 1947; Horney, 1945). 

According to Leary (1957, p. 8), anxiety is interpersonal when it derives from fear of 

derogation or rejection—both from other people, and from oneself. Interpersonal situations 

are characterised by tension, and people’s thoughts and behaviours in those interactions are 

intrinsically linked to their judgements of themselves and others. Thus, all interpersonal 

interactions are said to be driven by attempts to achieve and maintain self-esteem or to 

avoid anxiety (Leary, 1957; Sullivan, 1953; Wilson et al., 2017). Through continuous 

attempts to achieve these two goals, patterns of cognitions and behaviours within the 

interpersonal situation underpin the origin, development, and maintenance of one’s 

personality, as well as psychopathology (Pincus et al., 2010). Over time, this process 

engenders mental representations of the self and of others, as well as enduring ways in 

which the individual relates to others. Indeed, Sullivan (1953) believed that the 

interpersonal situation occurs not only in the overt behaviour of two people in an 

interaction, but also within those individuals’ minds.  

The manner in which the individual attempts to accomplish these goals of 

enhancing self-esteem and avoiding anxiety represents a durable set of techniques that is 

observable across interactions and contexts. This set of techniques is referred to as one’s 

interpersonal style, defined as “one’s characteristic approach to interpersonal situations 

and relationships, [including] attitudes toward, and behaviours in, and goals for 

relationships; cognitions about the meaning of relationships; affect and behaviour in 

interpersonal interactions; and interpretation of others’ interaction behaviours” (Wilson et 
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al., 2017, p. 679). Consequently, an individual’s interpersonal style is seen to dictate their 

approach to all interpersonal situations regardless of whether they are transient exchanges 

or long-term relationships with family members, colleagues, or romantic partners. How an 

individual perceives others’ behaviour in interpersonal interactions will also be informed 

by their interpersonal style. Thus, interpersonal style is hypothesised in this thesis to play 

an important role in bridging the gaps between personality traits and OB that have been 

highlighted earlier in this chapter (Section 1.2.1.) and which are examined more closely in 

Chapter 2. 

 According to this theory, interpersonal behaviours are best represented using two 

orthogonal dimensions: agency and communion. Hogan (1982) referred to these constructs 

as ‘getting ahead’ (agency) and ‘getting along’ (communion). Agency (sometimes referred 

to as power or control) represents a desire for power and the enhancement and protection 

of one’s differentiation as a unique individual (Hopwood et al., 2013; Pincus et al., 2010). 

This dimension is anchored by dominance at one end, and by submission on the other. 

Meanwhile, communion (also referred to as affiliation) refers to intimacy, union, and a 

desire to be part of a greater social entity. Communion is anchored by hostility and 

nurturance (Blackburn, 1998). Together, these four anchors comprise the coordinates of the 

interpersonal circumplex or interpersonal circle (Leary, 1957; Wiggins, 1996), illustrated 

in Figure 1.1. The circumplex is commonly divided into eight octants (Soldz et al., 1995), 

which can then be used to classify, describe, or assess one’s interpersonal style (Figure 

1.2).  

Figure 1.1 

Octants of the Interpersonal Circle 
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Note. Adapted from "Rating scales for measuring the interpersonal circle in forensic psychiatric 

patients," by R. Blackburn and S. J. Renwick, 1996, Psychological Assessment, 8(1), 76-84. 

Copyright 1996 by the American Psychological Association, Inc. 

 

One of the central tenets of interpersonal theory is the principle of complementarity 

(Carson, 1969; Kiesler, 1987; Leary, 1957). On the dimension of communion, 

interpersonal behaviour pulls for a complementary response: nurturance pulls for 

nurturance, and hostility pulls for hostility (Daffern et al., 2012). In contrast, behaviours 

pull for reciprocal responses on the dimension of agency: dominance pulls for submission 

and submission pulls for dominance. However, although individuals seek responses from 

other people that complement their own interpersonal style or relational patterns, others’ 

responses may not always align with this objective. Hence, interpersonal interactions may 

be characterised by one of three patterns: complementarity, acomplementarity, or 

anticomplementarity (Daffern et al., 2012; Pincus & Ansell, 2003). Interactions are 

complementary when both rules of complementarity are met – that is, reciprocity on 

agency and correspondence on communion, as well as equivalent intensity (Pincus & 

Ansell, 2003, p. 216). Meanwhile, acomplementary interactions occur when one of the two 

rules is met, but not both (Daffern et al., 2012). Finally, anticomplementary interactions are 

those in which neither of these patterns is present. Acomplementary and 
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anticomplementary interactions elicit discomfort, while complementary responses enable a 

sense of relational stability (Pincus & Ansell, 2003) and felt security (Carson, 1969) in 

both parties.  

Figure 1.2 

Interpersonal Styles and Their Positions Within the Interpersonal Circle 

 

Note. Anchors of agency (vertical) and communion (horizontal) are indicated on the outside of the 

circumplex. 

 

These interpersonal patterns are seen to lead to three potential outcomes in a given 

interaction (Sullivan, 1954). An interpersonal situation is said to be resolved when 

responses are complementary (i.e., dominance is met with submission or vice versa; 

nurturance is met with nurturance; or hostility leads to hostility). Acomplementary patterns 

are conceptualised as less stable, provoking tension between the two individuals. The 

outcome of this type of exchange is referred to as continued, as acomplementarity often 

leads to negotiation that moves the pattern closer to, or further away from, 

complementarity (Pincus & Ansell, 2003). Lastly, in this model, anticomplementary 

interactions are the least stable. With conflict on both dimensions, a resolution is typically 

not found. The outcome is frustration, and it is often conceived of as resulting in avoidance 

and disintegration of the interaction. It has been suggested (Pincus et al., 2010) that 
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psychopathology may manifest in chronic deviations from complementarity. Thus, 

individuals with significant dysfunction in personality functioning may be prone to 

interpersonal interactions characterised by anticomplimentarity, leading to frequent tension 

and conflict in interpersonal interactions. This tendency towards interpersonal conflict may 

manifest in OB that is interpersonal in nature, such as violent or sexual offending. This 

possibility demonstrates the utility of interpersonal theory in this thesis, as the 

interpersonal framework holds unique potential for bridging the existing gaps in our 

understanding of how personality contributes to OB.    

When considering interpersonal theory within the broader context of the current 

research, three things stand out. First, agency is noted to align closely with the DSM-5 

AMPD conceptualisation of the self (Pincus, 2011). Second, communion is similar to 

AMPD’s interpersonal domain (Hopwood et al., 2013). Third, agency and communion also 

align with the FFM traits of extraversion and agreeableness, respectively (Entringer et al., 

2022; Hopwood et al., 2013). Interpersonal theory therefore offers theoretical parallelism 

(Pincus, 2011) with both the FFM and the AMPD’s approach to conceptualising 

personality pathology (Hengartner et al., 2014), consequently holding direct relevance to 

the aims of this thesis. 

1.2.3.2. Personality Traits 

Interpersonal theorists posit that personality is best understood through repeated 

patterns of interpersonal behaviour (Pincus & Wiggins, 1990). Indeed, although the 

circumplex model was originally developed for clinical contexts, it is also complementary 

to the FFM (Trapnell & Wiggins, 1990). Within the FFM, all five traits impact how others 

perceive an individual; in this way, the traits can all be considered interpersonal in nature 

because they directly influence how people interact with one another (McCrae & Costa, 

1989). However, according to McCrae and Costa (1989), this conceptualisation is strongest 

for extraversion and agreeableness, which appear to directly determine both the amount of 
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social stimulation an individual prefers, and the quality of their social interactions. Thus, 

although the other three traits can be interpersonal in nature under some circumstances, 

extraversion and agreeableness hold the most overt and consistent interpersonal relevance 

(Du et al., 2021). When compared to the interpersonal circumplex, extraversion has been 

conceptualised as high agency and high communion (friendly dominance), while 

agreeableness represents low agency and high communion (friendly submission) (Du et al., 

2021; McCrae & Costa, 1989). In one examination of the FFM traits and interpersonal 

functioning (Du et al., 2021), neuroticism was associated with a high degree of 

interpersonal problems and values, while extraversion and conscientiousness were 

associated with fewer interpersonal problems overall, perhaps representing protective 

factors in this regard. Thus, it is evident that FFM traits can be captured within 

interpersonal theory, further helping to justify its utility as a guiding framework for the 

present focus on personality-based drivers of OB.  

 Like the FFM, the DT traits also map onto the interpersonal circumplex (Jones & 

Paulhus, 2011). Specifically, the three traits are positioned near the edge of the upper-left 

quadrant of the circle (high agency, low communion), with narcissism situated close to the 

Dominance anchor, while Machiavellianism and psychopathy reside closer to the Hostility 

anchor (Dowgwillo & Pincus, 2017; Jones & Paulhus, 2011). Thus, narcissism can be 

conceptualised within the circumplex as high dominance. Meanwhile, psychopathy and 

Machiavellianism both represent high dominance and low communion, but the association 

between psychopathy and dominance has been shown to be stronger than that of 

Machiavellianism, whose primary characterisation is that of low communion (Dowgwillo 

& Pincus, 2017). The mapping of these traits within the circumplex model therefore 

provides further support for its selection as the theoretical framework in the present 

research, given the strong conceptual overlap between the DT and the interpersonal circle. 

These positions are illustrated in Figure 1.3. 
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Figure 1.3 

Typical Locations of Dark Triad Traits in the Interpersonal Circumplex 

 

Note. N = narcissism; P = psychopathy; M = Machiavellianism. Adapted from "Differentiating the 

Dark Triad Within the Interpersonal Circumplex," by D. N. Jones and D. L. Paulhus, in L. M. 

Horowitz & S. Strack (Eds.), Handbook of Interpersonal Psychology: Theory, Research, 

Assessment, and Therapeutic Interventions (p. 250), 2011, New York: Wiley & Sons. Reprinted 

with permission. 

 

1.2.3.3. Personality Pathology 

Leary (1957), who was the first to conceptualise personality disorders as 

expressions of normal traits (Blackburn et al., 2005, p. 609), believed that when it comes to 

personality, interpersonal behaviour is the component with the most functional relevance 

for clinicians. Interpersonal theory is therefore intrinsically related to personality 

dysfunction and pathology (Lilienfeld et al., 2019). An individual’s ingrained schemas, 

about themselves and about relationships in general, underpin their interpersonal style. 

These schemas are construed to lead an individual to hold certain attitudes, cognitions, and 

expectations surrounding social interactions and relationships. In some cases, these 

schemas are maladaptive, leading to dysfunctional interpersonal behaviour (Hopwood et 

al., 2013; Pincus et al., 2010). Furthermore, it is theorised that they can operate as self-

fulfilling prophecies whereby an individual’s behaviour in interpersonal interactions 

functions to elicit the precise responses they expect to receive (Carson, 1979; Daffern et 
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al., 2012; Kiesler, 1987). For instance, if an individual enters a social interaction expecting 

hostility from the other person, they may be predisposed to greet that person in a hostile 

manner before their expectation has even had a chance to come to fruition. The other 

person may then return that negative greeting with hostility of their own, serving to 

confirm the other’s expectation. However, if the first individual had approached the 

interaction in a more positive or neutral way, hostility from the other person may never 

have occurred. This behavioural pattern transcends the limits of pathology, rendering the 

interpersonal framework applicable to clinical and non-clinical samples alike. 

In some cases, an individual’s subjective perception of an interpersonal situation may 

not align with objective reality. This distortion, or incongruence, occurs more often in 

individuals with personality pathology (Hopwood et al., 2013), but may also be present in 

those who lack any mental disorder or PD, and it can cause distress for that individual as 

well as salient others. The misperception is believed to typically be linked to a feared 

outcome such as criticism or abandonment. Feeling threatened or distressed, the individual 

may seek to protect themselves by behaving in a self-defensive manner, thereby 

responding logically, albeit maladaptively, as a result of their distress. Interpersonal theory 

is therefore a fruitful framework through which personality dysfunction can be understood. 

While existing work has tended to focus on clinical samples (e.g., Blackburn, 1998; 

Cookson et al., 2012; Daffern et al., 2008; Dolan & Blackburn, 2006; Doyle & Dolan, 

2006; Ireland, Ireland, Jones, et al., 2019; Jalil et al., 2019; Podubinski et al., 2014, 2016; 

Watson et al., 2017), the focus on community and ex-offender samples in this thesis will 

contribute to our understanding of how these processes may occur in non-clinical (and 

potentially pre-clinical) populations as well.  

When theorising about personality dysfunction, interpersonal theory asserts that 

well-adjusted individuals will adapt to the demands of different social situations, drawing 

on interpersonal approaches from varying segments of the circumplex (Vernham et al., 
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2016). However, when an individual relies exclusively on interpersonal behaviours 

represented by only a narrow portion of the interpersonal circle, this represents 

maladaptive interpersonal functioning that leads to a dysfunctional, inflexible interpersonal 

style (Pincus et al., 2010). Both interpersonal theory and the DSM-5 AMPD espouse that 

this maladaptive approach to interpersonal interactions and relationships is indicative of 

the core of a disordered personality. Rather than regarding PDs as categorical entities that 

are incontrovertibly distinct from normal personality traits, the interpersonal circumplex 

and the AMPD emphasise the dimensional nature of personality, involving not only traits 

and behavioural patterns, but also their relative strength and rigidity (Pincus et al., 2010). 

In this sense, the inclusion of LPF in this thesis is expected to add depth to our current 

understanding of associations between personality traits and OB. 

PDs are associated with various aspects of impaired interpersonal functioning 

(Daffern et al., 2008; Pincus & Hopwood, 2012), including relational conflicts, loneliness, 

relationship distress, and having few close friends (Hengartner et al., 2014). In fact, 

Lilienfeld et al. (2019) suggest that PDs can be conceptualised as ‘emergent interpersonal 

syndromes’ – patterns of symptoms that evoke adverse reactions from other people. 

Although rigidity of interpersonal behaviour is commonly indicative of personality 

pathology, some PDs may be better characterised by oscillation: that is, chronically 

conflicted and variable interpersonal approaches (Pincus & Hopwood, 2012). According to 

Kernberg (1984), oscillation may characterise individuals who failed to develop a 

coherent, stable sense of self. This instability is likely to contribute to interpersonal 

difficulties, which may in turn lead to the commission of interpersonally-rooted OB. 

A recent meta-analysis of 127 studies lends further support to the assertion that, at its 

core, pathological personality can be thought of as impairments in agency (the ability to 

get ahead) and communion (the ability to get along) (Wilson et al., 2017, p. 723; see 

above). Their analysis revealed that each of the PDs has a unique profile of interpersonal 
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style that aligns with its categorical description of symptomology in the DSM. Meanwhile, 

the interpersonal circumplex has also been directly examined in conjunction with LPF. For 

instance, Dowgwillo et al. (2018) found that certain aspects of LPF, such as aversion to 

dependence and intimacy, are linked to low communion, coldness, and sensitivity to 

communion in others. A more recent study by Stone and Segal (2022) concluded that 

socially avoidant interpersonal style is associated with low communion, while high 

communion is linked to an intrusive interpersonal style. The LPF domains of identity and 

intimacy were associated with intrusive interpersonal style, and socially avoidant 

interpersonal style was associated with the LPF domain of empathy. The AMPD is 

therefore intertwined with the interpersonal framework, illustrating both constructs’ 

suitability for inclusion in this thesis. 

Some studies have investigated the placements of PDs within the interpersonal 

circumplex. Research (Blackburn, 1998; Pincus & Wiggins, 1990) indicates that antisocial, 

paranoid, and narcissistic PDs commonly fall in the hostile-dominant (i.e., upper left) 

quadrant of the circumplex (Podubinski et al., 2014). Meanwhile, more precise locations 

within the circumplex have also been derived for as many as six PD categories (Pincus et 

al., 2010). The placement of these disorders is shown in Figure 1.4. In the circumplex 

model, the further a behaviour, or disposition, is from the centre of the circle, the more 

extreme, intense, and pathological it is believed to be (Hopwood et al., 2013). All of the 

PDs depicted in Figure 1.4 are located on the outer edge of the circle, indicating severity of 

dysfunction. Taken together, it is evident from the body of research summarised here that 

personality—traits, functioning, and pathology—can be conceptualised, described, and 

examined through the lens of interpersonal theory, with which they are intrinsically linked. 
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Figure 1.4 

Locations of Six Personality Disorders Within the Interpersonal Circumplex 

 

Note. Adapted from "The Interpersonal Nexus of Personality and Psychopathology," by A. L. 

Pincus, M. R. Lukowitsky, and A. G. C. Wright, in T. Millon, R. F. Krueger, and E. Simonsen 

(Eds.), Contemporary Directions in Psychopathology: Scientific Foundations of the DSM-V and 

ICD-11 (p. 532), 2010, New York: Guilford Press. Reprinted with permission. 

 

1.2.3.4. Offending Behaviour and Clinical Implications 

Although interpersonal theory has been applied extensively since its conceptualisation in 

the 1950s, as noted earlier, studies tend to utilise clinical and forensic samples, leaving a 

dearth of research that applies the interpersonal framework to community and non-clinical 

populations. Many of these investigations have observed significant associations between 

hostile-dominant interpersonal styles (high agency, low communion) and outcome 

measures such as criminality (Blackburn, 1998); institutional infractions (Dolan & 

Blackburn, 2006; Edens, 2009; Vernham et al., 2016); aggression (see Harris et al., 2014 

for a review; Podubinski et al., 2016); violence (Doyle & Dolan, 2006); poor treatment 

engagement (Daffern et al., 2008; Edens, 2009); staff-patient dynamics and relationships 
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(Daffern et al., 2010); and difficulty fostering strong therapeutic alliances (Cookson et al., 

2012; Watson et al., 2017). Indeed, many of the traits that differentiate offenders from non-

offenders (e.g., hostility, anti-authoritarian attitudes, etc.) pertain to individuals’ styles of 

relating to others (Blackburn, 1998). In Blackburn’s (1998) study, number of previous 

convictions was positively associated with interpersonal dominance among forensic 

psychiatric patients with and without mental illness. OB may therefore represent a means 

by which some individuals attempt to navigate what they perceive to be a hostile social 

environment (Blackburn, 1998; Podubinski et al., 2016).  

Together, the results of previous studies provide clear justifications for the use of 

interpersonal theory as a guiding framework through which to examine links between 

personality and OB. If interpersonal style is found to be implicated in OB, results can be 

used to inform improvements in the prevention of institutional aggression, treatment 

effectiveness and engagement, therapeutic alliances, and relationships between offenders 

and institutional staff (Daffern et al., 2012). It is predicted that hostile-dominant 

interpersonal styles will emerge as crucial in explaining associations between personality 

and OB. However, although several studies have established links between dimensions of 

the interpersonal circle and different personality disorders (e.g., Leichsenring et al., 2003; 

Martin-Avellan et al., 2005; Monsen et al., 2006), it remains unclear precisely how the role 

of hostile-dominant interpersonal styles will vary according to personality trait profile 

membership or offence type.  

1.2.4. Empathy 

With well-established links to the FFM (Costa et al., 2001; Graziano & Eisenberg, 

1997), the DT (Heym et al., 2019; Schimmenti et al., 2019), aggression (Reniers et al., 

2011), and OB (Jolliffe & Farrington, 2004), empathy is another key variable of relevance 

to this thesis. Although this construct has been theorised and investigated at length, 

scholars have only recently begun to reach consensus on its definition and components 
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(Reniers et al., 2011). It is now widely recognised that empathy involves two distinct 

elements: cognitive empathy and affective empathy (van Langen et al., 2014). 

 Cognitive empathy is conceptualised as a mental comprehension of others’ 

experiences (Reniers et al., 2011). This element is often used interchangeably (e.g., Blair, 

2005; Winter et al., 2017) with Theory of Mind (ToM; Brook & Kosson, 2013). However, 

Reniers et al. (2011) disagree with this conflation, arguing that while the same cognitive 

skills underlying ToM likely also enable cognitive empathy, the crux of cognitive empathy 

is the ability to recognise and attribute others’ emotions—not their cognitions. Cognitive 

empathy requires information to be held and manipulated within one’s mind, and by 

relying on various cues (e.g., visual, environmental), the individual forms a representation 

of another person’s cognitive and emotional state. Thus, some researchers (e.g., Brook & 

Kosson, 2013; Mayer et al., 2018; Shamay-Tsoory et al., 2010) parse cognitive empathy 

into two subcomponents: cognitive ToM (understanding others’ thoughts) and affective 

ToM (understanding others’ emotions). 

 However, cognitive empathy is only half of the picture. Affective empathy refers to 

the ability to not just understand others’ emotions, but to experience them vicariously 

(Reniers et al., 2011). Although this is similar to sympathy, sympathy represents an 

emotional awareness and behavioural response, while affective empathy involves an actual 

vicarious emotional reaction (Spinella, 2005) that is precluded by sensitivity to the 

emotional experience of another person. Although it is uncommon, affective empathy is 

sometimes conceptualised as comprising two elements (Dryburgh & Vachon, 2019; 

Vachon & Lynam, 2016): affective resonance and affective dissonance. While affective 

resonance refers to vicariously experiencing the same or similar emotions as another 

person, affective dissonance represents a tendency to experience the opposite emotion as 

another person – for instance, feeling disgust in response to others’ happiness.  
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In the current research, cognitive and affective empathy are not parsed into 

subcomponents. Rather, cognitive empathy is operationalised as the aforementioned 

affective ToM (understanding others’ emotions), while affective empathy in this thesis 

refers to Vachon and Lynam’s (2016) notion of affective resonance (feeling others’ 

emotions). The cognitive and affective processes collectively encompass the global 

construct of empathy, but this does not necessarily mean that individuals will be equally 

skilled at both. Indeed, Reniers et al. (2011) showed that although women tend to score 

higher than men on both components (a finding corroborated by Dryburgh & Vachon, 

2019), the strength of this effect is much larger for affective empathy (d = .83) than 

cognitive empathy (d = .41). When measuring empathy, it is therefore critical to 

differentiate between the two components, as is done in this thesis. It is hoped that by 

examining these types of empathy separately, stronger understanding can be gleaned 

regarding the individual contribution of each type to OB. 

1.2.4.1. Empathy and Personality 

Empathy is considered to be a relatively stable personality trait (Mangione et al., 

2002) and individual difference factor (Jolliffe & Farrington, 2004). Within the FFM, 

empathy is regarded as integral to agreeableness (Graziano & Eisenberg, 1997) – 

particularly the facet of tender-mindedness (Costa et al., 2001). Meanwhile, given that lack 

of empathy is often regarded as the core (Heym et al., 2019) of the DT traits (Paulhus & 

Williams, 2002), much research attention has been paid to investigating the nuances of 

relations between empathy and these three traits. 

 Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy have all been shown by 

Schimmenti et al. (2019) to be negatively associated with cognitive, affective, and global 

empathy. These findings align with those of Reniers et al. (2011) regarding 

Machiavellianism and psychopathy, but narcissism was not examined in their research. 

Nonetheless, other studies have yielded conflicting findings. For instance, Heym et al. 
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(2019) found all three DT traits to be negatively associated with affective empathy, but 

cognitive empathy was not implicated in any of the DT traits. Similarly, in other studies 

psychopathy (Mayer et al., 2018; Wai & Tiliopoulos, 2012) and Machiavellianism (Wai & 

Tiliopoulos, 2012) have been negatively associated with affective and global empathy, but 

not related to cognitive empathy. It is therefore evident that more research is needed in 

order to clarify the associations between the DT and different types of empathy.  

 Of the three DT traits, narcissism appears to be the least consistent in terms of the 

strength and direction of its relationship with empathy. This trait is typically negatively 

associated with affective empathy (e.g., Hepper et al., 2014; Wai & Tiliopoulos, 2012). 

However, while Hepper et al. (2014) found narcissism to also be negatively associated 

with cognitive empathy, in another study by Wai and Tiliopoulos (2012), the two 

constructs were positively related. Moreover, among studies that investigate empathy in all 

three DT traits, psychopathy consistently yields the largest effect sizes, while narcissism 

tends to only be weakly related to the various types of empathy. 

The precise relation between narcissism and each type of empathy therefore remains 

in need of further clarification, while the picture is much clearer for psychopathy and 

Machiavellianism. It appears that these two traits are linked to affective empathy deficits, 

but interestingly, individuals who score high on these traits may possess unencumbered 

cognitive empathy skills. Indeed, the ability to accurately interpret others’ cognitions, and 

predict their intentions, is likely a necessary component of the interpersonal manipulation 

ability that is inherent in these personality traits (Wai & Tiliopoulos, 2012). Meanwhile, 

the observed deficits in affective empathy may serve to facilitate the calloused 

manipulation that is characteristic of Machiavellian and psychopathic individuals. In 

examining empathy alongside DT and FFM personality profiles, the present research will 

aid in elucidating whether empathy is part of broader personality models, or if it exists as a 
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construct in its own right, as well as its relative contributions to OB and whether these vary 

according to type of empathy examined. 

1.2.4.2. Empathy, Aggression, and Offending Behaviour 

Extensive research has examined the role of empathy in various types of aggressive, 

antisocial, and OBs (see, e.g., reviews by Farrington et al., 2017; Jolliffe & Farrington, 

2004; & van Langen et al., 2014). Many of these studies utilise offender samples, and 

clinical psychopathy is often examined in conjunction with other variables. As the 

diagnostic criteria for clinical psychopathy include items such as manipulation, parasitic 

lifestyle, callousness, and lack of remorse (Hare, 1991, 2003), it is evident that empathy 

deficits are intrinsic to this particular PD (Nigel et al., 2018). Lower levels of empathy are 

also implicated in a variety of calloused, antisocial behaviour, including aggression, 

violence, and criminality (Reniers et al., 2011), as well as conduct disorder in children and 

antisocial PD in adults (APA, 2013). These findings point to empathy’s clear relevance to 

individual offending pathways. 

 Results of these studies indicate that empathy deficits are commonly associated 

with psychopathy and are conducive to aggressive, antisocial, or OB. It has been argued 

(Blake & Gannon, 2008) that empathy deficits enable an individual to engage in such 

behaviours because, by not having high levels of empathy, they fail to appreciate the 

feelings of their victims. In this way, having strong empathy can be regarded as a 

protective factor (Jolliffe & Farrington, 2004), inhibiting aggression and criminality while 

encouraging prosocial or altruistic behaviour (Blake & Gannon, 2008; Horsley & Ireland, 

2010; Richardson et al., 1994). However, some conflicting results are present in the extant 

literature. For instance, Domes et al. (2013) found that although offender status was 

associated with empathy deficits in their sample, psychopathy was not. Meanwhile, another 

study (Mayer et al., 2018) reported that offender status was not related to empathy, but 

psychopathy was associated with empathy deficits. Interestingly, Brook and Kosson (2013) 
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reported that psychopathic participants demonstrated deficits in cognitive empathy, but this 

effect was specific to negatively valenced emotions (i.e., fear, sadness). Participants did 

not display deficits in recognition of positively valenced emotions. The authors highlight 

that this finding aligns with Blair’s (1995, 2001) Violence Inhibition Model, which asserts 

that we have evolved psychological mechanisms which inhibit violence and facilitate 

prosocial behaviour when we are confronted with distress exhibited by other people (Brook 

& Kosson, 2013, p. 163). According to this model, psychopathic individuals possess faulty 

violence inhibition systems, resulting in insensitivity to others’ fear and sadness. This may 

explain why psychopathic participants failed to demonstrate appropriate sensitivity to 

visual displays of fear and sadness in Brook and Kosson’s (2013) study. 

 Meta-analyses that interrogate the relationships between empathy and OB are far 

less ambiguous: across the board, offenders are reported to score lower on empathy than 

non-offenders. Van Langen et al. (2014) concluded that this effect is much stronger for 

cognitive empathy (d = .43) than affective empathy (d = .19); the same trend was reported 

by Jolliffe and Farrington (2004). However, these associations may not be as 

straightforward as they appear. For example, Robinson and Rogers (2015) asked 

psychopathic offenders to respond truthfully to self-report empathy measures in one 

condition, and to engage in positive impression management in another condition. In the 

truthful condition, offenders (regardless of their level of psychopathy) exhibited intact 

cognitive empathy, but a lack of affective empathy. However, when instructed to engage in 

positive impression management, the offenders feigned sufficient cognitive and affective 

empathy with ease, yielding much higher scores on both scales than when asked to be 

truthful. This signifies the importance of incorporating scales that assess response style 

when conducting research with offender groups, while also highlighting that offenders may 

be capable of feigning empathy when necessary, potentially enabling their ability to 
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manipulate and transgress against others. In order to preserve data integrity, the current 

research therefore includes measures designed to detect such response styles. 

 It is worth noting that when researching empathy and OB, particular focus is often 

afforded to sexual offending, as this type of offence has long been theorised (e.g., 

Finkelhor, 1984; Malamuth, 1988; Marshall & Barbaree, 1990) to inherently involve poor 

empathy with one’s victims. This deficit is believed to be a significant aetiological factor 

that contributes to, and maintains, this type of OB (Marshall et al., 1995). For instance, in 

child sex offenders, low levels of empathy for children may contribute to the commission 

of this type of abuse, while this empathy deficit also facilitates OB in adult rape offenders 

because their sexual arousal is believed to be unimpeded by empathy for their victim’s 

distress (Marshall et al., 1995). Consequently, empathy skills training is often incorporated 

as an essential component of sex offender treatment programs (Ward & Durrant, 2013). 

However, Roche et al. (2011) found that although time in treatment was positively 

associated with level of victim empathy among a sample of incarcerated sex offenders, 

clinical psychopathy moderated this relationship: psychopathic sex offenders did not show 

an increase in victim empathy because of time in treatment. Thus, the critical role of 

psychopathy in relationships between empathy and OB is becoming increasingly apparent 

through findings such as these. 

 Nonetheless, when psychopathy is not present, empathy does appear to be strongly 

related to sexual offending behaviour. Schuler et al. (2019) compared two samples of men 

with paedophilia: one sample who had committed child sex offences, and another who had 

not acted on their paedophilic urges (non-offending paedophiles). They found that the non-

offending sample possessed superior cognitive empathy compared to the offenders. 

Moreover, the authors conducted a longitudinal extension of this study (Schuler et al., 

2021), observing that their cross-sectional findings held over time; this adds temporal 

weight to the notion that cognitive empathy may play an important protective role in 
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preventing this type of offense. Findings of these studies therefore converge to highlight 

the importance of: (a) considering the role of psychopathy, and (b) parsing sexual 

offending from other types of OB when conducting research on empathy in forensic 

samples. Consequently, the present research investigates empathy’s contribution to sexual 

offending independently from other offence types. 

1.2.5. Irritability 

 This thesis also incorporates an examination of the role of irritability in OB. 

Despite irritability appearing with great frequency within the literature on individual 

differences and aggression (Anderson, 1997; Bettencourt et al., 2006; Caprara, 

Barbaranelli, & Zimbardo, 1996; Caprara, Cinanni, et al., 1985; Zillman & Weaver, 2007), 

violence (Caprara, Alessandri, et al., 2013; Caprara, Paciello, et al., 2007; Caprara, Tisak, 

et al., 2014), or OB (Firestone et al., 2005; Walters, 2020), there is still a distinct lack of 

clarity and consensus regarding its definition (Barata et al., 2016; Toohey & DiGiuseppe, 

2017). Indeed, irritability is often conflated with hostility, trait aggression, or trait anger 

(Deveney et al., 2019), and may be intrinsically linked with these constructs.  

 In 1957, Buss and Durkee introduced the Hostility Inventory, which comprises two 

subscales: irritability and emotional susceptibility. In this inventory, irritability is 

operationalised as “a readiness to explode with negative affect at the slightest provocation” 

(Buss & Durkee, 1957, p. 343). In an attempt to validate an Italian translation of the 

Hostility Inventory, Caprara (1983, as cited in Caprara, Cinanni, et al., 1985) found that 

only the irritability subscale yielded adequate internal consistency, suggesting that 

irritability is a construct in its own right, rather than a component of hostility. Caprara, 

Cinanni, et al. (1985) subsequently published an English-language scale to measure 

irritability in isolation. 

 In the two decades that followed Caprara, Cinanni, et al.’s (1985) work, irritability 

was poorly defined or differentiated from related constructs in the literature. Consequently, 
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on the basis of a systematic review and qualitative interviews with laypeople, Barata et al. 

(2016) proposed a new comprehensive definition. According to these authors, irritability 

is: (a) an emotional process, (b) involving proneness to experiencing negative affective 

states, (c) which may or may not be outwardly expressed, (d) and which may also include 

feeling that one’s emotional response is unjustified or disproportionate, yet is difficult to 

control (Barata et al., 2016, p. 10). This thorough parsing of the key components of 

irritability has provided clarity about the construct, something that had previously been 

lacking in the literature and which will aid the present research’s investigation of 

irritability’s role in OB. 

 Another source of conflation in the existing literature is that the label of irritability 

has often been used interchangeably with hostility. For instance, Anderson (1997) used 

Caprara, Cinanni, et al.’s (1985) Irritability Scale to measure what he labelled ‘trait 

hostility’; this is despite the fact that the Irritability Scale was created from the irritability 

subscale of the aforementioned Hostility Inventory (Buss & Durkee, 1957). As such, 

irritability is conceptualised as one component of hostility, these two constructs are 

inherently linked and likely to overlap significantly. The waters muddy further when 

aggression is considered: Caprara, Barbaranelli, and Zimbardo (1996) assert that hostility 

is essentially a form of interpersonal aggression (p. 147), and Buss and Perry’s (1992) 

Aggression Questionnaire includes a hostility subscale that is said to encompass the 

cognitive component of aggressive behaviour. However, some empirical evidence supports 

the interlinking of these constructs. For instance, in a longitudinal study by Caprara, Tisak, 

et al. (2014), irritability and hostile rumination were found to contribute reciprocally to one 

another’s development, and hostile rumination mediated the relationship between 

irritability and violence. The authors concluded that irritability represents lack of control 

over negative affective states, which can exacerbate the impact of situations that are 

conducive to eliciting reactive aggression. Similarly, in adolescents, irritability has been 
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found to be positively associated with physical and verbal aggression and violence 

(Caprara, Paciello, et al., 2007). When taken together, this evidence suggests that although 

not the same, hostility and irritability may overlap and interact with one another 

substantially.  

 In light of the somewhat convoluted state of the literature on this topic, the current 

research adopts ‘irritability’ as the preferred label, as this construct will be measured via 

the Irritability Scale (Caprara, Cinanni, et al., 1985). Nonetheless, studies that have 

investigated ‘hostility’ rather than ‘irritability’ are still deemed relevant to providing an 

empirical justification for the inclusion of this variable. Hostility has often been theorised 

(e.g., Hall & Hirschman, 1991; Marshall & Barbaree, 1990) to play a role in the aetiology 

of sexual offending. This proposition has been supported in the literature, with a meta-

analysis by Hanson and Morton (2003) reporting a significant association between hostility 

and recidivism in sex offenders. Indeed, one study (Quinsey et al., 1998) reported hostility 

to be the best predictor of violent and sexual recidivism, with violent and sexual recidivists 

reporting significantly higher levels of hostility than non-recidivists. Firestone et al. (2005) 

also found that hostility was significantly related to having prior charges, the use of 

violence in the index offense, sexual recidivism, and violent recidivism among a sample of 

adult male sex offenders. The association between hostility and both types of recidivism 

remained even after controlling for risk level, further signifying its strength. Hostility has 

also been linked to impulsive aggression among male undergraduate students (Zillman & 

Weaver, 2007) and to criminal violence in adolescents (Walters, 2020). Thus, because of 

the nebulousness in the literature when attempting to parse irritability from hostility, it 

would be remiss to investigate one of these constructs without also considering the 

findings of research that have examined the other.  

 Given that irritability is considered to be a personality trait as opposed to a transient 

state, it may therefore hold incisive utility within this thesis’ examination of personality 
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traits and OB. Indeed, in an eight-year longitudinal study (Caprara, Paciello, et al., 2007), 

irritability was found to be highly stable; this provides support for its conceptualisation as a 

trait. A meta-analysis by Dill et al. (1997) further showed that individual and situational 

factors may both represent important determinants of aggression, and Caprara, 

Barbaranelli, and Zimbardo (1996) proposed aggression to be predicted by three traits: 

irritability, hostile rumination, and tolerance towards violence. Two studies (Caprara, 

Alessandri, et al., 2013; Caprara, Barbaranelli, & Zimbardo, 1996) found irritability to be 

positively correlated with neuroticism and negatively associated with agreeableness; 

consequently, aggression may be predicted by low agreeableness and high neuroticism 

(Caprara, Barbaranelli, & Zimbardo, 1996), as this combination of traits predisposes an 

individual to high levels of irritability. Meanwhile, it has been suggested (Dill et al., 1997) 

that people whose personalities incline them to aggression, such as those high in 

irritability, interpret ambiguous situations with hostility or expectations thereof. This 

proposition aligns with the findings of Bettencourt et al. (2006), who observed trait 

irritability to predict aggression under both provoking and neutral conditions. Thus, 

individuals who are high in trait irritability experience heightened sensitivity to 

provocation and susceptibility to loss of temper (Deveney et al., 2019). They may therefore 

navigate the world perceiving and expecting hostility in situations where others do not, 

subsequently leading them to aggress. This idea holds theoretical parallelism with 

interpersonal theory’s proposition that individuals with a hostile-dominant interpersonal 

style are similarly prone to perceiving ambiguous interpersonal situations with hostility 

(Carson, 1979; Daffern et al., 2012; Kiesler, 1987) and are likely to behave accordingly 

when they approach such interactions (see Section 1.2.3.3.). It is therefore evident that 

theoretical and empirical evidence amply support the inclusion of irritability as an 

additional personality feature to examine in the present research.  
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1.2.6. Criminal Thinking Style 

1.2.6.1. Background 

Finally, when considering individual differences and OB, criminal attitudes also 

appear be relevant. According to previous work (Simourd, 1997; Simourd & van de Ven, 

1999), the decision to engage in a given behaviour is driven by two factors: the person’s 

attitude towards the behaviour, and their awareness of the subjective norms surrounding 

that behaviour. Thus, within this proposition, criminal attitudes are intrinsically linked to 

criminal behaviour (Simourd et al., 2015). In correctional research, the term ‘criminal 

attitudes’ (e.g., Eichelsheim et al., 2015; Simourd, 1997; Simourd & van de Ven, 1999) is 

often used interchangeably with ‘criminal thinking’ (e.g., Knight et al., 2006; Walters, 

2006, 2012, 2016), although both refer to attitudes, values, beliefs, and rationalisations 

supportive of criminal conduct (Simourd, 1997, p. 53). These elements make up a large 

part of antisocial cognition, one of the four factors most integral to predicting and 

managing recidivism risk in offenders (Andrews et al., 2006; Andrews & Bonta, 1994, 

2010a; Bonta & Andrews, 2017). The inclusion of criminal attitudes may therefore 

complement this thesis’ focus on personality traits by contributing to its model of 

individual differences in OB. 

1.2.6.2. Empirical Links 

Gendreau et al. (1992) were among the first to assess whether criminal attitudes are 

related to behavioural outcomes. Their meta-analysis revealed that, among six relevant 

domains, antisocial peers/attitudes were the strongest predictor of adult criminal behaviour. 

Since then, criminal attitudes have been found to be associated with self-reported antisocial 

behaviour (Riopka et al., 2015), juvenile delinquency (Simourd & Andrews, 1994), prison 

misconduct (Gendreau et al., 1997), recidivism (Andrews et al., 2006; Banse et al., 2013; 

Gendreau et al., 1996; Walters, 2012, 2016), and psychopathy (Tangney et al., 2012). 

Research further suggests that not only do offenders hold stronger pro-criminal attitudes 
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than non-offenders, but repeat offenders report higher levels of these attitudes than first-

time prisoners (Walters, 2003). This illustrates the reciprocal way criminal attitudes and 

criminal behaviour impact one another and supports the importance of including this 

variable in the present research examining individual differences and OB.  

There is some evidence to suggest that level of criminal attitudes may vary as a 

function of offence type. For instance, Simourd and van de Ven (1999) found that violent 

offenders reported lower levels of criminal attitudes than property offenders. Further, it has 

been found (Boduszek & Hyland, 2012; Walters, 2006) that child sex offenders and white-

collar offenders may display lower levels of criminal attitudes than other types of 

offenders. Indeed, Witte et al. (2006) assessed criminal attitudes among sex offenders pre- 

and post-treatment; they found that criminal attitudes predicted non-sexual violent and 

nonviolent recidivism, but not sexual recidivism, after 3-year follow-up. Accordingly, this 

thesis considers different offence types in its examination of the individual factors related 

to OB. 

Further support for the inclusion of criminal attitudes in this thesis comes from 

research investigating personality traits. Specifically, personality traits have been found to 

be related to criminal attitudes among offenders, with some researchers (e.g., Topalli et al., 

2014) even considering them to be a component of an individual’s personality. According 

to Mills et al. (2004), individuals with a criminal personality (i.e., antisocial personality 

traits) likely possess criminal attitudes, but an individual can hold criminal attitudes 

without demonstrating criminal personality traits. It is therefore recommended researchers 

and practitioners do not assume that if an individual presents with antisocial personality 

traits, they will also report criminal attitudes. Nonetheless, certain personality traits appear 

to be relevant to this construct.  

Research in this area is sparse and has tended to apply Eysenck’s PEN model when 

examining traits. One study (Boduszek et al., 2011) examined psychoticism, criminal 
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associates, and recidivism levels as predictors of criminal attitudes among ex-prisoners; 

they found that 71% of the variance in attitudes could be attributed to these three factors, 

with psychoticism emerging as the greatest predictor. Similarly, in a sample of male 

prisoners with learning difficulties, Boduszek et al. (2012) found that criminal thinking 

was predicted by psychoticism, extraversion, neuroticism, in-group ties, and in-group 

affect, with main effects observed for the roles of extraversion and psychoticism. Lastly, 

one study (Eichelsheim et al., 2015) investigated the roles of FFM (McCrae & Costa, 

1987) traits in a large (n = 1,612) offender sample. Using just two subscales (Tolerance for 

Law Violations and Identification with Criminal Others) of a larger criminal attitudes 

measure (Criminal Sentiments Scale-Modified2; Simourd, 1997), they found that higher 

levels of tolerance for law violations were related to low neuroticism and agreeableness 

and high openness to experience. Meanwhile, higher levels of identification with criminal 

others were associated with low conscientiousness, neuroticism, agreeableness, and 

openness to experience. Together, these findings indicate that low agreeableness and 

conscientiousness may be particularly relevant to the presence of criminal attitudes, while 

the roles of neuroticism and openness to experience are less clear. This thesis will expand 

upon these findings by incorporating the FFM and criminal attitudes, among other 

variables, in its investigation of OB. 

1.3. Original Contribution to Knowledge 

This thesis represents an innovative, original contribution to knowledge in a 

number of important ways. First, it is the first to systematically review associations 

between personality traits and actual OB, rather than the broader constructs of aggressive 

or antisocial behaviour. Second, although studies have been undertaken to explore the 

relationships between personality traits and OB in the past, these studies have left 

 
2 See Chapter 5 for more information about this instrument. 
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significant gaps in the literature that warrant further investigation. For instance, most of the 

studies that examine personality traits and OB conduct their investigations solely through 

either the FFM (McCrae & Costa, 1987) of normative personality traits or the DT (Paulhus 

& Williams, 2002) model of pathological traits. Consequently, despite decades of research, 

no reliable patterns have been observed in regard to the traits that are implicated in OB. 

Hence, this thesis will build upon previous studies by exploring the contributions of both 

the FFM and DT models together. This approach has the potential to advance our 

knowledge of how the traits subsumed within these widely-applied models may interact, 

thereby providing a more comprehensive and holistic understanding of human personality.  

 Third, the vast majority of existing studies investigating the role of personality 

traits in OB have adopted a linear, variable-centred approach to their examinations. 

However, this method does not allow for analyses of interactions between the various 

traits. This thesis will be the first to attempt to elucidate trait profiles using both the FFM 

and the DT and compare these profiles between ex-offenders and community samples from 

the US and the UK. The profile approach is additionally advantageous in comparison to the 

variable approach because it has potential to inform individualised, person-centred 

treatment interventions to be designed that target an offender’s unique trait profile and 

subsequent treatment needs (Dargis & Koenigs, 2018). Contributing to relevant bodies of 

knowledge, the current research therefore also has potential to extend beyond theory by 

having real-world, practical utility in forensic psychiatric hospitals and prisons. 

 Finally, this thesis is the first empirical research to wed personality trait profiles, 

level of personality functioning, interpersonal style, empathy, irritability, and criminal 

attitudes together in one investigation. By including other aspects of relational3, affective4, 

and cognitive5 differences relevant to OB, it will attempt to establish a comprehensive 

 
3 Interpersonal style, LPF 
4 Irritability, affective empathy 
5 Criminal attitudes, cognitive empathy 
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picture of personality-based drivers of OB that extends beyond individual traits or trait 

profiles alone. In this manner, this thesis represents an original contribution to 

psychological knowledge that addresses important gaps identified in the extant literature. 
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CHAPTER 2: THE ASSOCIATION(S) BETWEEN FIVE FACTOR 

MODEL AND DARK TRIAD TRAITS AND OB IN ADULTS - A 

SYSTEMATIC REVIEW 

2.1. Introduction 

2.1.1. Background 

The need for forensic psychiatric services is on the rise in many countries 

worldwide. Studies have shown that in the past thirty years, forensic admissions and 

expenditures have increased significantly in Canada (Jansman-Hart et al., 2011), the US 

(Jansman-Hart et al., 2011), and across Europe (Jansman-Hart et al., 2011; Salize & 

Dressing, 2007). Moreover, many forensic patients remain in forensic care long-term 

(Duke et al., 2018), and the prison population of England and Wales has nearly doubled in 

size since 1990 (Sturge, 2019). Illustrating the significant financial burden this poses, in 

England and Wales, the average annual expenditure is approximately £26,000 per prisoner 

(Sturge, 2019) and £175,000 per forensic psychiatric patient (Duke et al., 2018). 

These increasing admission rates, considerable costs, and lengthy stays in forensic 

institutions highlight a clear need for an increased understanding of the key drivers of 

offending behaviour (OB). This heightened understanding can then be used to inform 

effective treatment interventions (WHO, n.d.), subsequently contributing to decreases in 

recidivism rates (Padfield & Maruna, 2006) and the high costs associated with crime (e.g., 

Easton et al., 2014; European Commission, 2011; Heeks et al., 2018; Mai & Subramanian, 

2017). In health settings, there has been a growing awareness of the need for more person-

centered treatment approaches (e.g., Alexiou et al., 2018; Santos & Cutliffe, 2018).  

As discussed in Chapter 1, this thesis seeks to identify trait profiles comprising both 

Five-Factor Model (FFM) and Dark Triad (DT) traits. The present review therefore aims to 

systematically investigate associations between OB and each of the personality traits 

included in these models, with the FFM encompassing the adaptive traits that have often 

been examined alongside OB, and the DT representing the more socially aversive traits 
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that have received much less research attention in adult offender populations. In so doing, 

this systematic review seeks to provide important contributions to our current 

understanding of key drivers of OB while simultaneously informing more individualised, 

person-centred treatment approaches. 

2.1.2. Personality Trait Models 

  Personality, which refers to an individual’s characteristic way of thinking, feeling, 

and behaving (Miller & Lynam, 2001), is considered to be one of the most significant 

predictors of propensity towards OB (Bonta & Andrews, 2017; Eysenck, 2008). Decades 

of research have examined the links between personality traits and offending (see Jones et 

al., 2011 for a review), yet these empirical investigations continue to yield inconsistent and 

conflicting results regarding the precise nature, direction, and strength of these 

associations. Consequently, this systematic review synthesises and evaluates the findings 

of previous studies that have measured potential links between Five-Factor Model (FFM; 

McCrae & Costa, 1987) and Dark Triad (DT; Paulhus & Williams, 2002) personality traits 

and OB. 

2.1.2.1. The Five-Factor Model 

 Eysenck (1964) was the first to assert that personality traits could predispose 

individuals to OB. Building on the foundations laid by Eysenck’s (1964) and Eysenck and 

Eysenck’s (1970) early works (see Chapter 1, Section 1.2.1.1.), today the FFM (McCrae & 

Costa, 1987) is the most widely used model of personality (Soto et al., 2016). However, in 

comparison to the overall wide applications of the FFM in psychological research6, 

relatively few studies have applied this model to investigations of OB. In these studies, it is 

 
6 For example, this model has been employed to describe associations between personality and 

perfectionism (Smith et al., 2019), burnout (Alarcon et al., 2009), personal values (Parks-Leduc et 

al., 2014), relationship satisfaction (Malouff et al., 2010), job satisfaction (Judge et al., 2002), 

smoking (Malouff et al., 2006), physical inactivity (Sutin et al., 2016), alcohol use (Malouff et al., 

2007), emotion regulation (Barańczuk, 2019a), alexithymia (Barańczuk, 2019b), personality 

disorders (Ostendorf, 2000), and symptoms of clinical disorders (Malouff et al., 2005). 
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common for OB to be operationalised as delinquent or anti-social inclinations (see Cale, 

2006; Miller & Lynam, 2001), often measured via self-report questionnaires with non-

offender or community samples (e.g., Heaven, 1996). Over the years, this body of research 

has continued to yield contradictory results. For instance, some studies have found a 

positive association between neuroticism and offending (Heaven et al., 2004; Miller et al., 

2003; O’Riordan & O’Connell, 2014), while others have failed to observe a statistically 

significant link between these variables (Heaven, 1996; Heaven & Virgen, 2001). 

Likewise, a positive correlation between extraversion and OB has been found in some 

studies (Heaven et al., 2004; John et al., 1994; O’Riordan & O’Connell, 2014) but not in 

others (Heaven & Virgen, 2001; ter Laak et al., 2003). Thus, existing research has failed to 

consistently and fully explain the associations between normal personality traits (Larstone 

et al., 2002) and self-reported OB in non-offender samples. 

One possible reason for the inconsistent findings across studies may the varying 

ways in which OB has been operationalised. Consequently, some studies have sought to 

determine whether FFM traits may be used to explain specific types of offending. 

However, the vast majority of these studies have focused exclusively on sexual offending. 

For instance, Madsen et al. (2006) found that child sex offender (CSO) participants self-

reported high levels of neuroticism and low levels of conscientiousness. This negative 

association between conscientiousness and CSO offending aligns with what has previously 

been observed in studies of the FFM and general offending (e.g., Miller & Lynam, 2001). 

However, because consistency surrounding the role of neuroticism in OB has not yet been 

established, firm conclusions can not be drawn from Madsen et al.’s (2006) observed 

association between this trait and sexual offending.  

Other studies of FFM traits among sex offenders have produced further conflicting 

results, with no consistent patterns having emerged from this body of research to date. This 

may be attributable to the studies’ varying sample characteristics and research questions. 
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For instance, FFM traits have been examined in CSOs and adult sex offenders (SOs) with 

and without histories of childhood trauma (Becerra-García et al., 2012); SOs, non-SO 

offenders, and non-offender control participants (Becerra-García, García-León, Muela-

Martinez, & Egan, 2013); CSOs who offended against immediate family members, step-

family members, or extra-familial children (Dennison et al., 2001); and convicted CSOs 

and SOs alongside non-convicted SOs (Carvalho & Nobre, 2019). Thus, because research 

in this area utilises such varying offender groups, direct comparisons between studies 

cannot always be made, nor is there an opportunity for consistent results to emerge from 

the data.  

However, given the lack of established patterns in the existing literature regarding 

associations between FFM traits and OB, it is imperative that different offence types be 

examined to ascertain whether these discrepancies are the result of varying personality-

related drivers of OB across offence types. This therefore constitutes a key aim of the 

present review. Furthermore, although the FFM has established its position in the field of 

personality research as the dominant model through which to explore the role of 

personality traits in various types of behaviour, the inconsistent findings discussed here 

illustrate that this model falls short of capturing the full extent to which personality traits 

may play a role in OB. Thus, in order to address this shortcoming of the FFM and better 

elucidate the full range of personality traits that may be implicated in offending, this 

review also incorporates a model of darker personality known as the Dark Triad (Paulhus 

& Williams, 2002). 

2.1.2.2. The Dark Triad 

 The three traits that comprise the Dark Triad (Paulhus & Williams, 2002) are 

Machiavellianism, subclinical narcissism, and subclinical psychopathy. While these three 

constructs are theoretically distinct, they share some core elements: social malevolence, 

affective callousness, and a distinct lack of empathy (Jones & Figueredo, 2013). Despite its 
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popularity in personality research (Furnham et al., 2013), the vast majority of studies 

involving the DT have utilised nonclinical, non-offender samples to examine self-reported 

instances of antisocial behaviour, calling into question the ecological validity of the results. 

These studies have yielded somewhat inconsistent findings, which may be attributable to 

the varying forms of behaviour employed as outcome variables in these studies.  

Associations have been observed between all three DT traits and less positive 

attitudes towards animals (operationalised as a ‘red flag’ indicator of future violent 

behaviour towards animals and, eventually, humans; Kavanagh et al., 2013); bullying 

among university students (Baughman et al., 2012); and self-reported delinquent behaviour 

in Saudi Arabian adolescents (Wright et al., 2017). In addition, subclinical psychopathy 

has been uniquely associated with self-reported acts of cruelty towards animals (Kavanagh 

et al., 2013); self-reported acts of physical aggression (Jones & Neria, 2015); self-reported 

cyber-bullying in adolescents (Pabian et al., 2015); rape-enabling attitudes in adults 

(Jonason et al., 2017); and self-reported acts of violence in the general population 

(Westhead & Egan, 2015). Nonetheless, there is a significant dearth of research 

investigating DT traits in convicted offenders or in conjunction with documented OB. This 

review will therefore critically examine the findings of existing studies to provide tailored 

recommendations for future investigations of the DT model and OB. 

2.1.3. Previous Reviews 

Currently, no reviews exist that examine associations between personality traits and 

actual OB. However, three previous reviews have been conducted on the associations 

between personality traits and antisocial or aggressive behaviour, which are 

operationalised in these reviews as proxies for offending. The first, a meta-analysis by 

Miller and Lynam (2001), examined the FFM, PEN, and two other personality models. The 

authors concluded that low levels of agreeableness and conscientiousness are implicated in 

antisocial behaviour. In 2006, Cale reviewed relationships between the traits of 
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extraversion, neuroticism, and impulsivity and antisocial behaviour. Across 52 included 

studies, 73% of the samples found a positive association (mean r = .10) between 

extraversion and antisocial behaviour, and 84% of the samples found a positive link (mean 

r = .18) between neuroticism and the outcome variable. Cale’s (2006) review therefore 

concluded that there was a small positive association between both extraversion and 

neuroticism and antisocial behaviour. Finally, Jones et al. (2011) performed a meta-

analysis on the links between FFM traits and antisocial behaviour or aggression. Their 

review, limited to studies published between 2000 and 2010, found that each trait was 

linked to one or both of the two outcome variables. For antisocial behaviour, there was a 

small positive effect for neuroticism and moderate negative effects for agreeableness and 

conscientiousness. For aggression, there were small negative associations for extraversion 

and openness, and small to moderate associations for neuroticism (positive), agreeableness 

(negative), and conscientiousness (negative).  

2.1.4. Summary 

Overall, the findings of previous studies and reviews suggest that conscientiousness 

and agreeableness are negatively linked with antisocial or aggressive behaviour, whilst 

neuroticism is positively associated with these outcomes. Extraversion was positively 

linked with antisocial behaviour in one review (Cale, 2006), but negatively associated with 

this outcome in another (Jones et al., 2011). Openness was only implicated, via a negative 

association, in one of the three previous reviews. It is furthermore noteworthy that none of 

these reviews incorporated Dark Triad traits in their analyses, and that few original studies 

have examined this model in conjunction with actual OB. Thus, although substantive, this 

body of previous research illustrates the need for further investigations to take a more 

nuanced focus on associations between various types of actual OB and traits that capture 

the full range of human personality.  
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2.1.5. Rationale 

2.1.5.1. Methodological Limitations of Previous Research 

The results of these previous studies need to be interpreted with caution. Reliance 

on non-offender adolescent or young adult samples means that many of these findings 

cannot be regarded as representative of potential links between FFM or DT traits and 

actual OB, particularly among adults. Furthermore, the use of self-report instruments to 

measure delinquent behaviour poses concerns regarding the validity of the results 

(Schwarz, 1999). To that end, when self-report instruments are used to measure instances 

of antisocial or socially condemned behaviour, it is imperative to account for the likelihood 

that some participants may not be completely truthful in their responses (Crowne & 

Marlowe, 1964; Hart et al., 2015). Consequently, some recent studies have begun to adopt 

more methodologically robust approaches by utilising offender samples and relying on 

official records of offence histories rather than self-report measures of criminality. To 

delineate the links between personality traits and OB, not only antisocial or aggressive 

behaviour or intent, this systematic review focuses exclusively on those studies that have 

researched links between FFM or DT traits and various types of actual OB among 

individuals over the age of 18. The quality of the included studies is also assessed and 

discussed. 

2.1.5.2. Knowledge Gaps 

 Although the body of research examining associations between personality and 

offending is well established, the approaches taken by the different studies have varied 

dramatically. For instance, some studies examine prisoner samples, others utilise forensic 

psychiatric patients, and still others use community participants. Some of these studies 

compare their samples to control participants or norm data, while others do not. When 

operationalising their variables, some studies measure OB through the examination of 

official criminal justice records, while others rely on self-report questionnaires. Some 
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studies draw comparisons on demographic variables (e.g., age, gender, nationality), while 

others do not. In some studies, comparisons are made between different types (e.g., violent 

vs. non-violent) or frequency (e.g., recidivism rates) of OB, but many others fail to 

investigate these distinctions. Finally, across this body of literature, there is also a lack of 

consistency in the personality measures and models used to examine the links between 

traits and criminality. This review is therefore the first to systematically compare the 

results of previous studies across this diverse body of research in an effort to elucidate the 

inherent complexity in drivers of OB. 

2.1.6. Objectives 

 This review aims to systematically examine the extant literature in order to (a) 

synthesise the results of previous studies that have researched the relationship(s) between 

FFM or DT personality traits and OB in adult samples, and (b) identify patterns, 

inconsistencies, and gaps in the literature in relation to the following research questions: 

1. What trends are evident in the extant literature regarding the associations between 

each of the FFM traits and OB? 

2. What trends are evident in the extant literature regarding the associations between 

each of the DT traits and OB? 

3. Do the associations between FFM/DT traits and OB differ according to offence 

type? 

4. Do the associations between FFM/DT traits and OB differ according to gender? 

5. Do the associations between FFM/DT traits and OB differ according to the 

personality model or measurement tools used? 

2.2. Method 

 The PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-

Analyses; Moher et al., 2009) guidelines were adhered to when carrying out this review. 

This study is registered with Open Science Framework and can be accessed at 

https://osf.io/ch6ke/. 
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2.2.1. Search Strategy 

 This review is based on a systematic search of PsycINFO, PsycARTICLES, 

SCOPUS, and relevant ProQuest databases. Abstracts, keywords, and titles were searched 

using the string (dark triad OR psychopat* OR Machiavell* OR narcissis* OR five factor 

OR big five OR big 5 OR neuroticis* OR agreeabl* OR conscientiou* OR openness OR 

extr*ver*) AND (offend* OR criminal*) NOT (young OR youth OR adolescen* OR 

juvenile$). Publication date was not restricted.  

2.2.2. Study Selection 

2.2.2.1. Eligibility Criteria 

  To be included in the review, studies must have met the following criteria: 

reported in a published journal article, conference paper, or dissertation; consisting of 

original data (i.e., no reviews, meta-analyses, book chapters, etc.); available in full-text; 

and in English. Only studies that used participants aged 18 years or over were eligible for 

inclusion, as previous research overwhelmingly indicates that, prior to adulthood, one’s 

personality has not yet fully formed (Costa & McCrae, 1997; McCrae & Costa, 1994). In 

addition, in light of the conceptual issues discussed in the introduction, if a study’s sample 

comprised the general population rather than institutionalised or community-based 

offenders, the self-reported ‘offending behaviour’ measured in the study must have been 

actual criminal offending, not merely antisocial, aggressive, or delinquent behaviour (e.g., 

running away from home; hitting a schoolmate; cheating on a school exam, etc.). 

Personality must have been measured using self-report questionnaire(s) that tap into one of 

the following personality models: FFM (McCrae & Costa, 1987), PEN (Eysenck, 1964; 

Eysenck & Eysenck, 1970), HEXACO (Ashton et al., 2004), or DT (Paulhus & Williams, 

2002). Finally, studies must have analysed a direct, independent link between the 

personality trait(s) in question and OB, even if this was not their primary objective. Studies 



57 

 

 

 

were excluded if the psychopathy or narcissism being measured was clinical rather than 

subclinical (i.e., Narcissistic Personality Disorder or clinical psychopathy). 

2.2.2.2. Selection Process 

 Titles were screened for eligibility, yielding 516 potential studies for inclusion. 

Papers were exported to a citation manager software and de-duplicated. Three hundred and 

fifty abstracts were screened, of which 194 were excluded and 156 chosen for screening in 

full-text. The full-text screening resulted in 48 papers for data extraction (reasons for 

exclusion are summarised in Table 2.1). An additional five papers were added after 

searching the reference lists of eligible full-text papers for relevant articles. Thus, 53 

papers (51 journal articles and two doctoral dissertations) were included in the review, 

spanning the years 1968 to 2019. Figure 2.1 provides a PRISMA flow diagram of the 

selection process. 

Table 2.1 

Summary of Reasons for the Exclusion of Selected Full-Text Articles 

Reason for Exclusion Number of 

Articles 

Full-text not available 22 

Did not measure direct/independent link between personality and OB 19 

Used a proxy for real OB 18 

Participants under the age of 18 16 

Personality traits measured were not Five-Factor Model or Dark Triad traits 12 

Not original data 7 

Clinical psychopathy 6 

Personality not measured via self-report 4 

Incomplete information about statistical analyses or results 4 

 

2.2.3. Quality Assessment 

 Quality of the included papers was assessed (Foxhall et al., 2019) using Kmet et 

al.’s (2004) Standard Quality Assessment Criteria. These criteria include such aspects as 

research questions, design, participants, measures, analyses, and conclusions (see Kmet et 

al., 2004 for a list of all criteria). The quality assessment criteria include 14 items, of which 

three were omitted because they only pertain to interventional study designs and were 
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therefore not applicable to any papers included in this review. The remaining 11 items 

were scored as 0 (No), 1 (Partial), or 2 (Yes); these were then summed to obtain a final 

quality score (maximum score = 22). The higher the score, the higher the assessed quality 

of the paper. A second rater assessed the quality of 10% of the included papers. The level 

of agreement between raters was highly substantial (Landis & Koch, 1977), k = .80. 

Figure 2.1 

PRISMA Flow Diagram Depicting Screening and Selection Process 

 

2.3. Results 

The characteristics of the included studies are summarised in Table 2.2 and 

described in more detail in Table 2.3 and Table 2.4. 
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Table 2.2 

Summary of Descriptive Characteristics of Included Studies 

Characteristic Number of 

papers 

Study design 

Cross-sectional 

Longitudinal 

 

50 

3 

Year 

1960-1979 

1980-1999 

2000-2019 

 

5 

7 

41 

Type of sample(s) 

Prisoners 

Prisoners + CGa 

Prisoners + FPb patients 

Prisoners + FP patients + CG 

FP patients 

FP patients + CG 

Convicted offenders 

Convicted offenders + CG 

Non-convicted offenders + CG 

Convicted + non-convicted offenders 

Traffic offenders 

Traffic offenders + CG 

Representative 

University students 

General population 

 

11 

15 

1 

2 

4 

1 

1 

3 

2 

1 

2 

3 

5 

2 

2 

Gender composition 

Male 

Female 

Male and female 

 

37 

1 

17 

Ethnicity 

Majority Caucasian 

Majority Black 

Not reported 

 

11 

2 

40 

Relevant trait(s) measured 

Neuroticism 

Extraversion 

Conscientiousness 

Agreeableness 

Openness to Experience 

 

46 

45 

29 

28 

27 
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Characteristic Number of 

papers 

Psychopathy 

Narcissism 

Machiavellianism 

6 

2 

0 

Personality measure usedc 

PEN model 

Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (EPQ) 

Eysenck Personality Inventory (EPI) 

Maudsley Personality Inventory (MPI) 

Five-Factor Model 

NEO-Five Factor Inventory (NEO-FFI) 

NEO-Personality Inventory-Revised (NEO-PI-R) 

International Personality Item Pool-50 (IPIP-50) 

Five Factor Model Rating Form (FFMRF) 

Hamburg Personality Inventory (HPI) 

Big Five Inventory (BFI) 

Ten-Item Personality Inventory-Japanese (TIPI-

J) 

Original questionnaire 

HEXACO Model 

HEXACO-60 

Dark Triad 

Psychopathic Personality Inventory-Revised 

(PPI-R) 

Self-Report Psychopathy Scales (SRP-III) 

Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy Scale 

(LSRP) 

Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI) 

Original questionnaire 

 

 

13 

3 

1 

 

10 

8 

4 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

 

1 

 

3 

1 

1 

2 

1 

Measure of OB 

Official CJSd records 

Status as prisoner or FP patient 

Self-report questionnaire 

 

36 

10 

13 

Quality score 

High (19-22) 

Moderate (13-18) 

Poor (9-12) 

Very poor (0-8) 

 

11 

33 

5 

4 

Note. Some papers utilised multiple samples or measures, so totals in each column may sum to 

more than the total number of included papers (n = 53). aCG = Control group. bFP = forensic 

psychiatric. cSome measures listed were the original version, whilst others were translated, 

shortened, or revised versions of the original instrument. dCJS = Criminal justice system.
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Table 2.3 

Descriptive Characteristics of Included Studies 

Study Country Type and size of sample(s) Type of offences % malea Age range 

(years) 

Ethnicity 

Longitudinal studies       

Rydén-Lodi et al. 

(2008) 

 

Sweden Prisoners (n = 92),  

CG (general population,  

n = 51) 
 

nr 100 30-38 nr 

Samuels et al. (2004) 

 

US Representative  

(n = 611) 
 

Violent (n = 33) 

Non-violent (n = 46) 

38 30-87 Majority 

Caucasian 

Vitacco et al. (2014) US Representative  

(n = 417) 

Violent 

Theft 

Miscellaneous 

100 24-26 Majority Black 

Cross-sectional studies       

Bartol & Holanchock 

(1979) 

US Prisoners (n = 398), 

CG (Unemployed adults;  

n = 187) 

Homicide (n = 59) 

Violent (n = 67) 

Rape (n = 23) 

Robbery (n = 173) 

Burglary (n = 51) 

Drug (n = 25) 

 

100 nr Majority Black 

Beaver et al. (2017) 

 

US Representative  

(n = 15,701) 
 

N/A nr 24-32 nr 

Becerra-García et al. 

(2012) 

 

Spain Prisoners (n = 50) CSO (n = 33) 

SO (n = 17) 

100 21-70 nr 

Becerra-García, 

García-León, & Egan 

(2013) 

 

Spain & UK Prisoners (n = 112) UK CSO (n = 76) 

Spain CSO (n = 36) 

100 22-73 nr 
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Study Country Type and size of sample(s) Type of offences % malea Age range 

(years) 

Ethnicity 

Blickle et al. (2006) Germany Prisoners (n = 76),  

CG (corporate managers;  

n = 150) 
 

White collar crime  

(n = 76) 

92, 63 nr 

(M = 46.8) 

nr 

Boduszek et al. (2013) Poland Prisoners (n = 312) Violent recidivism  

(n = 133) 

Non-violent recidivism 

 (n = 179) 

 

100 20-66 nr 

Boillat, Duering, et al. 

(2017) 

Switzerland Convicted offenders  

(n = 40),  

CG (general population;  

n = 21) 
 

CSO (n = 40) 100 18-55 nr 

Boillat, Schwab, et al., 

2017 

Switzerland Convicted offenders  

(n = 41),  

CG (general population;  

n = 21) 
 

CSO (n = 41) 100 18-55 nr 

Brown et al. (2016) Canada Traffic offenders (n = 91),  

CG (general population;  

n = 47) 

DUI (n = 36) 

Speed (n = 28) 

Mixed (n = 27) 

 

100 19-39 Majority 

Caucasian 

Carvalho & Nobre 

(2019) 

Portugal Convicted offenders  

(n = 65),  

non-convicted offenders  

(n = 37) 
 

Convicted CSO (n = 33) 

Convicted SO (n = 32) 

SR SO (n = 37) 

 

100 20-58 nr 

Clower & Bothwell 

(2001) 

 

US Prisoners (n = 51) nr 100 nr nr 

Dennison et al. (2001) Australia Prisoners (n = 60),  

CG (general population;  

n = 33) 

CSO immediate family  

(n = 17) 

CSO step-family (n = 11) 

CSO extra-familial  

(n = 32) 

100 nr 

(M = 47, 

M = 39) 

nr 
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Study Country Type and size of sample(s) Type of offences % malea Age range 

(years) 

Ethnicity 

 

Eriksson et al. (2017) 

Study 1 

 

Sweden Prisoners (n = 46),  

CG (general population;  

n = 681) 
 

Serious and/or repeat (n = 

46) 

100 nr 

(M = 34.6,  

M = 29.8) 

nr 

Study 2 Sweden Prisoners (n = 46),  

CG (prison guards, n = 45),  

CG (university students,  

n = 32) 

Serious and/or repeat  

(n = 46) 

100, 62, 

22 

nr 

(M = 34.6,  

M = 37.8, 

M = 39.9, 

M = 24.8, 

M = 26.5) 
 

nr 

Eysenck et al. (1977) UK Prisoners (n = 156) Violent (n = 37) 

Property (n = 30) 

Fraud (n = 22) 

General recidivism  

(n = 14) 

Mixed (n = 53) 
 

100 18-38 nr 

Fix & Fix (2015) US University students  

(n = 111) 

SR violent 

SR property 

SR drug 

SR status 
 

100 nr 

(M = 20.6) 

Majority 

Caucasian 

Furnham & Saipe 

(1993) 

 

UK General population (n = 73) Traffic nr 19-61 nr 

Garofalo et al. (2018) The Netherlands FP patients (n = 138),  

CG (general population,  

n = 238) 

CSO (n = 74) 

Violent (n = 64) 

100 nr 

(M = 47.8, 

M = 37.4) 
 

Majority 

Caucasian 

Gingrich & Campbell 

(1995) 

 

US FP patients (n = 96) CSO (n = 69) 

Exhibitionism (n = 20) 

Rape (n = 7) 

 

100 24-72 Majority 

Caucasian 
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Study Country Type and size of sample(s) Type of offences % malea Age range 

(years) 

Ethnicity 

Gudjónsson et al. 

(1991) 

Iceland Prisoners (n = 96) Violent (n = 13) 

Property (n = 33) 

SO (n = 6) 

Miscellaneous (n = 29) 
 

93 nr 

(M = 30.4,  

M = 24.8) 

nr 

Gupta & Sethi (1974) India Prisoners (n = 108) Murder (n = 54) 

Theft (n = 31) 

Armed robbery (n = 10) 

Miscellaneous (n = 13) 

 

100 nr 

(M = 31.6) 

nr 

Haapasalo (1990) UK Prisoners (n = 86),  

CG (general population;  

n = 343) 
 

Property 

Traffic 

 

100 21-53 nr 

Hornsveld et al. (2008) 

 

The Netherlands FP patients (n = 136),  

prisoners (n = 100) 
 

nr 100 19-59 nr 

Hubicka et al. (2010) Sweden Traffic offenders (n = 162) DUI (n = 162) 88 nr 

(M = 42, 

M = 38) 

 

nr 

Iffland et al. (2014) Germany Convicted offenders  

(n = 17),  

CG (partners of convicted 

offenders; n = 17) 

Extra-familial CSO (n = 9) 

Intra-familial CSO (n = 3) 

Rape (n = 3) 

Exhibitionism (n = 2) 
 

100, 0 nr 

(M = 45.4) 

nr 

Jornet-Gibert et al. 

(2013) 

 

Spain Traffic offenders (n = 51), 

 CG (general population,  

n = 47) 
 

DUI (n = 51) 100 nr 

(M = 33.7) 

Caucasian 

Jung & Jamieson 

(2012) 

 

Canada Convicted offenders  

(n = 25),  

FP patients (n = 15),  

CG (university students;  

n = 45) 

 

CSO (n = 20) 

SO (n = 5) 

Miscellaneous (n = 15) 

100 18-60 nr 
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Study Country Type and size of sample(s) Type of offences % malea Age range 

(years) 

Ethnicity 

Kim & Lee (2017) 

 

South Korea Traffic offenders (n = 289) Repeat DUI (n = 122) 

First-time DUI (n = 169) 
 

90 24-70 nr 

Kumari et al. (2017) India Prisoners (n = 200) Fraud (n = 55) 

Murder (n = 32) 

Robbery (n = 24) 

Kidnapping (n = 24) 

Drug (n = 21) 

Conspiracy (n = 8) 

Miscellaneous (n = 36) 
 

100 23-35 nr 

Leal (2017) US Representative  

(n = approx. 14, 000) 
 

N/A nr 24-34 nr 

Lev et al. (2008) Israel Traffic offenders (n = 51),  

CG (general population;  

n = 35) 

Traffic (n = 51) 80, 80 nr 

(M = 33.6, 

M = 36.9) 
 

nr 

Lu & Lung (2012) Taiwan Prisoners (n = 217) Intra-familial SO (n = 25) 

Extra-familial SO (n = 

192) 

100 nr 

(M = 41, 

M = 26.3) 
 

nr 

McKerracher & 

Watson (1968) 

 

UK FP patients (n = 264) nr 76 nr 

(M = 27.9) 

nr 

Međedović & Kujačić 

(2017) 

 

Serbia Prisoners (n = 225) nr 100 nr 

(M = 32.7) 

nr 

Nigel et al. (2018) Germany FP patients (n = 164) Drug (n = 87b) 

Violent (n = 65) 

Property (n = 28) 

Traffic (n = 13) 

SO (n = 5) 

Arson (n = 4) 

 

65 18-60 nr 
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Study Country Type and size of sample(s) Type of offences % malea Age range 

(years) 

Ethnicity 

O’Riordan & 

O’Connell (2014) 

 

UK Representative (n = 8,549) nr nr 42  nr 

Pettersen et al. (2019) 

 

Canada Convicted offenders  

(n = 95) 

CSO (n = 28) 

Miscellaneous (n = 44) 

100 nr 

M = 37.3 

Majority 

Caucasian 

Ragatz (2011) US Prisoners (n = 226) White collar (n = 137) 

Miscellaneous (n = 89) 

100 nr 

(M = 46.8, 

M = 44.6, 

M = 45.9) 
 

Majority 

Caucasian 

Randall et al. (2011) Ireland Convicted offenders  

(n = 103),  

CG (general population;  

n = 30) 

CSO (n = 103) 100 nr 

(M = 54, 

M = 44, 

M = 33) 
 

nr 

Rangaswami & 

Arunagiri (1982) 

India Prisoners (n = 60),  

FP patients (n = 25),  

CG (general population;  

n = 60) 

Crimes against the person  

(n = 85) 

100 nr 

(M = 37.3, 

M = 39.7, 

M = 36.5) 
 

nr 

Rolison et al. (2013) 

 

UK Convicted offenders  

(n = 45),  

CG (general population;  

n = 60) 
 

Miscellaneous (n = 45) 100 19-60 nr 

Schwartz et al. (2012) 

 

US Non-convicted offenders  

(n = 29),  

CG (university students; 

n = 29) 
 

Animal abuse (n = 29) 59 nr 

(M = 20) 

Majority 

Caucasian 

Seigfried-Spellar 

(2014) 

 

Canadac Non-convicted offenders  

(n = 16),  

CG (general population; 

 n = 257) 
 

CSEM (n = 16) 75, 48 nr 

(Min = 18) 

Majority 

Caucasian 
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Study Country Type and size of sample(s) Type of offences % malea Age range 

(years) 

Ethnicity 

Shimotsukasa et al. 

(2019) 

Japan Prisoners (n = 645),  

CG (general population; 

 n = 4,546) 
 

Violent (n = 176) 

Theft (n = 262) 

Drug (n = 207) 

 

78, 59 18-71 nr 

Sikand & Reddy 

(2017) 

India Prisoners (n = 20),  

CG (general population;  

n = 20) 
 

nr 100 29-61 nr 

Singh et al. (1985) India Prisoners (n = 257),  

CG (general population;  

n = 100) 

Armed robbery (n = 67) 

Murder (n = 65) 

Theft (n = 35) 

Assault (n = 35) 

Arson (n = 30) 

SO (n = 25) 
 

100 30-40 nr 

Sommer et al. (1992) 

 

Canada General population  

(n = 452) 
 

SR IPV (n = 177) 0 18-66 Majority 

Caucasian 

Stoll et al. (2019) 

 

Switzerland Prisoners (n = 43),  

CG (general population;  

n = 21) 
 

CSO (n = 22) 

CSEM (n = 21) 

100 18-55 nr 

Thornton et al. (2010) UK University students  

(n = 297) 

SR violent 

SR IPV 

Non-violent 
 

39 18-49 nr 

Wilson & MacLean 

(1974) 

UK Prisoners (n = 100),  

CG (general population;  

n = 100) 

nr 100 nr 

(M = 32, 

M = 29) 

nr 

Notes. CG = control group. CSO = sexual offending against children. SO = sexual offending against adults. DUI = Driving while intoxicated. SR = self-

reported. FP = forensic psychiatric. CSEM = Child Sexual Exploitation Material. IPV = Intimate partner violence.  
aMultiple values are presented where multiple samples were used in the study. Values represent the male percentage of each sample. bns sum to greater than 

the total sample because some participants had multiple types of offences. cAlthough Seigfried-Spellar’s (2014) research was conducted in Canada, its 

participants lived in the US (78.7%), UK (6.6%), Canada (5.5%), and Australia (3.3%).
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Table 2.4 

Summary of Included Studies – Traits, Measures, and Results 

Study Relevant trait(s) 

measured 

Personality 

measure used 

Measure of 

OB 

Key findings relevant to this review 

Longitudinal 

studies 

    

Rydén-Lodi et 

al. (2008) 

Extraversion 

Neuroticism 

EPQ Prisoner 

status 

Offenders scored higher on E*** and N*** than controls, but offender 

sub-groups did not differ on either trait. E did not predict re-

imprisonment at 3-year follow-up. 

 

Samuels et al. 

(2004) 

O/C/E/A/N NEO-PI-R Official CJS 

records 

Offenders scored higher on N** and lower on A*** and C* than non-

offenders. Violent and non-violent offenders did not differ on any trait. 

 

Vitacco et al. 

(2014) 

Psychopathy SRP-III Official CJS 

records; SR 

Psychopathy*** was associated with self-reported delinquency. 

Psychopathy differentiated between participants with and without violent 

offences***, theft offences**, and serious offences**. Psychopathy total 

score accounted for 2.3% of the variance in violent offending and 1.1% 

of the variance in serious offending. It did not predict theft offending. 

Cross-sectional 

studies 

    

Bartol & 

Holanchock 

(1979) 

Extraversion 

Neuroticism 

EPQ Official CJS 

records 

Prisoners scored higher than controls on E***. Prisoners and controls 

scored the same on N. Sex offenders scored lower on E*** and higher on 

N*** than the other prisoners. 

Personality was not linked to length or frequency of incarceration. 

 

Beaver et al. 

(2017) 

Psychopathy Original 

questionnaire 

SR Males were more likely than females to be arrested*, incarcerated*, and 

sentenced to probation*. 

In both males and females, possessing psychopathic traits increased the 

odds of being arrested*, incarcerated*, and sentenced to probation*. 

 

Becerra-García 

et al. (2012) 

O/C/E/A/N NEO-FFI 

(Spanish version) 

Official CJS 

records 

No differences on any FFM traits between SOs and CSOs. SOs with 

abuse histories were higher on N* than SOs without. CSOs with abuse 

histories were higher on O** than CSOs without. 
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Study Relevant trait(s) 

measured 

Personality 

measure used 

Measure of 

OB 

Key findings relevant to this review 

Becerra-García, 

García-León, & 

Egan (2013) 

 

O/C/E/A/N NEO-FFI 

(Spanish and 

English versions) 

 

Official CJS 

records 

Spanish SOs scored higher than UK SOs on all FFM traits (O***, C***, 

E***, A***, N**). 

Becerra-García, 

García-León, 

Muela-

Martinez, & 

Egan (2013) 

 

O/C/E/A/N NEO-FFI 

(Spanish version) 

 

Official CJS 

records 

Prisoners scored higher than controls on N*. Sex offenders scored higher 

than controls on E*. Non-SO prisoners scored lower than controls on A*.  

Blickle et al. 

(2006) 

Conscientiousness NEO-FFI 

(German version) 

 

Official CJS 

records 

Prisoners scored higher on C* than controls. 

Boduszek et al. 

(2013) 

Extraversion 

Neuroticism 

EPQR-A Prisoner 

status; SR 

Violent offenders reported higher rates of recidivism*** and E* than 

non-violent offenders. E also predicted the likelihood of committing 

violent offences*. The two groups did not differ on N.  

 

Boillat, 

Duering, et al. 

(2017) 

O/C/E/A/N NEO-PI-R Official CJS 

records; 

FP status 

 

CSOs scored higher on N and lower on C than controls. The groups did 

not differ on A, E, or O. CSOs who scored high on N tended to score 

lower on C and E than CSOs who scored low on N. 

Boillat, 

Schwab, et al. 

(2017) 

O/C/E/A/N NEO-PI-R Official CJS 

records; 

FP status 

 

CSOs scored higher on N** and lower on C** than controls. The groups 

did not differ on A, E, or O. CSA and CSEM offenders did not differ on 

any traits. N mediated** the relationship between childhood abuse and 

adulthood CSO perpetration. 

 

Brown et al. 

(2016) 

O/C/E/A/N NEO-FFI SR Mixed (i.e., DUI + moving traffic violations) traffic offenders scored 

lower on A than controls, DUI offenders, and speed offenders. 

 

Carvalho & 

Nobre (2019) 

O/C/E/A/N NEO-FFI Official CJS 

records; SR 

Non-convicted offenders scored lower on N* and C* than convicted SOs 

and CSOs. Convicted CSOs scored lower on O* than non-convicted 

offenders and convicted SOs. 
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Study Relevant trait(s) 

measured 

Personality 

measure used 

Measure of 

OB 

Key findings relevant to this review 

Clower & 

Bothwell 

(2001) 

O/C/E/A/N NEO-FFI Official CJS 

records 

C* and O** were both negatively associated with number of arrests. 

These two traits interacted to account for 13% of the variance in number 

of arrests**. 

 

     

Dennison et al. 

(2001) 

O/C/E/A/N NEO-PI-R Official CJS 

records 

Step-family CSOs and extra-familial CSOs scored higher on N** and 

lower on E* than controls. Extra-familial CSOs scored lower on C* than 

controls. No group differences were found for A or O. FFM trait scores 

correctly predicted group membership 75.3% of the time. 

     

Eriksson et al. 

(2017) 

Study 1 

 

 

O/C/E/A/N 

 

 

IPIP-50 

(Swedish version) 

 

 

 

Official CJS 

records 

 

 

Prisoners scored lower on E***, O***, and A***, and higher on C***, 

than controls. 

Study 2 O/C/E/A/N IPIP-50 

(Swedish version) 

 

Official CJS 

records 

Prisoners scored lower on E*** and A*** than prison guards and 

controls. 

Eysenck et al. 

(1977) 

Extraversion 

Neuroticism 

EPQ Official CJS 

records 

Fraud offenders scored lower on N* than property, general, and mixed 

offenders.  

 

Fix & Fix 

(2015) 

Psychopathy PPI-R SR Psychopathic traits predicted self-reported violent*, property*, and 

drug** offending. 

 

Furnham & 

Saipe (1993) 

Extraversion 

Neuroticism 

 

EPQ SR N was positively associated with driving convictions*. 

Garofalo et al. 

(2018) 

Psychopathy LSRP Official CJS 

records 

 

Violent offenders scored higher on psychopathy*** than CSOs and 

controls. 

Gingrich & 

Campbell 

(1995) 

Extraversion 

Neuroticism 

EPQ FP status Rapists scored higher on E** than exhibitionists and CSOs. Pedophilic 

CSOs scored higher on N** than rapists, exhibitionists, and opportunistic 

CSOs. 
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Study Relevant trait(s) 

measured 

Personality 

measure used 

Measure of 

OB 

Key findings relevant to this review 

Gudjónsson et 

al. (1991) 

Extraversion 

Neuroticism 

 

EPQ Official CJS 

records 

Male prisoners scored higher on N** than a community norm dataset.  

Gupta & Sethi 

(1974) 

Extraversion 

Neuroticism 

MPI Official CJS 

records 

No differences on N or E were found between murderers and other kinds 

of offenders. 

 

Haapasalo 

(1990) 

Extraversion 

Neuroticism 

 

EPQ Official CJS 

records 

Prisoners scored higher on E*** and N** than controls. 

Hornsveld et al. 

(2008) 

O/C/E/A/N NEO-FFI Official CJS 

records 

FP patients scored lower on A** than community norm participants. 

Prisoners also scored lower on A** than a community norm dataset. FP 

patients and prisoners did not differ on A, but FP patients scored higher 

on N** than prisoners. 

 

Hubicka et al. 

(2010) 

O/C/E/A/N NEO-PI-R 

(Swedish version) 

 

Official CJS 

records 

DUI offenders scored lower on O*** and C***, and higher on A*, than a 

community norm dataset. 

Iffland et al. 

(2014) 

O/C/E/A/N HPI Official CJS 

records 

Male SOs scored lower on N** and C* than their female romantic 

partners. Male SOs also scored lower on O*** and N* than a community 

norm dataset. 

 

Jornet-Gibert et 

al. (2013) 

O/C/E/A/N NEO-FFI 

(Spanish version) 

 

Official CJS 

records 

DUI offenders did not differ from controls on any traits, but after 

controlling for antisocial attitudes, N*** and C*** scores predicted 

group assignment. 

Jung & 

Jamieson 

(2012) 

Narcissism NPI-16 Official CJS 

records 

 

SOs scored lower on narcissism* than controls.  

Kim & Lee 

(2017) 

Extraversion 

Neuroticism 

EPQ 

(Korean version) 

Official CJS 

records 

 

Neither N nor E predicted DUI recurrence. 

Kumari et al. 

(2017) 

O/C/E/A/N BFI Official CJS 

records 

Habitual offenders scored lower on E**, A**, C**, and O**, and higher 

on N**, than first-time offenders. 
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Study Relevant trait(s) 

measured 

Personality 

measure used 

Measure of 

OB 

Key findings relevant to this review 

Leal (2017) O/C/E/A/N Original 

questionnaire 

SR E was positively associated with 6 types offence types. N was positively 

associated with 8 offence types. O was positively associated with 5 

offence types. A was negatively associated with 8 offence types. C was 

negatively associated with 9 offence types. E***, N***, A***, and O** 

were positively associated with the odds of ever having been arrested. 

E***, N***, and A*** were positively associated with the odds of ever 

having been incarcerated. 

 

Lev et al. 

(2008) 

C/E/A/Na IPIP-50 

(Hebrew version) 

 

Official CJS 

records 

Traffic offenders scored higher on E** than controls. 

Lu & Lung 

(2012) 

Extraversion 

Neuroticism 

EPQ 

(Chinese version) 

 

Official CJS 

records 

Extra-familial SOs scored higher on E** than intra-familial SOs. 

McKerracher & 

Watson (1968) 

Extraversion 

Neuroticism 

 

EPI FP status Male FP patients scored lower on N** than female FP patients. 

     

Međedović & 

Kujačić (2017) 

O/C/E/A/N NEO-FFI Official CJS 

records 

 

A** and C** were negatively associated with recidivism rates. 

Nigel et al. 

(2018) 

Psychopathy 

O/C/E/A/N 

PPI-R 

NEO-PI-R 

(German version) 

 

Official CJS 

records 

Females scored higher on E* than males. Psychopathy* predicted violent 

offences, but none of the FFM traits did. 

O’Riordan & 

O’Connell 

(2014) 

 

O/C/E/A/N IPIP-50 SR E*** and N** positively predicted criminal justice sanctions. A** and 

C* negatively predicted criminal justice sanctions. 

Pettersen et al. 

(2019) 

Narcissism NPI Official CJS 

records 

CSOs scored lower on narcissism* than non-SO offenders. Narcissism* 

was positively associated with risk of violent recidivism in non-SO 

offenders. Narcissism** was positively associated with risk of sexual 

recidivism in CSOs. 
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Study Relevant trait(s) 

measured 

Personality 

measure used 

Measure of 

OB 

Key findings relevant to this review 

Ragatz (2011) Psychopathy PPI-R Official CJS 

records 

No group differences were found on psychopathy total score. 

Randall et al. 

(2011) 

O/C/E/A/N NEO-PI-R Official CJS 

records 

CSOs scored higher on N* and A***, and lower on E*** and O***, than 

controls. Cleric CSOs scored higher on C*** than non-cleric CSOs. 

 

Rangaswami & 

Arunagiri 

(1982) 

Extraversion 

Neuroticism 

EPQ 

(Tamil version) 

 

Official CJS 

records 

Prisoners scored higher on E* and N* than controls. 

Rolison et al. 

(2013) 

O/C/E/A/N HEXACO-60 Official CJS 

records 

Offenders scored lower on E**, C*, and O*, and higher on N**, than 

controls.  

 

Schwartz et al. 

(2012) 

 

O/C/E/A/N FFMRF SR Animal abuse offenders did not differ from controls on any FFM traits. 

Female offenders scored higher on N** than male offenders and controls.  

Seigfried-

Spellar (2014) 

 

O/C/E/A/N FFMRF SR Different sub-groups of CSEM users did not differ on any FFM traits. 

Shimotsukasa et 

al. (2019) 

O/C/E/A/N TIPI-J Official CJS 

records 

Prisoners scored higher on E***, A***, and O*** than controls. Violent 

and drug offenders scored higher on E*** and O*** than theft offenders 

and controls. Drug and theft offenders scored higher on A*** than 

violent offenders and controls. Violent offenders and controls scored 

higher on C** than theft offenders. 

 

Sikand & 

Reddy (2017) 

Extraversion 

Neuroticism 

EPQ-RS 

(Hindi version) 

 

Prisoner 

status 

Prisoners did not differ from controls on N or E. 

Singh et al. 

(1985) 

Extraversion 

Neuroticism 

EPI 

(Hindi version) 

Prisoner 

status 

Prisoners scored higher on E** than controls, and SOs scored higher on 

E* than all other types of offenders. Prisoners scored higher on N* than 

controls. Among offenders, murderers scored highest on N**, followed 

by arsonists* and armed robbers**. SO, theft, and assault offenders did 

not differ on N.  
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Study Relevant trait(s) 

measured 

Personality 

measure used 

Measure of 

OB 

Key findings relevant to this review 

Sommer et al. 

(1992) 

Extraversion 

Neuroticism 

 

EPQ-R SR 39.1% of the sample participated in at least one form of IPV with their 

current partner. N*** was positively associated with IPV perpetration, 

but E was not. 

 

Stoll et al. 

(2019) 

 

Neuroticism NEO-PI-R Prisoner 

status 

CSOs scored higher on N*** than controls. 

Thornton et al. 

(2010) 

O/C/E/A/N IPIP-50 SR Men reported higher rates of violent offending** and non-violent 

offending** than women. Women reported higher rates of IPV 

perpetration*** than men. In men, C** and N*** were negatively 

associated with non-violent offending. In women, A*** was negatively 

associated with violent offending, and N** was negatively associated 

with IPV perpetration.  

 

Wilson & 

MacLean 

(1974) 

Extraversion 

Neuroticism 

EPI Prisoner 

status 

Prisoners scored higher on E* and N** than controls. 

Notes. O/C/E/A/N = Openness, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Neuroticism. SO = Sexual offending. CSO = Child sex offending. 

CSA = Child sexual abuse (i.e., contact offending). CSEM = Child sexual exploitation material (i.e., non-contact offending). IPV = Intimate Partner 

Violence. SR = self-reported. FP = forensic psychiatric. EPQ = Eysenck Personality Questionnaire. NEO-PI-R = NEO-Personality Inventory-Revised. 

SRP-III = Self-Report Psychopathy Scale-III. NEO-FFI = NEO-Five Factor Inventory. EPQR-A = Eysenck Personality Questionnaire-Revised 

Abbreviated. IPIP-50 = International Personality Item Pool-50. PPI-R = Psychopathic Personality Inventory-Revised. LSRP = Levenson Self Report 

Psychopathy scale. MPI = Maudsley Personality Inventory. HPI = Hamburg Personality Inventory. NPI = Narcissistic Personality Inventory (full version). 

NPI-16 = abbreviated version of NPI. BFI = Big Five Inventory. EPI = Eysenck Personality Inventory. FFMRF = Five-Factor Model Rating Form. TIPI-J 

= Ten-Item Personality Inventory (Japanese version). EPQ-RS = Eysenck Personality Questionnaire-Revised Short Form. EPQ-R = Eysenck Personality 

Questionnaire-Revised.  

*p ≤ .05. **p ≤ .01. ***p ≤ .001. 
a Openness to Experience was excluded from analyses in this study due to unacceptable internal reliability. 
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2.3.1. Study Characteristics and Methodologies 

2.3.1.1. Location and Publication Date 

The greatest proportion of studies were conducted in the US (n = 10) or the UK (n 

= 9). Several studies were from Canada (n = 5), India (n = 5), Spain (n = 4), Germany (n = 

3), Sweden (n = 3), Switzerland (n = 3), and The Netherlands (n = 2). The following 

countries were represented by one study each: Australia (Dennison et al., 2001), Iceland 

(Gudjónsson et al., 1991), Ireland (Randall et al., 2011), Israel (Lev et al., 2008), Japan 

(Shimotsukasa et al., 2019), Poland (Boduszek et al., 2013), Portugal (Carvalho & Nobre, 

2019), Serbia (Međedović & Kujačić, 2017), South Korea (Kim & Lee, 2017), and Taiwan 

(Lu & Lung, 2012). The vast majority of the included papers were published in the last 20 

years (n = 41).  

2.3.1.2. Design and Sample Type  

The overwhelming majority (n = 50) of the included papers presented cross-

sectional research; only three of the included studies were longitudinal in design. Twenty-

six of the included studies compared known offenders to a control group. Of the 27 studies 

that did not use an original7 control group, 11 sampled from prisoners; four sampled from 

forensic psychiatric patients; two (Hubicka et al., 2010; Kim & Lee, 2017) examined 

traffic offenders; one (Hornsveld et al., 2008) compared prisoners and forensic psychiatric 

patients; one (Pettersen et al., 2019) looked only at convicted offenders living in the 

community; and one (Carvalho & Nobre, 2019) compared convicted offenders to non-

convicted offenders (community participants who self-reported engagement in OB). 

Meanwhile, five studies relied on large representative datasets from their respective 

countries, while two (Fix & Fix, 2015; Thornton et al., 2010) used university student 

 
7 Some studies compared a known offender sample to freely available norm data. 
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samples and two (Furnham & Saipe, 1993; Sommer et al., 1992) sampled only from the 

general population. 

2.3.1.3. Sample Characteristics 

2.3.1.3.1. Size. A total of 85 unique samples8 (aggregate n = 39,207) were used in 

the 53 included papers, of which 27 were control samples (aggregate n = 7,281). Thirty-six 

percent (n = 30) of the samples had fewer than 50 participants, while 23.5% (n = 20) had 

between 50 and 99 participants. Thirty-one samples (36.5%) had between 100 and 499 

participants. Only 8% (n = 7) of the samples exceeded 500 participants and just 5% (n = 4) 

surpassed 1000. Samples were frequently divided further into smaller sub-samples (e.g., on 

the basis of offence type) for analyses.  

2.3.1.3.2. Ethnicity. Three-quarters (n = 40) of the included studies did not report 

the ethnicity of the participants. Of the 13 papers that did report this information, 85% (n = 

11) utilised samples that were majority Caucasian. The remaining two papers utilised 

majority Black samples.  

2.3.1.3.3. Gender. Only two (2%) of the 85 samples included in this review were 

female (aggregate n = 469). Meanwhile, 63 samples were male (aggregate n = 6,648) and 

the remaining 23 comprised both males and females (aggregate n = 32,101). 

2.3.1.4. Measurement of Personality Traits 

 2.3.1.4.1. Traits Measured. Twenty-seven of the included studies measured all 

five FFM traits. An additional 17 articles measured neuroticism and extraversion, but not 

the other FFM traits. One study (Lev et al., 2008) measured all FFM traits except for 

openness, as the translated instrument used in this study yielded insufficient internal 

reliability for the O scale. One study (Blickle et al., 2006) only examined 

 
8 Two studies (Beaver et al., 2017; Leal, 2017) utilised the same large sample, deriving from the 

National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent to Adult Health in the United States. In addition, 

Eriksson et al., 2017 presented two studies that utilised the same offender sample, and Boillat, 

Duering, et al. (2017) used the same offender sample as Boillat, Schwab, et al. (2017). 
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conscientiousness, and one (Stoll et al., 2019) looked exclusively at neuroticism. Overall, 

among the 53 included papers, neuroticism was measured 46 times; extraversion was 

examined 45 times; conscientiousness was measured in 29 papers; agreeableness was 

investigated in 28 papers; and openness to experience was examined 27 times.  

Regarding DT model traits, six studies assessed trait psychopathy, while two 

measured subclinical narcissism. None of the included studies investigated the role of the 

third DT trait, Machiavellianism, in OB.  

 2.3.1.4.2. Personality Measure Used. Studies were included in the review if they 

measured FFM or DT traits. However, papers were included if they measured FFM traits 

through use of the PEN model (Eysenck, 1964; Eysenck & Eysenck, 1970) or HEXACO 

model (Ashton et al., 2004) instrument, as PEN captures two of the FFM traits9 

(Extraversion and Neuroticism), and HEXACO subsumes all five FFM traits within it10. Of 

the 46 papers that measured one or more FFM trait, 59% (n = 27) did so using a 

questionnaire designed to measure this model, the most popular of which were the NEO-

Five Factor Inventory (NEO-FFI; n = 10) and the NEO-Personality Inventory-Revised 

(NEO-PI-R; n = 8). Meanwhile, 37% (n = 17) utilised an instrument that measured the 

PEN model. One study (Rolison et al., 2013) measured the HEXACO model, and one 

study (Leal, 2017) used an original questionnaire. 

Eight studies measured DT traits. Among those that examined psychopathy (n = 6), 

half utilised the Psychopathic Personality Inventory-Revised (PPI-R). The remaining three 

studies used the Self-Report Psychopathy Scales (SRP-III), the Levenson Self-Report 

 
9 The PEN model captures two of the FFM traits (neuroticism and extraversion). These traits 

correlate strongly across the two models (McCrae & Costa, 1985), with N and E trait scales from 

each model consistently loading onto the same two factors (Aluja et al., 2004; Draycott & Kline, 

1995; Larstone et al., 2002; Zuckerman et al., 1993). Thus, studies that measured PEN model traits 

were included in this review, as it has been demonstrated that neuroticism and extraversion are 

essentially identical across the two models (McCrae & Costa, 1985).  
10 Although its traits are perhaps not as interchangeable with the FFM as those of the PEN model, 

HEXACO has shown substantial convergence with FFM traits (Gaughan et al., 2012). 
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Psychopathy Scale (LSRP), or an original questionnaire. Both of the studies that measured 

narcissism did so using the Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI); however, one 

(Pettersen et al., 2019) used the full questionnaire and the other study (Jung & Jamieson, 

2012) used an abbreviated version.  

2.3.1.5. Measurement of OB 

 Each of the included studies measured OB in one of three ways. The most prevalent 

method, utilised in 36 papers, was by obtaining official criminal justice system (CJS) 

records of participants’ offence histories. In contrast, ten papers utilised participants’ 

incarceration as prisoners or forensic psychiatric (FP) patients as an indication of their 

offender status, without delving into participants’ unique offending histories. Finally, 13 

papers measured OB via a self-report questionnaire. There was, however, some overlap 

between categories: two studies (Boillat, Duering, et al., 2017; Boillat, Schwab, et al., 

2017) measured OB using a combination of CJS conviction histories and participants’ 

statuses as FP patients; two studies (Carvalho & Nobre, 2019; Vitacco et al., 2014) 

combined CJS records with self-report questionnaires; and one study (Boduszek et al., 

2013) used both self-report and participants’ statuses as prisoners. 

 2.3.1.5.1. Self-report Questionnaires. Of the 13 papers that relied on self-report 

measurement of OB, there was significant variation in the instruments used. Two studies 

(Beaver et al., 2017; Leal, 2017) utilised the same large sample deriving from the National 

Longitudinal Study of Adolescent to Adult Health. These studies also used the same 

process to measure OB: participants were interviewed, where they were asked if they have 

ever been arrested; incarcerated; or sentenced to probation. Participants also completed a 

13-item questionnaire that measured engagement in various types of offending. Similarly, 

one study (O’Riordan & O’Connell, 2014) used a large sample from the National Child 

Development Study, in which participants were asked to self-report whether they have ever 
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been subject to a police warning; a caution; an arrest; or a guilty verdict to a criminal 

offence.  

Two studies (Fix & Fix, 2015; Schwartz et al., 2012) measured OB using the 22-

item Illegal Behaviors Checklist (IBC; McCoy, Fremouw et al., 2006). Schwartz et al. 

(2012) also used an adapted self-report instrument to measure engagement in animal abuse. 

Meanwhile, one study (Vitacco et al., 2014) utilised the Self-Reported Delinquency Scale 

(SRD; Elliott et al., 1985), and one study (Thornton et al., 2010) used the Nonviolent and 

Violent Offending Behavior Scale (NVOBS; Thornton et al., 2013). Finally, one study 

(Boduszek et al., 2013) measured incarceration frequency by simply asking participants to 

self-report the number of times they had been in prison. 

 Some studies only measured specific varieties of OB. Furnham and Saipe (1993) 

measured driving offences via an original 25-item self-report questionnaire, while Brown 

et al. (2016) measured the same type of offending with the Manchester Driving Behaviour 

Questionnaire (DBQ; Lawton et al., 1997). Meanwhile, one study (Seigfried-Spellar, 2014) 

used the Online Pornography Survey (Seigfried, 2007) to measure self-reported 

engagement in Child Sexual Exploitation Material (CSEM) OB.  Finally, Carvalho and 

Nobre (2019) used the Sexual Experiences Survey (Perpetration Form; Koss et al., 2007) 

to measure male university students’ engagement in severe sexual violence against women, 

and Sommer et al. (1992) measured female participants’ intimate partner violence (IPV) 

perpetration using the self-report Conflict Tactics Scale (Form A; Straus, 1979). 

2.3.1.6. Quality  

Following the quality assessment (see Section 2.3. for procedure), 11 of the 

included papers were deemed ‘high quality’ (scores between 19 and 22). All but one of the 

high quality papers (Sommer et al., 1992) were published in the last twenty years. Thirty-

three papers were classified as ‘moderate’ (scored between 13 and 18). Five papers were 
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scored as ‘poor’ (scored 9-12) and four were deemed to be of ‘very poor’ quality (scored 0-

8). Quality scores for each study are provided in Table 2.5. 

2.4. Research Questions 

 The following Section discusses trends in study results regarding associations 

between distinct personality traits and OB. Observed associations between each trait and 

OB are summarised in Table 2.5, alongside and key methodological limitations of each 

study. 

2.4.1. Are FFM Traits Associated with OB? 

2.4.1.1. Is Extraversion Associated with Offending? 

 Thirty-five studies assessed the potential association between extraversion and OB. 

Sixteen countries were represented across this pool of research, with the US (n = 6; 

17.1%), the UK (n = 6; 17.1%), and India (n = 5; 14.3%) as the three most common 

countries of publication. Male-only samples were used in the majority of these studies (n = 

23; 65.7%), and just one study used a female-only sample. The vast majority (n = 29; 

82.9%) of these studies did not report participants’ ethnicities, but of those that did, five 

(14.3%) reported their samples to be all or majority Caucasian, and one utilised a majority 

Black sample. 

Most of these studies compared known offenders to non-offender control groups (n 

= 21; 60%). Eight (22.9%) looked only at offender samples without a non-offender control 

group, three studies (8.6%) used nationally representative samples, two (5.7%) sampled 

from the general population, and one (2.9%) utilised university students. OB was measured 

via official criminal justice system (CJS) records in 24 studies (68.6%), while seven (20%) 

relied on participants to self-report their OB and four (11.4%) used participants’ status as 

prisoners to classify them as offenders in their studies. 

The majority (n = 22; 62.9%) of the studies that examined the role of extraversion 

measured this trait with an instrument designed to measure the Five-Factor Model, the
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Table 2.5 

Summary of Associations Between Traits and Offending, Quality Scores, and Methodological Limitations 

Study Direction and strengtha of association Quality 

score 

Main methodological limitations 

E N A C O Psy. Nar. 

Big Five          

O’Riordan & O’Connell 

(2014) 

 

+ + - - ns   22 Offending data was self-reported and spanned 10 years, 

so may be susceptible to socially desirable responding 

and/or memory bias. 

 

Carvalho & Nobre (2019) 

 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A   21 Small samples. Non-convicted offender designation 

based entirely on self-report. Samples were not matched 

on demographic variables. No non-offender control 

group. 

 

Samuels et al. (2004) ns + - - ns   21 Only analysed arrests occurring in a single US state. 

Arrest rate was used as a proxy for all OB committed. 

 

Brown et al. (2016) ns ns -** ns ns   20 p value not reported for significant result. Self-reporting 

of traffic offences. DUI laws vary by jurisdiction, 

limiting generalisability of results. 

 

Jornet-Gibert et al. 

(2013) 

ns ns ns ns ns   19 Control group was a convenience sample. DUI 

participants were attending a diversion programme (not 

representative of DUI offenders). 

 

Sommer et al. (1992) ns +**      19 Sample was female, but did not measure participant 

sexuality or victim gender. Only examined 

married/common-law relationships. Did not delineate 

which party instigated the abuse in each instance. Self-

reported offending. 
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Study Direction and strengtha of association Quality 

score 

Main methodological limitations 

E N A C O Psy. Nar. 
Kumari et al. (2017) -

*** 

+*** -

*** 

-** -

*** 

  18 Limited age range in both samples (23-35). 

Homogeneous samples. 

 

Leal (2017) + + - - +   18 Cross-sectional analysis of longitudinal dataset. Risk of 

heightened type 1 error rate and false conclusions due to 

very large sample. Self-reported OB and engagement 

with the CJS. Each personality trait was assessed on the 

basis of responses to just four questionnaire items. 

 

Međedović & Kujačić 

(2017) 

ns ns -* -* ns   18 Not generalisable because of the unique environment in 

which the sample is embedded. 

 

Nigel et al. (2018) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A   18 Sample all had history of drug abuse; no control or 

comparison group was used. Highly unequal ns between 

genders.  

 

Randall et al. (2011) - + + ns -   18 Groups were not matched on age or education level. A 

non-offender cleric control group was not used. 

 

Shimotsukasa et al. 

(2019) 

+* ns +* ns +b   18 Used a very short measure for FFM traits. Did not control 

for length of incarceration. 

 

Becerra-García, García-

León, & Egan (2013) 

 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A   17 Spanish and English versions of the NEO-FFI may not 

assess the exact same characteristics. Participants self-

selected to take part in the study. Did not use a non-

offender control group. 

 

Becerra-García, García-

León, Muela-Martinez, & 

Egan (2013) 

 

 

- + - ns ns   17 Small sample sizes. No distinction made between violent 

and non-violent offenders. 
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Study Direction and strengtha of association Quality 

score 

Main methodological limitations 

E N A C O Psy. Nar. 
Boduszek et al. (2013) N/A N/A      17 Homogeneous sample. Self-report recidivism rates. 

Recidivism was defined as number of re-incarcerations, 

but violent offenses are more likely to receive custodial 

sentences than non-violent ones. 

 

Hornsveld et al. (2008) ns ns - ns ns   17 Risk of socially desirable responding. No conclusions 

drawn regarding the personality trait results. 

 

Thornton et al. (2010) ns -* -** -** ns   17 Self-reported OB. Student sample. Did not control for 

any variables other than age. 

 

Blickle et al. (2006)    +***    16 Experiment environment was not controlled (mail study). 

Demographic info not collected or controlled for. 

Convenience sample. 

 

Boillat, Duering, et al. 

(2017)  

ns + ns - ns   16 p values not reported for the significant results. 

Homogeneous sample of low-risk CSOs.  

 

Boillat, Schwab, et al. 

(2017) 

ns + ns - ns   16 Risk of socially desirable responding and false reporting 

of details of childhood abuse. Lack of statistical power. 

 

Eriksson et al. (2017) 

Study 1 
 

-** 

 

ns 

 

-** 

 

+*** 

 

-

*** 

 

 

 

 

 

16 

 

Risk of socially desirable responding. Samples not 

matched on demographic variables. 

Study 2 -** ns -

*** 

ns ns 

 

  

Lu & Lung (2012) N/A N/A      16 Highly unequal ns. Small sample of intra-familial SOs. 

 

Rolison et al. (2013) -** +** ns -* -**   16 Did not differentiate according to offence type. Low 

internal consistency of personality instrument used with 

these samples. 
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Study Direction and strengtha of association Quality 

score 

Main methodological limitations 

E N A C O Psy. Nar. 
Schwartz et al. (2012) 

 

ns ns ns ns ns   16 Self-reported OB. Did not analyse whether FFM traits 

predicted self-reported offending. Homogeneous sample. 

Did not explain why they chose to use an uncommon 

FFM measure rather than one of the more popular, 

extensively validated FFM measures available. 

 

Stoll et al. (2019) 

 

 +      16 Did not analyse other FFM traits. Did not compare CSA 

and CSEM offenders to one another. Small samples. 

Hubicka et al. (2010) ns ns + - -   15 Sample was limited to severe DUI offenders. Highly 

unequal ns, and very small female sample. High dropout 

rate. 

 

Kim & Lee (2017) ns ns      15 Small samples. Unequal ns between genders. Large 

proportion of untruthful responses. 

 

Rydén-Lodi et al. (2008) + +      15 Highly unequal ns for offender sub-groups. Did not 

differentiate by offence type. Issues with statistical 

power. 

 

Becerra-García et al. 

(2012) 

 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A   14 Small sample size. Lack of non-SO offender comparison 

group. 

Gudjónsson et al. (1991) ns +      14 Both samples were small. Female sample was too small 

for meaningful comparisons to be made. Did not 

differentiate by offence type. 

 

Haapasalo (1990) - +      14 Responses were not anonymous. Violent offenders were 

excluded from participation. Info missing about 

recruitment procedure and characteristics of the control 

sample. Did not differentiate by offence type. 

 

Lev et al. (2008) +** ns ns ns    14 Samples were recruited differently. Unequal proportions 

of males and females in each sample. Openness was not 
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Study Direction and strengtha of association Quality 

score 

Main methodological limitations 

E N A C O Psy. Nar. 
measured due to poor internal consistency with the 

translated instrument used. Did not differentiate by 

offence type or frequency. 

 

Gupta & Sethi (1974) ns ns      13 Small samples.  

 

Iffland et al. (2014) ns - ns - -   13 Very small, homogeneous sample. Study design excluded 

low-risk SOs. Offenders were recruited on a voluntary 

basis, and required both the offender and their female 

romantic partner to be willing to participate (limiting 

generalisability of findings). 

 

Rangaswami & Arunagiri 

(1982) 

+ +      13 Homogenous sample (first-time offenders of a specific 

offence type). Controls were not asked about possible 

offending histories. 

 

Sikand & Reddy (2017) ns ns      13 Did not describe recruitment and selection of control 

sample. Did not control for demographic factors. Small 

samples. 

 

Singh et al. (1985) + +      13 Did not describe recruitment and selection of control 

sample. Did not describe study procedure. Statistical 

issues with multiple testing of same dataset. 

 

Gingrich & Campbell 

(1995) 

N/A N/A      12 No matched or control sample. No variables controlled 

for. 

 

Seigfried-Spellar (2014) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A   12 Self-reported OB. Falsely described results as significant 

when p exceeded 0.05. Highly unequal ns. Did not 

statistically compare offender group to control group.  
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Study Direction and strengtha of association Quality 

score 

Main methodological limitations 

E N A C O Psy. Nar. 
Dennison et al. (2001) - + ns - ns   11 Small samples. Unequal ns. Recruited from a single 

location. Only studied CSOs without comparing them to 

other type of offender. 

 

Wilson & MacLean 

(1974) 

+ +      10 Both samples comprised only individuals with extreme 

(high or low) scores on another personality scale, so 

samples are not representative of any population. Did not 

differentiate between offence types. 

Furnham & Saipe (1993) ns +*      9 Small, non-offender sample. Self-reported, minor OB. 

Confounds not controlled for. 

 

Bartol & Holanchock 

(1979) 

+ ns      8 Large proportion of untruthful responses. Materials and 

procedure not described in sufficient detail. 

 

McKerracher & Watson 

(1968) 

N/A N/A      8 Unequal ns. Did not collect or control for ethnicity or 

offence type. 

 

Clower & Bothwell 

(2001) 

ns ns ns - -   5 Small samples. No comparison or control group. 

Demographic info not collected or controlled for. No info 

about statistical power. 

 

Eysenck et al. (1977) N/A N/A      4 Small samples. Sub-groups were chosen and allocated a 

priori. 

 

Psychopathy          

Vitacco et al. (2014)      +**  22 Self-reported OB. Modest effect sizes. 

 

Beaver et al. (2017)      +  21 All arrest, incarceration, and probation data were self-

report. 

 

Garofalo et al. (2018)      +**  19 Risk of socially desirable responding. Convenience 

sample (controls). Did not delineate among different 

types of CSO. 
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Study Direction and strengtha of association Quality 

score 

Main methodological limitations 

E N A C O Psy. Nar. 
 

Ragatz (2011)      N/A  19 Sample is not representative of white collar (WC) 

offenders, as all participants were incarcerated (many 

WC offenders are diverted by the criminal justice 

system). 

 

Fix & Fix (2015)      +  18 Non-offender sample (university students). Self-reported 

OB. Homogeneous sample. 

 

Nigel et al. (2018)      N/A  18 Sample all had history of drug abuse; no control or 

comparison group was used. Highly unequal ns between 

genders.  

Narcissism          

Pettersen et al. (2019)       +** 20 Small sample. 

 

Jung & Jamieson (2012)       -** 18 Small samples. Unable to control for differences in 

education levels. Measures were not counter-balanced. 

Narcissism measure used does not assess narcissism in 

sexual situations. 

Notes. Plus sign denotes positive association; minus sign denotes negative association. ns denotes that no significant association was found. Blank cells 

indicate that the trait was not assessed in that study. N/A is reported for studies that did not measure a direct association between a trait and OB (e.g., 

compared personality traits across different types of offenders without the use of a control group).  

E = Extraversion. N = Neuroticism. A = Agreeableness. C = Conscientiousness. O = Openness to Experience. Psy. = Psychopathy. Nar. = Narcissism.  
aStars denote the strength of the association, where effect sizes were reported in the study: * = small effect size, ** = medium effect size, *** = large effect 

size.  
bEffect size was very small. 
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most common of which were the NEO-PI-R and the NEO-FFI. Twelve (34.3%) studies 

measured extraversion using an instrument that capturers Eysenck’s PEN model (e.g., 

EPQ; EPI). One study utilised the HEXACO-60. Most of the studies that investigated 

extraversion and offending were of moderate quality (n = 25; 71.4%). Five studies (14.3%) 

were high quality, and five were poor or very poor quality. 

Nine of the 35 studies (25.7%; combined n = 29,256) found extraversion to be 

positively associated with OB. Seven studies reported that offender participants scored 

higher on extraversion than control participants. Using a US representative sample of 

approximately 14,000 participants, Leal (2017) found that extraversion was positively 

associated with the odds of being arrested (OR = 1.088, p < .001) and incarcerated (OR = 

1.076, p < .001). Similarly, with a UK representative sample (n = 8,549), O’Riordan and 

O’Connell (2014) noted that this trait predicted criminal justice sanctions (β = .069, p < 

.001). However, despite observing higher extraversion scores in offender samples, Rydén-

Lodi et al. (2008) did not find support for their hypothesis that extraversion predicted re-

imprisonment. Likewise, Bartol and Holanchock (1979) noted that extraversion was not 

associated with recidivism rates or months incarcerated in their study. 

 Contrary to these nine studies, a further eight studies (combined n = 1,839) 

observed the opposite trend in their data. In four studies11, offenders scored lower on 

extraversion than control participants (university students, prison guards, and members of 

the general population). However, one of these studies (Rolison et al., 2013) relied on 

participants to self-report their offending histories, and in another (Haapasalo, 1990), 

prisoners’ responses were not anonymous. These two caveats raise concerns about the 

validity of these authors’ findings, given the aforementioned issues with untruthful 

 
11 Eriksson et al., 2017 (Studies 1 & 2); Haapasalo, 1990; Rolison et al., 2013. 
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responses (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964; Hart et al., 2015; Schwarz, 1999) when asking 

participants to self-report instances of socially condemned behaviour. 

 The remaining four studies that found extraversion to be negatively associated with 

OB chose to examine this relationship among different types of offenders. Dennison et al. 

(2001) noted that, specifically, sex offenders (SOs) who had offended against blood 

relatives and those who had offended against extra-familial victims both scored lower on 

extraversion than control participants. Likewise, SOs scored lower on this trait than 

controls in Becerra-García, García-León, Muela-Martinez, and Egan’s (2013) study, as did 

child sex offenders (CSOs) in Randall et al. (2011). Finally, Kumari et al. (2017) noted that 

repeat offenders scored lower on extraversion than first-time offenders. 

 Surprisingly, the majority (n = 18; 51.4%; combined n = 3,035) of the included 

studies that investigated the relationship between extraversion and OB failed to find a 

significant association between the two variables. This may be partly attributable to the 

methodological limitations in these studies, particularly small, homogenous samples and 

considerably unequal n’s when making statistical comparisons.  

2.4.1.1.2. Summary and Discussion: Extraversion. Among 35 studies that 

measured the association between extraversion and OB, no discernible pattern of results 

emerged. Just over half did not find a statistical link between these two variables. In 

contrast, approximately one quarter found a positive association between extraversion and 

OB, while the remaining quarter found the opposite. Quality was broadly comparable 

across the three groups of studies (positive association, negative association, or no 

association found).  

Aggregate and median12 sample sizes were compared across the three groups. The 

studies that found a positive association between extraversion and OB had the largest 

 
12 Two of the studies that examined FFM traits (Leal, 2017; O’Riordan & O’Connell, 2014) had 

sample sizes that were considerably larger than the rest of the dataset. Thus, median was selected to 

measure central tendency because it is less sensitive to outliers than the mean (Field, 2017).  
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median sample size (n = 100), at almost double the median sample size of the other two 

groups (negative association Md = 53; non-association Md = 52.5). Thus, the heightened 

statistical power that is characteristic of this group of studies may have contributed to their 

significant findings. Correspondingly, the diminished statistical power in studies that found 

no association for extraversion may have impeded their ability to detect significant 

associations, resulting in instances of Type II error (Columb & Atkinson, 2016). This 

highlights the urgent need for more studies that utilise samples of sufficient size in order to 

achieve adequate statistical power and accurately detect associations when they are present 

in the data. 

Overall, this body of work is characterised by studies of varying methodologies, 

geographical locations, sample types, and sample sizes. Findings for this trait vary across 

studies, with the majority finding no relationship between extraversion and offending. 

However, the studies that have observed relationships between extraversion and offending 

indicate that the association appears to depend on the way in which OB was measured. 

Based on the results of the studies reviewed here, it can be tentatively concluded that high 

levels of extraversion are associated with engagement in OB in representative samples. 

Nonetheless, this positive association is far from unanimous, as the evidence thus far 

suggests that SOs and CSOs demonstrate low levels of this trait. Comparisons that 

differentiate between offence types may therefore yield more consistent outcomes 

regarding the relationship between extraversion and offending. This prospect is examined 

further in Section 4.4. 

2.4.1.2. Is Neuroticism Associated with Offending? 

 The same 35 studies that assessed extraversion also measured a potential 

association between neuroticism and offending (see Section 4.1.1. for study 

characteristics). One additional article (Stoll et al., 2019) also examined this link, bringing 

the total number of studies in this section to 36. The majority of these studies (n = 19; 
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52.8%), with an aggregate n of 25,834 unique participants (Md = 76.5), found neuroticism 

to be positively associated with OB. Two studies (combined n = 331; Md = 17) concluded 

that neuroticism was negatively associated with offending, and a further fifteen studies 

(aggregate n = 8,025; Md = 52.5) found no association between these two variables.  

Among the studies that reported a positive association between neuroticism and 

offending, 1513 found that offenders scored higher on this trait than control participants or 

general population norm data. When considering findings, it must be borne in mind that 

these studies included a range of distinct and relatively discrepant offence types which may 

obscure the degree to which meaningful comparisons can be made.  

Briefly, these studies (n = 5) tended to yield positive associations between 

neuroticism and CSO offending. In Dennison et al. (2001), only CSOs whose victims were 

step-family members or extra-familial children scored higher on neuroticism than control 

participants. Boillat, Schwab, et al. (2017) also observed that neuroticism mediated the 

relationship between experiencing childhood abuse and perpetrating CSO offences in 

adulthood. Structural equation modelling (SEM) analyses further confirmed that childhood 

abuse predicted high levels of neuroticism (z = 3.20, p < .001), and high neuroticism scores 

predicted engagement in sexual assault or attack (z = 2.06, p < .05).  

Sommer et al. (1992) found neuroticism to be positively associated with spouse 

abuse perpetration (r = .29, p < .001), and Furnham and Saipe (1993) noted that 

neuroticism correlated positively with driving convictions (r = .25, p < .05). In another 

study (Leal, 2017), neuroticism was positively associated with violent, theft, fraud, 

property, and drug-related offences, as well as the odds of ever having been arrested (OR = 

1.065, p < .001) or incarcerated (OR = 1.067, p < .001). Likewise, O’Riordan and 

 
13 Bartol & Holanchock, 1979; Becerra-García, García-León, Muela-Martinez, & Egan, 2013; 

Boillat, Duering, et al., 2017; Boillat, Schwab, et al., 2017; Dennison et al., 2001; Gudjonsson et 

al., 1991; Haapasalo, 1990; Randall et al., 2011; Rangaswami & Arunagiri, 1982; Rolison et al., 

2013; Rydén-Lodi et al., 2008; Samuels et al., 2004; Singh et al., 1985; Stoll et al., 2019; & Wilson 

& MacLean, 1974. 
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O’Connell (2014) noted that neuroticism predicted criminal justice sanctions (β = .035 p < 

.01), while Kumari et al. (2017) found that repeat offenders scored higher on neuroticism 

than first-time offenders (p < .01, d = .89). Differences as a function of offence type are 

discussed in more detail in Section 4.4. 

 Although the majority (n = 19) of the studies that examined neuroticism found a 

positive association for this trait, two studies (5.6%) reported an opposite trend. Using a 

self-report measurement of offending in a university student sample, Thornton et al. (2010) 

found that neuroticism was negatively associated with non-violent offending in male 

participants (r = -.32, p < .001) and intimate partner violence (IPV) perpetration in female 

participants (r = -.24, p < .01). Meanwhile, Iffland et al. (2014) compared male SOs to 

their non-offending female partners, concluding that the offenders scored lower on 

neuroticism than their partners (p < .01). These researchers also compared their offender 

sample to norm data, finding that SOs scored lower than norms on this trait (p < .05). 

 2.4.1.2.1. Summary and Discussion: Neuroticism. Although attempts to examine 

associations between neuroticism and OB are well established in the existing literature, the 

findings of this body of research are inconclusive at best. The group of studies discussed in 

this section appears to be characterised by an almost equal split between studies that found 

positive associations between these variables and those that found negative associations or 

no relationship at all.  

 Fifteen studies (aggregate n = 8,025) in this section failed to find any statistical 

association between neuroticism and OB. This is particularly interesting given that many 

of the studies that found a positive association between the two variables observed this 

trend across multiple different types of offenders, concluding that regardless of offence 

type, offenders in general appear to be characterised by high levels of neuroticism. 

However, although the three groups of studies were largely comparable regarding spread 

of quality scores (see Table 5), those that noted a positive association between neuroticism 
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and offending tended to benefit from larger sample sizes (Md = 76.5) and subsequent 

heightened statistical power compared to those that found a negative association (Md = 17) 

or no association (Md = 52.5). Thus, although variance in study quality does not aid in 

explaining these discrepant findings, differences in statistical power may contribute to the 

inconclusive results reviewed in this section.  

2.4.1.3. Is Agreeableness Associated with Offending? 

 Twenty-three studies assessed a potential association between agreeableness and 

OB. Fourteen countries were represented, with the US (n = 4; 17.4%), the UK (n = 3; 

13%), and Sweden (n = 3; 13%) as the three most common countries of publication. Male-

only samples were used in the majority of these studies (n = 15; 65.2%), with the 

remaining eight studies utilising samples of men and women. As is common across the 

whole dataset included in this systematic review, the vast majority (n = 19; 82.6%) of the 

studies that examined agreeableness did not report participants’ ethnicities, but of those 

that did, all (n = 4) reported their samples to be all or majority Caucasian. 

 Most of these studies compared known offenders to non-offender control groups (n 

= 14; 60.9%). Five (21.7%) looked only at offender samples without a non-offender 

control group, three studies (13%) used nationally representative samples, and one (4.3%) 

utilised university students. OB was measured via official CJS records in 18 studies 

(78.3%), while five (21.7%) relied on participants to self-report their engagement in 

offending. 

 The overwhelming majority (n = 21; 91.3%) of the studies that examined the role 

of agreeableness measured this trait with an instrument designed to measure the Five-

Factor Model, the most common of which were the NEO-PI-R (n = 6; 26.1%), the NEO-

FFI (n = 6; 26.1%), and the IPIP-50 (n = 5; 21.7%). One study used an original 

questionnaire to measure agreeableness, and one used the HEXACO-60. Most of the 
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studies that investigated agreeableness and offending were of moderate quality (n = 17; 

73.9%). Four studies (17.4%) were high quality, and two were poor quality. 

 Nearly half of the 23 studies (n = 11; 47.8%) found agreeableness to be negatively 

associated with OB. Four studies observed that offender participants scored lower on 

agreeableness than control participants. Two studies noted that, while the trend was not 

unilateral across all their different offender sub-groups, control participants scored higher 

on this trait than non-SO offenders (Becerra-García, García-León, Muela-Martinez, & 

Egan,  2013) and traffic offenders with a mixture of DUI and speed convictions (Brown et 

al., 2016).  

Kumari et al. (2017) found that first-time offenders scored higher on agreeableness 

than repeat offenders in their study (p < .01, d = 1.13). Likewise, Međedović & Kujačić  

(2017) observed that, after controlling for age and education level, agreeableness 

correlated negatively with recidivism (r = -.25, p < .01) in their prisoner sample. In Leal 

(2017), agreeableness was negatively associated with violent, property, theft, fraud, and 

drug offending, as well as the odds of ever having been arrested (OR = 0.965, p < .001) or 

incarcerated (OR = 0.961, p < .001). Similarly, O’Riordan and O’Connell (2014) noted 

that agreeableness negatively predicted self-reported criminal justice sanctions (β = -.04, p 

< .01) in a large representative sample (n = 8,549). Finally, in another self-report study, 

Thornton et al. (2010) observed that, in female university students, low scores on 

agreeableness a) were associated with violent offending (r = .31, p < .001) and b) partially 

predicted violent offending (β = .22, p < .01). 

Of the remaining 12 studies that did not find a negative association between 

agreeableness and offending, three (13%) observed the opposite trend. A Swedish study 

(Hubicka et al., 2010) found that their sample of traffic offenders scored higher on this trait 

than general population norm data, while in a recent study from Japan (Shimotsukasa et al., 

2019), prisoners scored higher on agreeableness than general population participants (p < 
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.001, ηp
2 = .016). Finally, in an Irish study (Randall et al., 2011) that compared CSOs, 

cleric CSOs, and a general population control group, both types of CSO participants scored 

higher on agreeableness than controls (F = 17.79, p < .001). Lastly, nine studies found no 

statistical link between agreeableness and OB.   

2.4.1.3.1. Summary and Discussion: Agreeableness. From the 23 studies that 

measured an association between agreeableness and OB, the largest proportion (aggregate 

n = 25,237; Md = 100) concluded that there is a negative association between these 

variables. These studies were of high and moderate quality, and their findings align with 

trends in the literature regarding negative associations between agreeableness and various 

kinds of socially aversive behaviour (see Section 2.1.).  

In contrast, three studies (aggregate n = 5,486; Md = 162), all of moderate quality, 

found a positive association between agreeableness and offending. The results of these 

studies therefore contradict the theorised (e.g., Eysenck & Eysenck, 1970) negative 

relationship between these variables. Meanwhile, nine high, moderate, and poor quality 

studies (combined n = 594; Md = 38), did not find any association between the two 

variables. It is evident from these disparate median sample sizes that, much like 

extraversion and neuroticism, studies that did not find an association for this trait were 

marred by very small sample sizes. Indeed, across sixteen unique samples in these nine 

studies, only four samples exceeded n = 50, the largest of which had just n = 60 

participants. This contributes to the mounting evidence that more studies are needed with 

larger samples in order to achieve adequate statistical power for detecting associations 

between personality traits and various types of OB. 

2.4.1.4. Is Conscientiousness Associated with Offending? 

 The same 23 studies that assessed agreeableness also measured a potential 

association between conscientiousness and offending. One additional study (Blickle et al., 
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2006) also examined this link, bringing the total number of studies to 24. The majority of 

these studies (n = 13; 54.2%) found conscientiousness to be negatively associated with OB. 

 Three studies14 compared offenders to non-offender control groups and concluded 

that offender participants scored lower on conscientiousness than non-offenders. This trend 

also emerged in studies that compared non-offenders to CSOs (Boillat, Duering, et al., 

2017; Boillat, Schwab, et al., 2017; Iffland et al., 2014). However, Dennison et al. (2001) 

compared different sub-groups of CSO offenders to a control group, and found that among 

their samples, only the CSOs whose victims had been extra-familial scored significantly 

lower on this trait than the other groups. 

 Other studies examined a link between conscientiousness and offending frequency. 

The results of these studies indicate that conscientiousness is negatively associated with 

number of arrests (Clower & Bothwell, 2001) and criminal recidivism (Kumari et al., 

2017; Međedović & Kujačić, 2017). Correspondingly, O’Riordan and O’Connell (2014) 

noted that low levels of conscientiousness predicted criminal justice sanctions in their 

study (β = -0.025, p < .05). Furthermore, in Leal (2017), this personality trait was 

negatively associated with nine offence varieties. Interestingly, in Thornton’s et al.’s 

(2010) self-report study with university students, low conscientiousness was associated 

with (r = -.31, p < .01) and predictive of (β = -.23, p < .01) non-violent offending, but only 

in male participants.  

 Two of the 24 studies that examined conscientiousness found that this personality 

trait was positively associated with OB. Blickle et al. (2006) compared white-collar 

prisoners to a non-offending corporate manager control group in Germany, finding that the 

offenders scored higher on conscientiousness than the managers (r = .68, R2 = .46, p < .05). 

Meanwhile, in a pair of Swedish studies, Eriksson et al. (2017) compared male prisoners to 

 
14 Hubicka et al., 2010; Rolison et al., 2013; Samuels et al., 2004 
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various control groups. In their first study, the prisoners (n = 46) scored higher on 

conscientiousness (p < .001, d = .94) than a general population sample (n ≈ 800). However, 

in the second study, the same prisoners were compared to prison guards (n = 45) and 

university students (n = 32). Although prisoners were observed to score higher on 

conscientiousness than the other two groups, after controlling for impression management, 

age, and gender, and adjusting significance levels of number of tests, no group differences 

remained on this trait.  

2.4.1.4.1. Summary and Discussion: Conscientiousness. Similarly to 

agreeableness, out of 23 studies that examined a potential link between conscientiousness 

and offending, the largest proportion of studies in this section concluded that the two 

variables are negatively associated. These studies, which ranged from high to very poor 

quality, encompassed a combined n of 24,396 (Md = 55.5). Conversely, only two studies 

(aggregate n = 953; Md = 113) concluded that there was a positive correlation between this 

trait and OB. An additional nine studies (aggregate n = 6,148; Md = 49) failed to find any 

statistical relationship between the two variables. 

The distribution of these results is somewhat surprising. The conceptual 

underpinnings of conscientiousness (e.g., dutifulness, self-discipline) represent the 

opposite of a desire or inclination to engage in OB (Wiebe, 2004). However, because they 

focused exclusively on white-collar offenders, it is likely that the observed positive 

association between conscientiousness and offending in Blickle et al.’s (2006) study is 

attributable to the high degree of conscientiousness that is required to obtain such a high-

ranking white-collar position that prepares and enables an individual to commit a white-

collar criminal act. Unfortunately, the researchers did not collect background information 

from their participants (e.g., job titles, education levels, etc.), so more in-depth analyses 

that take these factors into account could not be conducted. Nonetheless, white collar 

offending may represent one offence type where the role of conscientiousness is the 
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inverse of its role in other types of OB. Thus, more research is needed that compares 

associations between conscientiousness and various offence types.  

Additional methodological issues may have contributed to the unexpected findings 

regarding conscientiousness. Eriksson et al.’s (2017) results illustrate the importance of 

utilising matched samples and controlling for potential confounds, as their observed 

positive association for conscientiousness disappeared after age, gender, and impression 

management were controlled for and significance levels were adjusted for multiple tests. 

This also lends more support to the growing evidence that larger samples are needed in 

order to successfully capture significant effects where they are present in the data, as the 

three samples in Eriksson et al.’s (2017) second study were all less than n = 50 participants 

in size. Thus, although more comparisons across offence types are needed in the literature, 

these future studies must ensure their samples are large enough to sustain statistical power 

when multiple comparisons are made on the same dataset. 

2.4.1.5. Is Openness to Experience Associated with Offending? 

 Twenty-two of the studies that examined agreeableness and conscientiousness also 

investigated a potential association between openness to experience and OB. The majority 

(n = 13; 59.1%) did not observe the emergence of any relationship between these variables. 

Nonetheless, seven studies found openness to be negatively associated with offending. 

This trend was present across general prisoner (Rolison et al., 2013), CSO (Randall et al., 

2011), SO (Iffland et al., 2014), and traffic offender (Hubicka et al., 2010) samples. 

Meanwhile, in one study, Eriksson et al. (2017) found that their prisoner sample scored 

lower on openness than general population participants, but like conscientiousness, this 

link was not replicated when the authors compared the same prisoner sample to prison 

guards and university students. Finally, two studies (Clower & Bothwell, 2001; Kumari et 

al., 2017) concluded that openness was negatively associated with offending frequency.  
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 In contrast, two studies found openness to experience to be positively associated 

with offending. Specifically, Leal (2017) found openness to be linked to five offence types 

and the odds of ever having been arrested (OR = 1.024, p < .01). However, in this study, 

openness was not associated with the odds of ever having been incarcerated. Meanwhile, a 

Japanese study (Shimotsukasa et al., 2019) found that prisoners (n = 645) scored higher on 

openness (p < .001) than a large general population sample (n = 4,546), but the strength of 

this effect was so negligible (ηp
2 = .004) that it did not even reach the threshold for what 

can be described as a ‘small’ effect (ηp
2 = .010; Cohen, 1977, 1988). Thus, the significant 

finding in this study is likely to be an artifact of inflated power due to the use of large 

samples. Correspondingly, given its sample size of approximately 14,000 participants, it is 

possible that Leal’s (2017) positive findings regarding openness and various types of 

offending may also be a consequence of heightened statistical power.  

2.4.1.5.1. Summary and Discussion: Openness. Twenty-two studies measured an 

association between openness to experience and offending. From these, the majority 

(combined n = 10,596; Md = 47) did not find any statistical link. Although only four of the 

studies that measured openness to experience were classed as high quality, all of them 

were among the studies that found no relationship between this trait and OB. This suggests 

that openness to experience may indeed be unassociated with offending, particularly when 

considered in conjunction with issues of inflated statistical power in the two studies 

(aggregate n = 19,191; Md = 4,546) that observed a positive association on this trait. 

Nonetheless, seven studies reported openness to be negatively associated with offending 

across a variety of differing sample and offence types. Accordingly, although the 

relationship between openness and offending can not yet be firmly delineated, fruitful 

comparisons across offence types may contribute to more consistent conclusions regarding 

the potential role of this trait. 
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2.4.2. Are Dark Triad Traits Associated with OB? 

2.4.2.1. Is Trait Psychopathy Associated with Offending? 

 Four of the studies in this review investigated associations between trait (i.e., 

subclinical) psychopathy and OB (aggregate n = 16,605; M = 3,321; Md = 238). In a 

longitudinal US study, Vitacco et al. (2014) measured self-reported psychopathy in adult 

males (n = 417), followed by the measurement of OB three and a half years later using a 

combination of self-report questionnaire and official CJS records capturing juvenile and 

adult charges in all 50 states. Findings indicated that psychopathy was moderately, 

positively associated with self-reported delinquency. Moreover, psychopathy was found to 

differentiate between participants with and without violent offending, theft-related 

offending, and serious offending charges. However, trait psychopathy captured only 2.3% 

of the variance in violent offending, and 1.1% of the variance in serious offending. This 

meagre contribution of psychopathic traits to these offence categories illustrates that other, 

unknown factors likely played a much larger role in variance in OB in this study. 

 In 2015, Fix and Fix examined trait psychopathy and self-reported offending in 111 

male university students. Regression analyses indicated that psychopathy predicted self-

reported violence offending, property offending, and drug offending. Next, Beaver et al. 

(2017) conducted a cross-sectional study on a sample of 15,701 males and females in the 

US, whereby OB was self-reported by participants. Across both genders, psychopathy was 

found to significantly increase the odds of being arrested, incarcerated, and sentenced to 

probation. Finally, a recent Dutch study (Garofalo et al., 2018) compared male FP 

outpatients (n = 138) to males from the general population (n = 238). The sample of FP 

patients was further subdivided into CSOs (n = 74) and violent offenders (n = 64). 

Offending was measured via the FP patients’ official CJS records. Violent offenders were 

found to score higher on psychopathy than members of the general population, illustrating 



101 

 

 

 

a positive association between this trait and OB. However, the strength of this effect was 

very small (ηp
2 = .090). 

2.4.2.1.1. Summary and Discussion: Psychopathy. Of the four studies that 

assessed a link between trait psychopathy and offending, 100% (combined n = 16,605) 

found the two variables to be positively linked. Three of these four studies were of high 

quality. Half measured OB solely via self-report; one used both self-report and official CJS 

records, and one utilised only official records to characterise offending. Meanwhile, 

psychopathy was measured via a different self-report questionnaire in each of the four 

studies (see Table 4). The samples of all four studies exceeded 100 participants, and one of 

them represented the single largest sample included in this systematic review (n = 15,701; 

Beaver et al., 2017). Thus, regardless of sample size, design (longitudinal or cross-

sectional), measurement of OB, or questionnaire used to assess psychopathy, the results of 

this group of studies were unanimous: trait psychopathy is positively associated with OB. 

Nonetheless, all of these studies were conducted in the US or the Netherlands; this overall 

homogeneity in study location means that it cannot yet be gleaned whether the same trend 

would emerge across ethnically or geographically diverse studies. Consequently, more 

research is needed regarding the relationship between trait psychopathy and OB, 

particularly in non-Western cultures. 

2.4.2.2. Is Trait Narcissism Associated with Offending? 

 Only two of the studies included in this review examined potential associations 

between trait (i.e., subclinical) narcissism and OB, both of which were conducted in 

Canada. The first (Jung & Jamieson, 2012) compared male SOs (n = 25), forensic 

psychiatric (FP) patients with no history of SO offending (n = 15), and university students 

(n = 45) on these variables. SOs scored lower on narcissism than the university students (d 

= 0.76). There were no differences between these two groups and the FP patients. The 

authors concluded that this unexpected finding may be a product of the makeup of the SO 
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sample, of whom 80% were CSOs. Citing previous research (Hosser & Bosold, 2006; 

Shine et al., 2002), they assert that CSOs tend to present with lower self-esteem and lower 

levels of narcissism than SOs who offend against adults. 

 Recently, Pettersen et al. (2019) examined the link between narcissism and 

offending in male CSOs (n = 28) and offenders with no history of sexual offending (n = 

44). CSOs scored lower on narcissism than the non-SO offenders. Furthermore, narcissism 

was moderately, positively associated with both sexual recidivism risk in the CSOs and 

violent recidivism risk in the non-SO offenders. Thus, results indicate that high levels of 

narcissism may increase the odds of engagement in OB, including sexual offending.  

2.4.2.2.1. Summary and Discussion: Narcissism. Two studies examined trait 

narcissism and OB. Although they conducted in the same country and both studies 

measured OB using official CJS records, Pettersen et al. (2019) represents a high quality 

study, with a sample approaching 100 participants in size (n = 95); conversely, Jung and 

Jamieson’s (2012) study was of moderate quality and compared three samples that sum to 

just 85 participants. Nonetheless, although their samples were small, Jung and Jamieson 

(2012) noted that post-hoc power analyses indicated they were of sufficient size for 

adequate statistical power to be achieved. Thus, the two studies were methodologically 

comparable. Consequently, it can be tentatively concluded from the findings of these 

studies that narcissism is negatively associated with child sex offending. However, given 

that the non-CSO samples in these two studies were composed of offenders with 

heterogeneous offence histories, it is not yet clear whether narcissism is associated, and in 

which direction, with other offence types.  

2.4.2.3. Is Machiavellianism Associated with Offending? 

 Of the 53 papers included in this review, not a single one measured a potential link 

between Machiavellianism and OB. This represents one of the most significant 

shortcomings of the literature reviewed thus far. Conceptually, Machiavellianism describes 
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individuals whose interpersonal strategies involve deceit, manipulation, and emotional 

detachment in the pursuit of one’s own interests (Jakobwitz & Egan, 2006). People who 

score high on this trait hold few qualms about exploiting others for personal gain, as they 

possess a general disregard for ethics or morality (Muris et al., 2017). Thus, it would be 

expected that Machiavellianism would be associated with at least some types of OB, such 

as white-collar, fraud, or theft-related offences. However, it is possible that these 

interpersonal skills lend themselves to a heightened ability to evade detection when 

behaving in socially aversive ways. In this manner, individuals high on Machiavellianism 

trait may be exceptionally successful at evading apprehension when engaging in OB. 

Evidently, studies that measure associations between this trait and various offence types 

are urgently needed. 

2.4.3. Summary: Traits and OB 

 The literature examining relationships between FFM and DT traits and OB varies 

widely in regard to methodology, geographical location, sample type, sample size, and 

offence type. These disparities obscure the extent to which meaningful comparisons can be 

made across studies. Nonetheless, some tentative conclusions can be drawn from the 

results reviewed in this section. 

 Extraversion appears to be positively associated with OB; however, it may be 

negatively associated with child sex offending. Findings regarding neuroticism are 

somewhat inconclusive, but in general, this trait seems to correspond positively with OB. 

Agreeableness and conscientiousness appear to correlate negatively with offending, 

although a positive association may characterise the relationship between 

conscientiousness and certain types of offending such as white-collar crime. Meanwhile, it 

remains unclear whether openness to experience is associated with offending, but the 

overall trend in the data leans in the direction of a positive association between these 

variables.  
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 Meanwhile, the evidence thus far overwhelmingly suggests that psychopathy is 

positively associated with OB. Narcissism seems to correlate negatively with child sex 

offending, but the relationship between this trait and other types of OB has not yet been 

established. Finally, the potential link between Machiavellianism and adult offending has 

not yet been investigated in the literature. 

 The findings reviewed here may be explained to a certain degree by correlations 

between traits. O’Boyle et al. (2014) conducted a meta-analysis of associations between 

DT and FFM traits, finding that all three DT traits consistently yield negative correlations 

with agreeableness and conscientiousness. Meanwhile, neuroticism correlates positively 

with subclinical psychopathy and Machiavellianism, and negatively with subclinical 

narcissism. Extraversion, on the other hand, yields a positive correlation with narcissism. 

Openness to experience may also be positively associated with extraversion, although the 

strength of this association was small in O’Boyle et al.’s (2014) review.  

These correlations across trait models indicate that, if the tentative conclusions 

drawn from the FFM studies in this section are correct, all three DT traits should correlate 

positively with OB. However, although the three DT traits have been investigated 

collectively in conjunction with a large number of behavioural outcomes since the model’s 

inception (see Section 2.1.), it appears that none of these previous DT studies have 

examined associations between adult OB and the model as a whole. Likewise, despite the 

associations between the two trait models that have been repeatedly demonstrated in the 

literature (O’Boyle et al., 2014), there is a significant dearth of research that combines 

models of positive and dark personality traits to ascertain which traits are associated with 

OB, and the nature of those associations. Because findings regarding associations between 

individual traits and OB have been largely inconsistent, more studies are needed that 

explore interactions between traits and how different trait combinations, incorporating both 

normal and socially aversive characteristics, may differentially contribute to OB of various 
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types. To that end, the following section examines reported associations between FFM and 

DT traits and different offence categories.  

2.4.4. Do the Links Between Traits and OB Differ by Offence Type? 

 Some of the studies included in this review examined personality traits in specific 

types of offenders. A portion of these further analysed whether offenders’ personalities 

differ according to their offence type. Across the 53 included papers, studies investigated 

personality traits in sexual, traffic, violent, and white collar offenders. Meanwhile, some 

papers did not choose offender groups a priori, but selected an offender sample and 

collected information from them about their offences in order to split them into groups for 

analysis purposes. These studies of mixed offenders therefore compared personality traits 

in offenders who were grouped according to broad offence categories such as violent, drug, 

and property offences. 

2.4.4.1. Animal Abuse 

 One study analysed associations between FFM traits and animal abuse. Schwartz et 

al. (2012) asked male and female university students to self-report engagement in animal 

abuse behaviours, resulting in a sample of 29 non-convicted animal abuse offenders 

alongside a university student control group (n = 29). No group differences were observed 

for any traits, and the researchers did not assess whether FFM traits predicted responses on 

a broader self-report offending questionnaire. Consequently, more research into the 

personality-based drivers of this specific type of offending is still needed.  

2.4.4.2. White Collar Offending 

 Only two studies in this review looked specifically at white-collar offenders. As 

discussed in Section 4.1.4., Blickle et al. (2006) found that German white-collar offenders 

scored higher on conscientiousness than non-offending corporate managers. Meanwhile, 

Ragatz (2011) compared trait psychopathy scores among American white-collar prisoners 

(n = 137) and prisoners whose offences were not white-collar in nature (n = 89). Although 
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facet-level differences emerged between the groups, overall psychopathy scores were 

similar across these offence types. The facet-level differences indicated that Machiavellian 

characteristics (as subsumed by one of the factor scales in the psychopathy measure used in 

this study) may be more characteristic of white-collar offenders than those who engage in 

other types of offending. This conclusion, in conjunction with the absence of any studies in 

this review having investigated associations between Machiavellianism and offending, 

highlights an important area for future research. Likewise, given the relative paucity of 

studies that have investigated white-collar offenders specifically, more research with this 

offender group is warranted in order to delineate the individual characteristics that lead 

some business employees to commit white-collar offences while others do not. 

2.4.4.3. Traffic Offending 

 Six of the studies included in this review examined personality in traffic offenders, 

of which two relied on participants to self-report their offences. Furnham and Saipe (1993), 

who measured extraversion and neuroticism, asked a general population sample (n = 73) 

from the UK about their driving behaviour, finding that neuroticism scores correlated 

positively with number of driving convictions. Meanwhile, a Canadian study (Brown et al., 

2016) asked participants (n = 138) to self-report any major prior driving convictions, 

resulting in four groups: DUI offenders (n = 36), speed offenders (n = 28), mixed 

DUI/speed offenders (n = 27), and non-offenders (n = 47). Although the groups were 

compared on all FFM traits, only agreeableness was found to differentiate between them: 

mixed offenders scored lower on this trait (ηp2 = .080) than the control group.  

 An Israeli study (Lev et al., 2008) compared FFM traits among traffic offenders 

who were undertaking a driving penalty course (n = 51) and a non-offending control group 

(n = 35). However, due to poor internal consistency in the Hebrew translation of the 

instrument used (IPIP-50), openness could not be analysed in this study. Among the other 

four traits, only extraversion was found to be associated with traffic offending, whereby 
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the offender group scored higher on this trait (d = 0.72) than the control participants. The 

authors mused that high levels of extraversion may predispose an individual to engagement 

in risky behaviours, including risky driving. 

 Kim and Lee (2017) investigated whether first-time (n = 169) and repeat (n = 122) 

DUI offenders differed on extraversion or neuroticism. Neither trait was found to predict 

DUI recurrence, although the authors noted that this study was marred by a high proportion 

of untruthful responses, as indicated by a social desirability scale embedded in the 

personality instrument used. Similarly, Hubicka et al. (2010) compared FFM traits in 

severe DUI offenders (n = 162) to those of a Swedish norm dataset. While the offenders 

scored lower than non-offenders on openness and conscientiousness, and higher than non-

offenders on agreeableness, no group differences emerged for extraversion or neuroticism. 

Finally, Jornet-Gibert et al. (2013) compared Spanish DUI offenders (n = 51) to a non-

offender control group (n = 47) on FFM traits; after controlling for antisocial attitudes, the 

offenders were higher on neuroticism and lower on conscientiousness than non-offenders. 

 In summary, it appears that existing studies on personality traits and traffic 

offending have failed to present a complete or consistent picture of which traits or trait 

combinations are associated with this type of offence. Nonetheless, the results reviewed 

here indicate that, similarly to the observed trends in traits and offending in general, traffic 

offenders may be characterised by low conscientiousness and high levels of neuroticism 

and extraversion. 

2.4.4.4. Sexual Offending 

 Sexual offending was the most commonly investigated type of offending in the 

included studies, with 15 articles examining this offence type. Three studies15 compared 

SOs to non-SO offenders. One study16 compared CSOs in the UK to those in Spain. The 

 
15 Becerra-García, García-León, Muela-Martinez, & Egan (2013); Jung & Jamieson (2012); 

Pettersen et al. (2019) 
16 Becerra-García, García-León, & Egan (2013) 
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remaining 11 papers compared different groups of SOs to one another. Neuroticism was 

measured in 13 studies; extraversion was measured in 12 studies; and agreeableness, 

conscientiousness, and openness were examined in ten studies. Two studies measured 

narcissism. None of the studies in this review compared SOs on trait psychopathy or 

Machiavellianism.  

 All but one of the studies that examined SOs utilised male-only samples. Studies 

primarily originated in Spain (n = 3), Switzerland (n = 3), and Canada (n = 3). Ethnicity 

was only reported in two studies, both of which reported their samples to be majority 

Caucasian. Three studies were of poor quality; two were high quality; and nine were of 

moderate quality. 

 Becerra-García, García-León, and Egan (2013) compared UK (n = 76) and Spanish 

(n = 36) CSOs on all FFM traits. Although the two samples were matched on such 

criminological factors as victim age, victim sex, victim relationship, and conviction 

history, it was observed that Spanish CSOs scored higher on all five traits, with effect sizes 

ranging from d = 0.56 (neuroticism) to d = 2.26 (conscientiousness). The authors 

speculated that this consistent finding may be the result of cultural differences whereby 

Spain is more of a collectivist nation and the UK is more of an individualist one. However, 

Becerra-García, García-León, and Egan (2013) also note that there may be discrepancies 

between the characteristics measured by the NEO-FFI, which was used with the UK 

sample, and the Spanish version that was administered to the Spanish sample. Results may 

also have been affected by the self-selective nature of the samples, which could have 

resulted in two samples that were prone to demonstrating high levels of socially desirable 

questionnaire responses.  

 Becerra-García, García-León, Muela-Martinez, and Egan (2013) compared Spanish 

CSOs (n = 32), SOs (n = 26), and non-SO offenders (n = 31) to a general population 

control group (n = 42) on the FFM traits. Results indicated that SOs are lower than controls 
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on extraversion, while non-SO offenders are lower on agreeableness than controls. 

Although all offender groups were higher than control participants on neuroticism, there 

were no differences between the offenders on this trait, nor were there any statistically 

significant findings for conscientiousness or openness. Thus, in this study, neuroticism was 

found to characterise Spanish offenders in general, while low levels of extraversion 

characterised SOs and low scores on agreeableness were evident among non-SO offenders. 

 Several other studies also compared CSOs to SOs. In another Spanish study, 

Becerra-García et al. (2012) found that CSOs (n = 33) did not differ from SOs (n = 17) on 

any of the FFM traits. However, it was observed that SOs who had experienced childhood 

abuse were higher on neuroticism than SOs without an abuse history, while CSOs who had 

childhood abuse histories scored higher on openness to experience than CSOs who had not 

experienced childhood abuse. A Portuguese study (Carvalho & Nobre, 2019) compared 

convicted CSOs (n = 33), convicted SOs (n = 32), and non-convicted individuals who 

admitted via self-report questionnaire to engaging in SO behaviour (n = 37). After 

controlling for age, marital status, education, and social desirability, group differences 

emerged on three of the FFM traits. CSOs scored lower than SOs (Hedges’s g = .76) and 

non-convicted offenders (Hedges’s g = .97) on openness, while convicted CSOs (Hedges’s 

g = .50) and SOs (Hedges’s g = .46) scored higher on neuroticism than non-convicted 

offenders. In this study, conscientiousness was also higher among convicted CSOs 

(Hedges’s g = 1.34) and SOs (Hedges’s g = .99) than non-convicted offenders.  

Lastly, a US study (Gingrich & Campbell, 1995) of FP patients compared CSOs (n 

= 69), exhibitionism offenders (n = 20), and rape offenders (n = 7) on extraversion and 

neuroticism. The study further divided CSOs into ‘fixated’ and ‘regressed’ types, whereby 

the former is characterised by pedophilic sexual interests and the latter is sexually attracted 

to adults but offend against children for other reasons such as stress or a need for 

acceptance (Burgess et al., 1978, as cited in Gingrich & Campbell, 1995). It was found that 
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rape offenders scored higher on extraversion than the other groups, and fixated CSOs 

scored higher on neuroticism than the other offenders. However, it is worth noting that in 

this study, participants were classified on the basis of their index offence only, not their 

entire offence histories, so some participants may have transcended group boundaries 

undetected.  

 As discussed in Section 2.4.2.2., two Canadian studies examined narcissism in sex 

offenders. Jung and Jamieson (2012) noted that SOs scored lower than university students, 

but these groups did not differ from CSOs or non-SO offenders on this trait. However, the 

CSOs and SOs were prisoner samples, while the non-SO offenders were FP patients, so it 

is not possible to ascertain whether the findings are attributable to offence type or to this 

potentially confounding factor. In contrast, Pettersen et al. (2019) found that CSOs scored 

lower on narcissism than non-SO offenders. These researchers also analysed links between 

narcissism and criminogenic risk; they found that in CSOs, narcissism correlated positively 

with sexual recidivism risk, while it also correlated positively with violent recidivism risk 

in the non-SO offenders. This study therefore concluded that heightened narcissism 

appears to be a risk factor for offending, regardless of the type of offending one tends to 

engage in. Meanwhile, Jung and Jamieson (2012) discuss how their results fail to lend 

support to a popular sexual offending theory (implicit theories theory; Ward, 2000) which 

proposes that narcissism perpetuates sexual offending; the authors speculate that this may 

be because their sex offender participants were primarily CSOs, who tend to be 

characterised by low self-esteem.   

 Seven of the studies included in this review compared different groups of CSOs to 

one another. In a pair of Swiss studies (Boillat, Duering, et al., 2017; Boillat, Schwab, et 

al., 2017), CSO (n = 40) and general population control participants (n = 23) were 

compared. CSOs were further sub-divided into those who had committed contact offences 

(n = 22; referred to as ‘child sexual assault’ or CSA) and those whose sexual offending 
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history was limited to online activity (n = 21; ‘child sexual exploitation material’ or 

CSEM). It was found that CSOs scored higher on neuroticism and lower on 

conscientiousness than control participants; however, there were no group differences 

observed for agreeableness, extraversion, or conscientiousness. Meanwhile, CSA and 

CSEM offenders did not differ on any FFM traits. Interestingly, Boillat, Duering, et al. 

(2017) performed a median split on neuroticism, finding that CSOs who scored high on 

this trait tended to be lower on conscientiousness and extraversion than CSOs who scored 

low on neuroticism. In addition, neuroticism was found to mediate the relationship 

between several different types of childhood abuse and later CSA perpetration. This 

finding is particularly interesting because it fails to mirror Becerra-García et al.’s (2012) 

conclusion that high levels of neuroticism characterise the SOs who have experienced 

childhood abuse and offended against adults, but not those who have abuse histories and 

subsequently offend against children. It is worth noting that Boillat, Duering, et al. (2017) 

and Boillat, Schwab, et al. (2017) utilised a FP patient sample, while the offenders in 

Becerra-García et al. (2012) were prisoners. This raises the same question of a potential 

confound as Jung and Jamieson’s (2012) study.  

 Similarly Boillat, Duering, et al. (2017) and Boillat, Schwab, et al. (2017), Stoll et 

al. (2019) compared CSA (n = 22) and CSEM (n = 21) CSO prisoners to a general 

population control group (n = 21). Only neuroticism was analysed in this study. While the 

two CSO groups were found to score higher on this trait than control participants, the 

authors did not compare CSA and CSEM offenders to one another.  

Seigfried-Spellar (2014) also examined CSEM offenders. Data was collected online 

from the general populations of the US (78.7%), UK (6.6%), Canada (5.5%), and Australia 

(3.3%). Male and female participants were asked about their engagement in child 

pornography and subsequently placed into one of four groups: non-convicted 

searchers/viewers of CSEM (n = 10), downloaders of CSEM (n = 3), exchangers of CSEM 
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(n = 3), or no engagement with CSEM (control group; n = 257). No statistically significant 

FFM differences were found between the different groups of non-convicted CSEM 

offenders; however, the author falsely interpreted p values of 0.06 and 0.08 as significant. 

In addition to insufficient statistical power as a result of extremely small sample sizes, 

additional limitations of this study include reliance on individuals to self-report their online 

OB (Schwarz, 1999), which is particularly problematic given the nature of the crimes 

asked about, and failure to statistically compare the CSEM groups to the non-offender 

control group. 

 An Australian study (Dennison et al., 2001) compared FFM traits among a general 

population control group (n = 33) and three groups of CSO prisoners: those who had 

offended against immediate family members (n = 17), those who had offended against 

step-family (n = 11), and those whose victims were extra-familial (n = 32). The step-family 

CSOs and extra-familial CSOs scored higher on neuroticism than control participants. 

Meanwhile, immediate family CSOs and extra-familial CSOs scored lower on extraversion 

than control participants. Finally, extra-familial CSOs scored lower on conscientiousness 

than control participants. Thus, while some of the CSOs differed from non-offenders on 

three FFM traits, no differences were observed for agreeableness or openness to 

experience, and the three types of CSOs did not differ from one another on any FFM traits. 

This null finding indicates that CSOs, regardless of the type of victim they offended 

against, appear to have similar personalities. Despite this, discriminant analysis indicated 

that 75% of the time, FFM scores correctly predicted which experimental group an 

individual was a member of. Non-offenders were correctly classified 91% of the time. 

Consequently, while individual traits did not have significant utility for characterising 

different types of CSOs in this study, patterns of trait elevations may be relevant for 

achieving this aim. 
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 Lu and Lung (2012) also compared CSO prisoners: those whose victims were intra-

familial (n = 25) and those who had offended against an extra-familial victim (n = 192). 

Only extraversion and neuroticism were measured in this study; extraversion was observed 

to be higher in the extra-familial CSOs than the intra-familial ones. The offenders did not 

differ on neuroticism. Interestingly, these findings directly contradict that which was found 

by Dennison et al. (2001). 

 Lastly, an Irish study (Randall et al., 2011) compared cleric CSOs (n = 30) to non-

cleric CSOs (n = 73) and a control group (n = 30). Although group differences were found 

on all FFM traits, the cleric CSOs and non-cleric CSOs only differed on conscientiousness, 

whereby cleric CSOs scored higher. The authors therefore concluded that clerical CSOs 

and lay CSOs are more similar than they are different. 

 Although sexual offending appears to be the most common offence type examined 

in the literature alongside personality traits, the studies reviewed here illustrate the 

difficulty in establishing clear patterns of associations when methodologies and sample 

types vary so widely that comparisons cannot be made between studies. Nevertheless, 

although direct evaluations cannot be made across all fifteen studies in this section, much 

of the evidence indicates that SOs in general tend to score high on neuroticism, with CSOs 

being particularly high on this trait.  

2.4.4.5. Violent Offending 

 Four of the studies included in this review looked specifically at violent offenders. 

In a female-only general population sample, Sommer et al. (1992) found that neuroticism 

was positively associated with IPV perpetration, while extraversion was not. However, this 

study had several noteworthy shortcomings: (a) exclusive focus on married or common-

law relationships; (b) a heteronormative perspective that led to participants not being asked 

about the gender of their victim(s); (c) a failure to investigate whether IPV incidents were 

instigated by the offender, or if the offender had acted in retaliation or self-defence; and (d) 
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potential psychometric issues caused by using only six items of a larger 80-item Conflict 

Tactics Scale (Straus, 1979). A more complex story of the contribution of personality to 

female IPV behaviour may emerge in future studies if these considerations are taken into 

account. 

 Three other studies looked at violent offending more generally. A longitudinal 

study from the US (Samuels et al., 2004) measured FFM traits in a representative sample; 

on the basis of official arrest records from one US state, 33 participants were classed as 

violent offenders and 46 were regarded as non-violent offenders. Although violent and 

non-violent offenders scored higher on neuroticism and lower on agreeableness and 

conscientiousness than non-offenders, extraversion and openness were found to be 

unrelated to OB; violent offenders did not differ from non-violent offenders on any trait. 

Nonetheless, the authors note that they were not able to collect information about arrests 

that took place in any other jurisdictions. Furthermore, arrest rates are not an accurate 

metric of OB: not only do they fail to capture offending that did not reach the attention of 

the CJS, but this approach also does not consider that wrongful arrests do occur, often on 

the basis of racial or economic profiling. Thus, arrest rates should not be regarded as an 

appropriate proxy for OB, nor should they be used in isolation when classifying 

participants as offenders or non-offenders. 

 A Polish study (Boduszek et al., 2013) compared extraversion and neuroticism 

scores in violent and non-violent prisoners. Violent offenders scored higher on 

extraversion, but the groups did not differ on neuroticism. Lastly, a German study (Nigel et 

al., 2018) compared FFM traits and psychopathy among FP patients (n = 164) with 

different offence types, seeking to determine which traits are associated specifically with 

violent offending in this population. Surprisingly, none of the FFM traits were found to 

predict violent offences in this study. Both subscales of psychopathic traits were predictive 

of violent offending, but in opposite directions: high scores on the impulsive antisociality 
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domain increased the likelihood of past violent offending, while high scores on the fearless 

dominance domain decreased this likelihood. Notwithstanding these results, the authors 

noted that their sample is not entirely representative of German FP patients, as all 

participants in this study had histories of drug abuse.  

 Taken together, it appears that much like sexual offending, studies on personality in 

violent offenders have not yielded consistent results. The most prevalent finding has been 

that violent offenders tend to score high on neuroticism; however, this is a common theme 

that seems to characterise many if not all types of offenders.  

2.4.4.6. Mixed Offending Groups 

 Ten studies in this review compared different types of offenders to one another. 

Seven examined FFM traits, while three measured trait psychopathy. This group of studies 

contained both the lowest-quality and highest-quality papers included in the review. 

 Three studies from the 1970s examined extraversion and neuroticism in prisoners. 

An Indian study (Gupta & Sethi, 1974) compared four offender groups: homicide, theft, 

armed robbery, and miscellaneous. No significant differences were observed between the 

groups on either personality trait, nor did the offenders score significantly differently than 

Indian and British norm datasets on these traits. Next, Eysenck et al. (1977) compared five 

groups of UK prisoners: violent, property, fraud, general recidivists, and mixed offenders. 

It was found that fraud offenders scored lower on neuroticism than property, recidivist, and 

mixed offenders. However, it bears noting that this study achieved the lowest quality score 

(4/very poor) of the entire dataset included in this systematic review. Lastly, Bartol and 

Holanchock (1979) compared six groups of US prisoners (homicide, violent, rape, robbery, 

burglary, and drug offenders) to a control group of unemployed adults. Although all 

offender groups scored higher on extraversion than the control group, sex offenders were 

the only group found to differ from the other offenders – they displayed lower scores on 

extraversion and higher on neuroticism. However, 44% of this study’s prisoner sample 
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needed to be removed from the dataset as a result of untruthful responses, which raises 

concerns about the residual validity of the final results.  

 In the 1980s, Singh et al. (1985) compared extraversion and neuroticism in Indian 

prisoners (n = 257) and a general population control group (n = 100). Prisoners were split 

into six groups: armed robbery, homicide, theft, assault, arson, and sexual offending. SOs 

were found to score higher on extraversion than the other prisoners, and all prisoners 

scored higher than controls on this trait. Meanwhile, homicide offenders scored higher on 

neuroticism than all other prisoners aside from arson offenders, and all prisoners scored 

higher than controls on this trait. 

 More recently, Thornton et al. (2010) compared FFM traits among male and female 

university students who self-reported violent, IPV, or non-violent OB. Conscientiousness 

was found to be negatively associated with, and low scores were partially predictive of, 

non-violent offending in men. Neuroticism was also negatively associated with non-violent 

offending in men and IPV perpetration in women. Agreeableness was also negatively 

associated with, and low scores were partially predictive of, violent offending in women. 

Thus, high conscientiousness was found to be a protective factor against non-violent 

offending in men; high neuroticism was protective against non-violent offending in men 

and IPV perpetration in women; and high agreeableness was protective against violent 

offending in women. Nevertheless, despite these significant results, this study utilised an 

economically homogenous sample of non-convicted individuals who self-reported their 

OBs, and these findings therefore cannot be assumed to generalise to convicted offender 

populations. 

A doctoral dissertation (Leal, 2017) examined FFM traits and self-reported OB in a 

large representative sample of approximately 14,000 American men and women. All five 

traits were found to be associated with certain types of offending. Extraversion and 

neuroticism correlated positively with violent, theft, fraud, drug, and property offences. 
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Openness to experience was positively associated with violent, theft, drug, and property 

offences. Agreeableness and conscientiousness were negatively associated with violent, 

theft, fraud, drug, and property offences. Quartile splits revealed that some of these 

associations were unique to very high- and very low-scorers on each trait, but not those 

whose personality scores resided in the middle quartiles. However, the fact that this study 

utilised a very large sample may have artificially impacted their results, but it is not 

possible to determine whether or not this was the case because the author did not report 

standardized effect sizes. Furthermore, the five FFM traits were measured via just twenty 

self-report questions, which may have been insufficient for capturing nuances in 

participants’ personality patterns. 

A recent Japanese study (Shimotsukasa et al., 2019) investigated FFM traits in male 

and female prisoners (n = 645) and members of the general population (n = 4,546). As 

discussed in previous sections, the offenders in this study scored higher than the control 

group on extraversion, agreeableness, and openness to experience. However, different 

prisoner sub-groups were also compared: violent, theft, and drug offenders. These analyses 

yielded significant findings for four of the FFM traits. Violent and drug offenders scored 

higher on extraversion (ηp
2 = .027) and openness (ηp

2 = .008) than theft offenders and non-

offenders. Meanwhile, drug and theft offenders scored higher on agreeableness (ηp
2 = .024) 

than violent offenders and control participants. Lastly, violent offenders and non-offenders 

scored higher on conscientiousness than theft offenders; however, while this finding was 

significant, the strength of the effect was negligible (ηp
2 = .003; Cohen, 1977, 1988) and 

therefore should not be regarded as a true effect. Overall, the results of this study indicate 

that low levels of agreeableness are particularly characteristic of violent offenders. 

However, results should be interpreted with caution, as the authors measured FFM traits 

via the TIPI-J (Oshio et al., 2012), a ten-item instrument that only contains two questions 

for each trait. This brevity may render the psychometric robustness of the instrument 
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insufficient for accurately capturing the scope of an individual’s personality within the 

FFM framework.  

 Three studies have examined associations between psychopathy and different types 

of offending. In 2014, Vitacco et al. published a longitudinal study utilising a 

representative sample of US men (n = 417). Information about OB was collected via both 

self-report and official CJS records; the authors note that this combination of self-report 

and official data is the most accurate metric with which to capture engagement in real OB. 

In this study, not only was psychopathy associated with self-reported offending, but it also 

successfully differentiated between participants with and without charges for violent 

offending (Hedges’s g = 0.47); theft offending (Hedges’s g = 0.44); and serious offending 

(Hedges’s g = 0.43). Thus, despite modest effect sizes, trait psychopathy appears to predict 

both violent and serious OB. 

 Another US study (Fix & Fix, 2015) examined psychopathy in conjunction with 

self-reported OB (violent, property, drug, and status offences) in male university students 

(n = 111). Psychopathy predicted self-reported violent, property, and drug offending. 

Interestingly, it was not predictive of the lower-level status offences also measured in this 

study. Finally, Garofalo et al. (2018) compared Dutch forensic psychiatric patients (n = 

138) to a non-offender control sample, finding that violent offenders had higher scores on 

psychopathy than CSOs and non-offenders. 

2.4.4.7. Summary: Personality Traits and Offence Type 

The studies summarised in this section represent a wide range of methodological 

approaches, geographical locations, and offence types. Without belabouring the message 

that has emerged repeatedly throughout this review, offenders appear to be a vastly diverse 

group, rendering it imperative that future investigations of associations between 

personality traits and OB do not conceptualise offenders as a homogeneous population; 

doing so could result in false conclusions being drawn about the degree to which certain 
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personality traits are associated with OB, and in what manner. It has become evident 

through the course of this review that these associations depend on a great number of 

factors, including offence type. 

2.4.5. Do the Links Between Traits and OB Differ by Gender? 

 Eight of the studies in this review compared male and female participants’ 

personality traits and OB. The most common finding among these papers was that 

neuroticism scores differ between male and female offenders. McKerracher and Watson 

(1968) found that male FP patients scored lower than females on neuroticism; this finding 

was replicated in Schwartz et al.’s (2012) non-convicted animal abuse participants, where 

it was observed that female offenders scored higher on neuroticism than male offenders 

and non-offenders of both genders. Similarly, Furnham and Saipe (1993) noted that male 

DUI offenders scored lower on neuroticism than female DUI offenders. Meanwhile, 

Gudjónsson et al. (1991) observed the opposite trend in a prisoner sample: male prisoners 

scored higher than controls on this trait, while female prisoners did not differ from the 

general population.  

Shimotsukasa et al. (2019) found that female prisoners scored higher on 

neuroticism and lower on openness than male prisoners, but no interaction was observed 

between group and gender; thus, the female prisoners did not differ from the male 

prisoners on FFM traits. However, in Hubicka et al.’s (2010) study of Swedish traffic 

offenders, female offenders were found to score higher on openness than male offenders. 

Finally, Nigel et al. (2018) observed that female FP patients scored higher on extraversion 

than male patients, but no differences were found for psychopathy or any of the other FFM 

traits.  

Comparatively few studies have examined whether associations between traits and 

OB differ across genders. The scarce and inconsistent findings reviewed here highlight that 

more research is needed in this area, particularly in the cases of narcissism and 
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Machiavellianism, which were not examined in conjunction with gender and OB in any of 

the included papers. Furthermore, previous research has yielded strong evidence that 

psychopathy manifests differently in men and women (de Vogel & Lancel, 2016; Dolan & 

Völlm, 2009; Verona & Vitale, 2018), necessitating more studies that are designed to 

delineate the unique contributions this trait makes to OB in different genders. 

2.4.6. Do the Links Between Traits and OB Differ by Model or Measurement Tool? 

 The final research question for this systematic review explores whether results 

differ between studies that utilised the Five-Factor Model (McCrae & Costa, 1987) and 

those that employed the PEN model (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1970) in their measurement of 

adaptive personality traits. As mentioned in Section 4.2.1., although each of the four 

studies in this review that measured psychopathy did so using a different questionnaire, 

their results were unanimous. Meanwhile, both of the studies that assessed narcissism used 

versions of the same questionnaire. However, there was considerable disparity across 

studies in the instruments used to measure FFM traits.  

As illustrated in Table 2.2, 17 papers in this review measured extraversion and 

neuroticism via one of Eysenck’s self-report questionnaires, while 28 papers used 

questionnaires designed to measure the FFM traits. Although it has been repeatedly 

demonstrated in the literature that neuroticism and extraversion are essentially 

indistinguishable across the two models (e.g., Aluja et al., 2004; Draycott & Kline, 1995; 

Larstone et al., 2002; McCrae & Costa, 1985; Zuckerman et al., 1993), this conclusion has 

consistently been drawn on the basis of official instruments such as the Eysenck 

Personality Questionnaire and the NEO-PI-R. However, many of the studies in this review 

utilised less common instruments, such as the Five-Factor Model Rating Form (FFMRF; 

Samuel & Widiger, 2004), or translated versions of original instruments, like the Ten-Item 

Personality Inventory-Japanese Version (TIPI-J; Oshio et al., 2012). This section compares 

findings across studies that used official PEN, unofficial PEN, official FFM, and unofficial 
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FFM questionnaires to measure associations between FFM personality traits and OB. 

Results are summarised in Table 2.6. 

2.4.6.1. Five-Factor Model Instruments 

Some disparities emerged between results from studies that used official 

instruments and those that used unofficial or translated instruments to measure associations 

between each of the FFM traits and OB. On extraversion, studies that found a positive 

association tended to use unofficial instruments, while a much greater proportion of studies 

that used official instruments found no association between extraversion and offending 

than those that used unofficial ones. Meanwhile, studies that used unofficial instruments 

were much more likely to find no association between neuroticism and offending, while 

those using official instruments were more likely to report a positive association for this 

trait. In contrast, non-associations for agreeableness were more common among studies 

that used official instruments, while a positive association on this trait was found in a 

greater proportion of studies that used unofficial instruments. On conscientiousness, 

negative associations were much more common among studies using official instruments, 

while non-associations were more often found by studies that used unofficial instruments. 

Finally, positive findings for openness more commonly resulted from unofficial 

instruments, and non-associations on this trait were reported by a greater proportion of 

studies using official instruments. Taken together, these differences illustrate that the 

results of studies that utilised official instruments align more closely with the theorised 

associations between OB and low conscientiousness and high neuroticism, but the potential 

positive association between extraversion and offending appears to have been better 

detected by unofficial or translated FFM questionnaires.
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Table 2.6 

Associations Between FFM Traits and OB Across Instruments 

 Extraversion Neuroticism Agreeableness Conscientiousness Openness 

+ - ns + - ns + - ns + - ns + - ns 

FFM                 

Official 

(%) 

1  

(6.7) 

4 

(26.7) 

10 

(66.7) 

9 

(56.3) 

2 

(12.5) 

5 

(31.3) 

1 

(6.7) 

7 

(46.7) 

7 

(46.7) 

0  

(0) 

11 

(73.3) 

4 

(26.7) 

0  

(0) 

5 

(33.3) 

10 

(66.6) 

Unofficial 

(%) 

 

3 

(37.5) 

3 

(37.5) 

2  

(25) 

2  

(25) 

0  

(0) 

6  

(75) 

2  

(25) 

4  

(50) 

2  

(25) 

2 

(22.2) 

2 

(22.2) 

5 

(55.6) 

2 

(28.6) 

2 

(28.6) 

3 

(42.9) 

PEN Model                

Official 

(%) 

3 

(37.5) 

1 

(12.5) 

4  

(50) 

6  

(75) 

0  

(0) 

2  

(25) 
         

Unofficial 

(%) 

2  

(50) 

0  

(0) 

2  

(50) 

2  

(50) 

0  

(0) 

2  

(25) 
         

Note. Values represent the number of studies in each category (i.e., those that used official or widely validated instruments, and those that used translated 

versions or original questionnaires) that found a positive, negative, or absence of association between each FFM trait and OB. ns = non-significant.
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2.4.6.2. PEN Model Instruments 

 According to Eysenck (1964), high extraversion and neuroticism are both 

implicated in propensity towards OB. Thus, it may be proposed that official PEN model 

instruments will best capture these positive associations. However, this was unfounded; 

while a greater proportion of official instruments resulted in a positive association between 

neuroticism and offending, unofficial instruments were more likely to find a positive 

association for extraversion. For both traits, equal proportions of studies from each group 

failed to observe any statistical link with OB.  

2.4.6.3. Five-Factor Model vs. PEN Model  

 When broadly comparing studies that measured extraversion and neuroticism with 

PEN model questionnaires and those that utilised FFM instruments, it is evident that results 

differed somewhat across the two models. On extraversion, a much greater proportion of 

studies that used PEN questionnaires observed a positive association, while a negative 

association was more commonly found through the use of FFM instruments. A roughly 

equal proportion of studies from each group found no association for extraversion. 

Meanwhile, a positive association for neuroticism was observed with greater frequency in 

PEN model studies. Finally, negative associations and non-significant results were yielded 

by greater proportions of FFM studies than PEN studies when examining neuroticism. 

2.5. General Discussion 

 This systematic review aimed to examine and synthesise the results of previous 

studies that have measured associations between Five-Factor Model or Dark Triad traits 

and adult OB. Across 53 included papers, studies varied drastically in terms of 

methodological approaches, sample types, sample sizes, geographical locations, traits 

measured, and operationalisation of the outcome variable. Consequently, the only reliable 

pattern to emerge from this qualitative analysis pertained to the role of trait psychopathy, 
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which was found to be positively associated with various types of OB in every study that 

measured this trait.  

 In spite of the inconsistencies across the results of the reviewed studies, some very 

tentative conclusions can be drawn regarding associations between OB and the other 

personality traits. Low levels of conscientiousness and agreeableness may be associated 

with engagement in OB, and offenders appear to be characterised by high levels of 

neuroticism; this is particularly the case for child sex offenders. Results have been mixed 

regarding potential associations between extraversion and OB, and no conclusions can yet 

be drawn about the roles of openness to experience, subclinical narcissism, or 

Machiavellianism.  

 The predominant theme that has been emphasised repeatedly over the course of this 

review is that, as illustrated by the wildly divergent findings across studies, offenders are 

not a homogeneous group and they should not be regarded or researched as such. More 

research is needed that compares personality traits in conjunction with different offence 

categories. However, it is apparent that research in this area is marred by considerable 

issues with sample sizes and adequate statistical power. The majority of the studies 

reviewed here utilised small samples (< n = 100), which may have limited the researchers’ 

ability to detect significant results in their data. This becomes even more problematic when 

samples are broken down into sub-samples for offence-based comparisons, which can lead 

to a dilution of statistical effects when power is insufficient.  

 This review has also highlighted inadequacies when attempting to explain OB on 

the basis of independent personality traits. Previous research has demonstrated that 

associations between personality traits and behavioural outcomes can shift when traits are 

examined in combination. For instance, in a study examining personality traits and 

smoking behaviour (Weston & Jackson, 2015), it was found that conscientiousness and 

neuroticism both contributed, independently, to smoking. However, when examined 
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collectively, the combination of high conscientiousness and high neuroticism was shown to 

result in the lowest levels of smoking among participants. The importance of considering 

trait patterns (known as ‘personality profiles’; Herzberg & Hoyer, 2009) collectively in 

their relation to behavioural outcomes was also alluded to in one of the studies included in 

this review, whereby Boillat, Duering, et al. (2017) observed that high scores on 

neuroticism were associated with different levels of the other FFM traits than were low 

scores on this trait.   

 Personality profiles can hold significant theoretical and practical utility. On a 

conceptual level, they offer convenience by subsuming multiple relevant traits under one 

label (Herzberg & Hoyer, 2009). Furthermore, they can account for interactions between 

variables as opposed to relying solely on linear combinations of individual traits; this can 

be used to strengthen predictions about OB. Statistically speaking, profiles also serve to 

reduce within-group variance regarding levels of an independent variable. Meanwhile, 

profiles also facilitate effective treatment by virtue of providing tailored representations of 

the unique drivers of an individual’s OB (Dargis & Koenigs, 2018). In this manner, 

profiles can enable a more person-centred approach to treatment planning than trait-level 

conclusions that generalise across samples (Herzberg & Hoyer, 2009). However, previous 

investigations that have utilised personality profiles to examine OB (e.g., Dargis & 

Koenigs, 2018; Herzberg & Hoyer, 2009) have only included FFM traits in their profiles, 

overlooking the potential importance of incorporating darker traits into holistic 

examinations of personality differences in OB. This review has highlighted the important 

role that at least one DT trait (psychopathy) may play in OB; thus, future endeavours 

should aim to examine how normal and socially aversive trait profiles may vary in 

conjunction with different types of offending. 
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2.5.1. Limitations 

 This review had some limitations. Eligible studies were restricted to those 

published in the English language and which could be obtained by the researcher in full-

text. In addition, a quantitative synthesis (i.e., meta-analysis) was not conducted, as study 

methodologies and outcome variables were considered too heterogeneous for meaningful 

comparisons to be drawn quantitatively. Lastly, due to time constraints, the gray literature 

was not searched. Consequently, a ‘file drawer problem’ (Rosenthal, 1979) may be present 

whereby useful information from null results has been overlooked as a consequence of 

publication bias. 

2.5.2. Recommendations and Conclusions 

 This systematic review has highlighted several areas where researchers may 

improve upon previous studies. First, it is imperative that future studies utilise matched 

samples, and/or control for demographic variables such as age, gender, ethnicity, and 

education. Second, the possibility for untruthful responses on self-report questionnaires 

must not be overlooked; accordingly, future studies should employ impression 

management or lie detection scales alongside their questionnaires. Likewise, when 

measuring OB, the most accurate metric is a combination of self-report and official CJS 

records (Vitacco et al., 2014); this combination therefore represents a best practice 

approach to the measurement of OB. Third, more research is needed that compares 

personality across offenders of different races, ethnicities, and cultural backgrounds. 

Fourth, in order to mitigate power concerns, it is recommended that researchers collaborate 

across data collection sites in the future (Button et al., 2013). Relatedly, in light of the 

inflated statistical power inherent in very large samples, researchers should report effect 

sizes to enable accurate appraisals of the strength of observed effects. Finally, this review 

has highlighted that future studies should adopt a personality profile approach to their 

investigations of personality and OB. It is hoped that the recommendations emerging from 
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this review will enable future researchers to improve upon past shortcomings and breathe 

new life into this well-established area of scholarship. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

3.1. Introduction 

 The overarching aim of this thesis is to better understand associations between 

personality trait profiles and self-reported OB, while also considering how other 

personality features (level of personality functioning, interpersonal style, irritability, 

empathy, and criminal thinking style) may impact these relationships. This chapter details 

key features of the methodological approaches taken in this thesis, including those 

pertaining to design, data collection, and data analysis. At each stage of the process, careful 

decisions were made in light of scientific principles, norms in the field, ethical 

considerations, and practical limitations. The choices made when designing and 

undertaking this research were deemed the most appropriate ways to address the research 

aims, which are outlined for each study in Chapters 2, 4, 5, and 6.  

3.2. Research Design 

 First, to assess and synthesise current knowledge regarding associations between 

the FFM and DT personality traits and OB, a systematic review was undertaken (see 

Chapter 2). This research area has a relatively long history in the field of psychology, 

necessitating a systematic approach to ensure a comprehensive critical summary of the 

extant literature was used to inform the subsequent empirical studies in this thesis. 

Consequently, although the links between each variable of interest and OB were 

summarised in Chapter 1’s literature review, a more methodical approach was taken when 

focusing in on associations between individual personality traits and OB. The review 

presented in Chapter 2 followed PRISMA (Moher et al., 2009) guidelines, as these 

represent a best practice approach to conducting systematic reviews in the social sciences 

(Siddaway et al., 2019). By following the PRISMA protocol, a series of research questions 

was systematically addressed, and it could be confidently concluded that the subsequent 
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empirical studies were informed by a comprehensive, thorough, and current understanding 

of our knowledge surrounding the roles of FFM and DT traits in OB. 

Next, a quantitative, cross-sectional approach was taken to empirically investigate 

the remaining research questions, partly in recognition that quantitative methods are the 

norm within the areas of personality psychology and individual differences research 

(Maltby et al., 2017). Moreover, the FFM and DT models both conceptualise traits in a 

quantitative manner (McCrae & Costa, 1987, 2008; Paulhus & Williams, 2002), and since 

their inception these traits have typically been measured quantitatively (see, e.g., Furnham 

et al., 2014; Widiger, 2015). The other variables of interest in this thesis (i.e., level of 

personality functioning, interpersonal style, criminal thinking style, empathy, and 

irritability) are also traditionally measured quantitively (see Chapters 4 and 5 for 

descriptions of the scales used to measure these constructs). It therefore made sense to take 

a quantitative approach in this research, too. Meanwhile, the research questions pertain to 

individual differences at one point in time, and to differences between groups, as opposed 

to differences within the same group over time. Thus, a cross-sectional design was the 

appropriate fit for this research rather than a longitudinal approach, although future 

longitudinal studies are recommended to build on existing findings in this thesis and 

indeed the field more widely. 

Although the primary focus of this thesis is to ascertain the personality-based 

drivers of OB, it also seeks to establish the first known set of personality profiles that 

encompass both the FFM and DT traits together. These traits, along with all of the 

personality constructs examined in this thesis, exist on continuums within all people – not 

only offenders. Hence, Study 1 begins by establishing personality profiles in the general 

population, with a view to assessing whether these profiles may generalise to other 

samples, including ex-offenders. This aim represents another reason why a quantitative 
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approach was the best fit for this thesis, as it lends itself to generalisation more than 

qualitative approaches do (Maltby et al., 2017). 

The second empirical study in this thesis builds on the first by examining whether 

the same profiles emerge in a different general population sample, as well as whether these 

profiles are related to OB and if other personality-based constructs mediate (see Section 

3.4.2.) these relationships. Finally, the third study mirrors the second, except it uses an ex-

offender sample. In so doing, the findings of Studies 1 and 2 can be assessed for 

generalisability in a different type of sample, and it can be determined the extent to which 

ex-offenders may be quantitatively different from the non-offending general population. 

3.2.1. Measurement of Dark Triad Traits 

There were many instruments that could have been used to measure the Dark Triad 

traits in this thesis, and the Short Dark Triad (SD3; Jones & Paulhus, 2014) was ultimately 

chosen for this purpose. Sometimes, the DT is measured with three separate instruments 

(one for each trait). When this approach is taken, Machiavellianism is commonly measured 

using the MACH-IV (Christie & Geis, 1970); narcissism with the Narcissistic Personality 

Inventory-40 (NPI-40; Raskin & Terry, 1998) or the Narcissistic Personality Inventory-16 

(NPI-16; Ames et al., 2006); and psychopathy with the Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy 

Scale (LSRP; Levenson et al., 1995), Self-Report Psychopathy Scale-III (SRP-III; 

Williams et al., 2003), or Self-Report Psychopathy Scale 4 (SRP 4; Paulhus et al., 2017). 

However, this project was initially designed to be conducted with a clinical population, and 

as such, a key aim in the methodological design was to burden the participants as little as 

possible. Consequently, it was decided to use a single global instrument to measure the DT 

traits together, rather than multiple longer instruments. 

The SD3 is not the only brief measure of DT traits; another popular option is the 

Dirty Dozen (DD; Jonason & Webster, 2010). With 12 items, the DD is briefer than the 

SD3 (27 items). Both instruments were considered when planning this research. However, 
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research comparing the two measures strongly indicated the SD3 outperformed the DD in 

several ways. The SD3 subscales correlate more strongly than the DD with longer 

measures of the DT traits and demonstrates greater convergent validity with those 

measures (Jones & Paulhus, 2014). Furthermore, the SD3 shows greater incremental 

validity (Maples et al., 2014) and test-retest reliability (Dragostinov & Mõttus) than the 

DD. Consequently, the SD3 was selected for use in this research. 

3.2.2. Measurement of OB 

When designing this research, a great deal of consideration was given to the 

measurement of OB. Previous studies have tended to measure OB via self-report measures 

of juvenile delinquent or antisocial behaviour (see reviews by Jones et al., 2011; Miller & 

Lynam, 2001). This represents a potential shortcoming of many previous studies: as 

posited by Gomes et al. (2018), “criminological knowledge can only be as accurate as the 

measure of crime itself” (p. 26). These authors point out that criminality is inherently hard 

to measure and that many existing measures are flawed in this endeavour. The 

generalisation of findings from non-offenders to offenders is limited, particularly when the 

behaviour in question is antisocial behaviour—a construct which is qualitatively different, 

broader, and less severe than actual criminal acts. However, using official records to 

measure OB brings another issue to the fore, which is the ‘dark figure of crime’, or the 

widely accepted notion that official records only capture a fraction of all committed 

offences (Gomes et al., 2018). Thus, as highlighted in Chapter 2, a best practice approach 

to quantifying OB is to use a combination of official records and self-report measures 

(Farrington, 1973). This approach was intended to be taken in this thesis, as the research 

was originally designed to involve the use of an institutionalised offender sample at a high 

secure hospital. However, ethical approval was obtained in March 2020, just as the 

COVID-19 pandemic began, and the resulting delays in gaining access to the target sample 

necessitated a re-design of the project. In order to regain momentum, it was decided to use 



132 

 

 

 

an ex-offender sample instead, who would have access to the internet and be able to 

participate remotely. Unfortunately, a consequence of the change in sample meant that 

official records of participants’ offence histories could no longer be accessed, which is why 

this research has had to rely entirely on self-report measurement of OB. Fortunately, there 

is some documented evidence of the predictive validity of this approach (see Gomes et al., 

2018, for a summary). 

Many established instruments were considered for this purpose, but most were 

deemed unsuitable by nature of their use of antisocial or delinquent behaviour as proxies 

for OB. For instance, the Australian Self-reported Delinquency Scale (Curcio et al., 2015; 

Mak, 1993) is widely used, but it includes minor offences such as illegally obtaining or 

consuming cigarettes, and such subscales as cheating and fighting (behaviours that are not 

always criminal in nature). Likewise, as it is a measure of delinquency, this scale fails to 

capture more severe examples of OB. The same issues are present in the D45 (Youngs & 

Canter, 2014), another popular self-report instrument used to measure delinquency. 

However, Teague et al. (2008) presented a self-report measure of adult offending that was 

adapted from the National Youth Survey, a longitudinal study with over 1700 Australian 

adolescents that examined juvenile delinquency. The adaptation resulted in a questionnaire 

that includes more severe behaviours and omits lower-level behaviours such as skipping 

school or fighting with a classmate, and was specifically designed for use with adults. 

There are four subscales, measuring violent, property, sexual, and drug offending, and the 

measure shows strong internal consistency (Teague et al., 2008). Thus, of the available 

options, this instrument was deemed the most appropriate for measuring OB in this thesis.  

3.2.3. Socially Desirable Responding 

It has long been acknowledged in the fields of psychometrics and personality 

research that individuals may display response biases when filling out self-report 

questionnaires (King & Bruner, 2000; Paulhus, 1991; Van de Mortel, 2008). One of the 
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most prominent types of these biases is known as socially desirable responding (SDR), or 

the tendency to respond to questions in a way that makes the person look good, or more 

socially desirable. Often, this means misrepresenting one’s true qualities. This issue is of 

central concern to personality research (Paulhus, 1991), where the participants may, 

whether intentionally or due to a lack of insight into their own traits, misrepresent 

themselves on personality questionnaires such as those used in this research. However, the 

problem of SDR is also of critical importance when self-report instruments are used to 

measure instances of antisocial or socially condemned behaviour (Crowne & Marlowe, 

1964; Hart et al., 2015). To that end, another important research design consideration in 

this thesis was the incorporation of a tool to detect socially desirable response biases. 

These checks are relevant to the ex-offender and non-offender samples alike, both of 

whom may be tempted to engage in misrepresentation when asked about their traits or 

history of OB.  

Thus, the Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding Short Form (BIDR-16; Hart 

et al., 2015) is embedded within the personality questionnaires in Studies 1, 2, and 3. This 

measure has two scales: impression management (IM) and self-deceptive enhancement 

(SDE). These scales reflect the two-factor nature of SDR, whereby this response bias may 

be conscious (other-deception) or unconscious (self-deception) (Paulhus, 2002). Thus, 

participants may consciously engage in IM, or they may unconsciously display SDE in 

their responses. For example, one of the items on the IM scale is ‘I sometimes tell lies if I 

have to’. Disagreement on this item is indicative of engagement in IM. Meanwhile, an 

example of an SDE item on the BIDR-16 is ‘I never regret my decisions’. The SDE items 

require a greater degree of personal insight in order to respond truthfully, and if a 

participant responds to these items in a way that reflects SDE, they may be unaware that 

they are deceiving themselves as well as misrepresenting their true nature on the 

questionnaire. According to Paulhus (2002), unlike IM, SDE represents discordance from 
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reality. But this tendency is not necessarily maladaptive, as it may facilitate enhanced self-

esteem and positive first impressions (Paulhus, 2002). Indeed, Paulhus (1991) argues that 

SDE represents self-deceptive positivity, which is intrinsic to some personality constructs 

including those involving self-esteem or positive self-image. Consequently, controlling 

SDE when measuring these constructs will lead to a reduction in predictive validity of the 

measure (Paulhus, 1991, p. 23). Some of the traits measured in this thesis, most notably 

narcissism, involve a degree of this self-deceptive positivity. Thus, if SDE outliers are 

observed in the datasets, they will not be initially removed; rather, analyses will be run 

with and without BIDR-16 scores controlled for, to assess whether this changes the 

outcomes of the analyses. If the outcomes change when BIDR-16 scores are controlled for, 

then decisions will be made about the removal of outliers. Meanwhile, outliers will also be 

looked for on the IM scale, with the expectation that they will skew the results of analyses, 

as very high scores on this scale indicate conscious lying by participants and evidence 

shows people can willingly engage in IM when instructed to do so (e.g., Robinson & 

Rogers, 2015). However, the procedure for IM will be the same as SDE: outliers will not 

be initially removed, but decisions will be made about their removal if analytic outcomes 

are affected by their retention in the dataset. 

3.2.4. Offence Type 

 Another major consideration in this thesis’ design was the delineation of offence 

type in statistical analyses. When discussing OB, theoretical distinctions are often made 

between various subgroups of offenders (e.g., Bonta & Andrews, 2017; Ireland, Ireland, & 

Birch, 2019). These typically pertain to offenders with and without mental disorders, but 

sometimes differentiations are made between offence categories. This reflects a belief that 

for some offenders, offence choice holds direct relevance to the theoretical or clinical 

characterisation of the drivers of their OB (Bonta & Andrews, 2017). For instance, the 

following offence types have been highlighted as representing unique offender groups with 
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contrasting motivations, characteristics, or therapeutic needs: sexual offences, fire-setting 

offences, intimate partner violence, stalking, terrorism, and violent offences such as 

grievous bodily harm (Ireland, Ireland, & Birch, 2019). Meanwhile, personality features 

may also be related to differences in offence type: in a study by Garofalo et al. (2018), 

differences in psychopathic traits and level of personality functioning were observed 

between violent offenders and child sex offenders. However, despite these apparent 

variations in key personal attributes among different types of offenders, it appears that no 

studies have systematically investigated the role of offence type in motivations for OB. By 

heightening our understanding of the differences between offender groups, therapeutic 

treatment approaches and conceptualisations of etiological pathways to offending may also 

be improved (Garofalo et al., 2018; Seto, 2008). Thus, a final component of this thesis’ 

design involves the examination of potential differences between types of offence (i.e., 

violent, sexual, property, and drug offending).  

3.3. Data Collection 

3.3.1. Male Samples 

 As mentioned in Section 3.2.1., this thesis was originally envisioned with forensic 

psychiatric patients as an offender sample in the final study, but access delays resulting 

from the COVID-19 pandemic necessitated a re-design of the research. Because the 

patients that would have been used in the original studies came from a forensic hospital 

that only houses male offenders, it was planned to also restrict the general population 

samples to men only—this was in order to facilitate demographic matching across studies. 

When the time came to revamp the research to ensure it could continue during the 

pandemic, Study 1 had already been completed. Thus, as Study 1 had used an all-male 

general population sample, it was decided that the newly designed Studies 2 and 3 would 

follow suit. Gender comparisons are beyond the scope of this thesis’ aims and its analytic 

strategy, given the number of variables already included in the project’s design. Although 
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this demographic homogeneity is not ideal, it enables comparisons across the three studies, 

and eliminates gender as a possible confound when discussing the generalisation of results 

from one sample to the next. Moreover, there is meta-analytic evidence that in psychology 

research and specifically personality research, differences between men and women are 

small (see Zell et al., 2015, for a comprehensive metasynthesis of these effects). Such a 

robust finding supports the use of male-only samples in this thesis, and suggests that 

results may still be generalisable to other gender groups. 

3.3.2. Data Quality Issues 

 An issue with data quality emerged during the data collection phase of Study 1. The 

study took place on Qualtrics, and participants were recruited via social media platforms, 

word-of-mouth, and hard-copy advertisements on the university campus. Unfortunately, 

despite having utilised Qualtrics’ survey protection tools including an IP check and 

reCAPTCHA, it became apparent that some groups of individuals were completing the 

survey en masse, with a different IP address each time. This resulted in a large volume of 

invalid responses. Given that this survey offered a £5 reward to each participant, it was 

decided to suspend data collection for a short time. A solution was sought through the use 

of Qualtrics’ participant recruitment service, which allowed data collection to resume and 

resulted in a high-quality dataset.  

Owing to pricing restrictions with Qualtrics’ recruitment service, the new 

participants were all based in the UK. However, some of the original participants were 

retained in the final sample, having examined the dataset and determined that their data 

were likely to be genuine. This led to a final sample of 343 participants, of whom 85.8% 

were based in the UK and the rest in other countries. In a perfect world, the entire sample 

would have represented a single country in order to eliminate this aspect as a potential 

confound. However, it was not wished to reduce the sample size any more than necessary, 

and the vast majority of the sample are UK-based. Hence, Study 1’s sample is framed as 
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predominantly UK-based, which to an extent allows for cross-national comparisons against 

the wholly US-based sample used in Study 2. 

3.4. Data Analysis 

 This section discusses data analysis considerations. Each of the three empirical 

studies in this thesis begins by investigating personality profiles, comprising the FFM and 

DT traits, by running a Latent Profile Analysis (LPA) in Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-

2017). In each study, once a profile solution has been derived, a MANOVA tests whether 

participants in each profile group differ significantly from the other groups on each trait. 

Next, a MANCOVA is conducted to check whether the BIDR-16 scores alter the outcome 

of the MANOVA. 

 In Studies 2 and 3, more analyses follow. First, a MANOVA is run to test whether 

levels of each type of OB vary based on trait profile membership. Then, for each potential 

mediator (level of personality functioning, interpersonal style, empathy, irritability, and 

criminal thinking style), MANOVAs are run to assess whether levels of these variables 

differ based on profile membership, and Pearson’s correlations assess whether these 

variables are associated with each type of OB. When significance is found in the 

relationships between profile and the potential mediator, and between the potential 

mediator and OB, mediation analyses are conducted. These analyses assess whether each 

of the variables mediates the relationships between personality profile and OB.  

 The following sections explain why these analytic techniques were chosen to 

address the research questions. 

3.4.1. Latent Profile Analysis 

 As reviewed in Chapter 2, the majority of existing studies investigating the roles of 

personality traits in OB have adopted a linear, trait-centred (sometimes referred to as 

variable-centred) approach. However, the trait-centred approach does not allow for 

analyses of how these traits cluster within a given individual or how interactions between 
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traits may manifest differently than isolated traits at the individual level. With this in mind, 

this thesis is the first to elucidate trait profiles using both the FFM and the DT, and to 

compare these profiles among ex-offender and general population samples. The profile 

approach is additionally advantageous in comparison to the trait approach because it has 

the potential to aid the development of individualised, person-centred treatment 

interventions that target the patient’s unique trait profile and subsequent treatment needs 

(Dargis & Koenigs, 2018). Thus, the results of this thesis can extend beyond theory by 

having real-world utility for clinical practice, both with offender and non-offender 

populations. 

LPA is one such person-centred statistical approach that can be used to categorise 

individuals into homogenous groups based on their unique combinations of continuous and 

categorical latent variables (Wall et al., 2019). Essentially, LPA is based on the premise 

that subgroups can be identified in populations, and that membership to these subgroups 

can be explained by patterns of scores on a collection of continuous variables17 (Weller et 

al., 2020). In LPA, these subgroups are referred to as latent profiles. Each participant is 

assigned to a profile on the basis of the statistical probability that they fit within that 

subgroup, given their pattern of scores on the included variables. In the current research, 

those variables are the five traits in the FFM and the three traits in the DT.  

When conducting LPA, a sequence of models is tested. First, a one-profile model is 

run; this is used as a baseline (Nylund-Gibson & Choi, 2018). The one-profile solution is 

then compared to a model with two profiles to assess which is a better model for the 

dataset. The two-profile solution is then compared to a three-profile solution, and so on, 

until the best model is found. Typically, model fit improves with each profile that is added, 

until it peaks and begins to deteriorate. The peak is indicative of the best model fit. 

 
17 When the variables are categorial rather than continuous, it is called Latent Class Analysis. 

However, the two approaches are conceptually the same (Nylund-Gibson & Choi, 2018). 
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However, this process is not entirely straightforward, as determining which model is the 

best fit does not depend on just one statistical indicator, but on several criteria which must 

be balanced with one another. These typically comprise the Bayesian information criterion 

(BIC) and adjusted BIC; the entropy value; the Vuong-LC-Mendell-Rubin Likelihood 

Ratio Test (VLMR); and the Parametric Bootstrapped Likelihood Ratio Test (PBLR).   

The BIC is considered by some to be the most reliable statistical indicator of model 

fit (Weller et al., 2020). This indicator refers to parsimony, and a lower value indicates a 

better fit. Meanwhile, the entropy value is a measure of uncertainty, and values closer to 1 

are indicative of a better model fit (Wall et al., 2019). The VLMR and PBLR both yield p 

values, whereby significance indicates the model is a significantly better fit than the 

previous model it is being compared to (Nylund-Gibson & Choi, 2018). Unfortunately, 

these criteria do not always converge on a single model where all indicators clearly show a 

better fit than the other models tested. For this reason, the indicators need to be examined 

in conjunction with one another, striking the optimal balance between them, and 

conceptual and theoretical utility need to be considered alongside these metrics. To 

illustrate, perhaps all indicators show that a two-profile solution is better than the baseline 

(a one-profile solution), but the three-profile solution shows improvement to the two-

profile solution on some of these indicators but not others. The researcher must exert some 

discretion in their selection of the best model fit. For example, if only 2% of the sample are 

allocated into the third profile, does the three-profile solution really hold practical 

improvement upon the two-profile solution? Such questions must be considered when 

determining which solution is considered best (Nylund-Gibson & Choi, 2018).  

In this thesis, BIC, adjusted BIC, entropy, VLMR, and PBLR were examined 

alongside one another for all tested models in the three empirical studies. These values are 

reported in the results section of Chapters 4-6. 
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3.4.2. Mediation Analyses 

 Mediation was chosen as the appropriate fit for the research questions, which ask 

whether various personality features mediate the relationships between personality profiles 

and OB. Thus, in Studies 2 and 3 a series of mediation analyses was conducted using the 

PROCESS macro in SPSS (version 4.0; Hayes, 2022).  

Moderation was also considered. However, as shown in Chapter 2, associations 

between the included personality traits and OB have been observed many times over, but 

have yet to be fully explained. Furthermore, these associations are not consistent in their 

strength or direction, with contradictions appearing throughout the literature. Thus, 

mediation was selected as a more appropriate way to conceptualise the potential roles of 

the other personality features included in this thesis. To investigate whether these variables 

moderate the relationships between trait profiles and OB may serve to only muddy the 

waters further. In contrast, by examining their roles as potential mediators, more clarity 

may be gleaned regarding why the associations between personality traits and OB are 

frequently observed, but rarely consistent. 

3.4.3. Power Analyses 

 In this thesis, sample sizes were restricted by institutional budgets for participant 

payment. Nonetheless, power analyses were conducted to ascertain the sample sizes 

needed to achieve adequate statistical power for each LPA and F test undertaken. 

According to Weller et al. (2020), the conversation around appropriate sample size for 

LPA is still evolving in the literature, with the current consensus indicating “more is better, 

but it depends” (p. 290). Nylund-Gibson and Choi (2018) indicate that 300 or more 

participants is ideal, but the simpler the model and the more separated the profiles are, the 

smaller the sample can be. Relatively speaking, with eight indicators and three profiles in 

each study, the models tested in this thesis can be considered simple relative to other 

studies, which may have more than 20 indicators (Weller et al., 2020) and upwards of six 
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profiles or classes (Dziak et al., 2014). Ultimately, the benchmarks provided by Dziak et 

al. (2014) were used to assess power for the LPAs in this thesis. In each study, the LPA 

used eight indicators (the five FFM traits and three DT traits), and the analysis yielded a 

three-profile solution. Dziak et al.’s (2014) recommendations that, for an LPA with eight 

indicators and three profiles, 106 participants are needed to detect a large effect size, while 

293 are required to detect a medium effect size and 2,640 are needed to detect a small 

effect size.  

Because power is partly dependent on the number of the classes in the model, in each 

study power was checked after the LPA was conducted and a model was selected. Next, 

power sensitivity analyses for all F tests were done using G*Power (Faul et al., 2007), with 

alpha set to .05 and power set to .80. The results of these analyses are shown in Table 3.1, 

which reports the effect sizes that were detectable in each LPA and F test per study. 

Cohen’s (1988) recommendations were used when interpreting the effect sizes in all 

G*Power analyses.  

3.5. Conclusion 

 This chapter has shown that the empirical parts of this thesis are shaped by 

carefully considering the balance between methodological and statistical robustness and 

logistical constraints. Some of the limitations that have emerged over the course of the 

research include budget concerns that have impacted sample sizes in each study; 

demographic homogeneity; participant bots; and the COVID-19 pandemic. Each of these 

aspects has presented challenges that have needed to be overcome. Although their 

methodological approaches are not always perfect, this thesis has been designed to reflect 

best-practice approaches and scientific rigour. 
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Table 3.1 

Effect Sizes Detectable in Each Analysis 

Analysis 
Study 1 

(n = 332) 

Study 2 

(n = 210) 

Study 3 

(n = 292) 

 

Latent Profile Analysis 

(8 indicators, 3 profiles) 

 

Small-to-

medium 

 

Medium-to-

large 

 

Medium 

MANOVAs  

(IV = profile, DV = traits) 

f2(V) = 0.03 

 

f2(V) = 0.05 

 

f2(V) = 0.03 

 

MANCOVA  

(IV = profile, DV = traits;  

covariates = SDR, 2 levels) 

f2(V) = 0.03 

 

f2(V) = 0.05 

 

f2(V) = 0.04 

 

MANOVA 

(IV = profile, DV = OB, 4 levels) 

-- f2(V) = 0.04 f2(V) = 0.03 

 

MANOVA  

(IV = profile; DV = LPF, 2 levels) 

-- f2(V) = 0.03 

 

f2(V) = 0.02 

 

MANOVA  

(IV = profile, DV = IS, 8 levels) 

-- f2(V) = 0.05 

 

f2(V) = 0.03 

 

MANOVA  

(IV = profile, DV = empathy, 2 levels) 

-- f2(V) = 0.03 

 

f2(V) = 0.02 

 

ANOVA  

(IV = profile, DV = criminal thinking 

style) 

-- f2(V) = 0.22 f2(V) = 0.18 

ANOVA  

(IV = profile, DV = irritability) 

-- f2(V) = 0.22 f2(V) = 0.18 

Note. Effect size interpretations are based on Dziak et al. (2014) and Cohen (1988). For LPA, small 

effect is w = 0.1; medium effect is w = 0.3; large effect is w = 0.5. For F tests, alpha was set to 0.05 

and power was set to 0.80. For F tests, small effect is f2(V) = .02; medium effect is f2(V) = .15; 

large effect is f2(V) = .35. In all analyses, the profile variable had three levels. Traits had eight 

levels. SDR = socially desirable responding. OB = offending behaviour. LPF = level of personality 

functioning. IS = interpersonal style.  

 

First, a thorough review of the literature identified which personality constructs 

may be key to explaining the relationships between personality traits and OB, thereby 

informing the variables included in the subsequent studies and the research questions these 

studies would be seeking to answer. Next, a systematic review was undertaken to ensure 

the empirical studies that followed were grounded in a current and comprehensive 

understanding of our knowledge surrounding the roles of FFM and DT traits in OB. 
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Meanwhile, the three empirical studies in this thesis were carefully designed, with 

thoughtful decisions made regarding the measurement of OB, the inclusion of a measure to 

detect SDR, the delineation of offence type, and the best ways to analyse the data. The 

following chapters present three empirical studies which converge in their attempt to 

answer the thesis’ overarching research question: how are personality traits related to OB, 

and how do other personality features contribute to these relationships? 
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CHAPTER 4: PERSONALITY TRAIT PROFILES IN A MALE 

COMMUNITY SAMPLE 

4.1. Introduction 

 Chapter 1 underscored the important role that personality traits play in individual 

propensity to offending behaviour (OB). However, despite the extensive body of research 

that has established links between these constructs, these investigations continually 

emphasise the Five-Factor Model (FFM; McCrae & Costa, 1987) of personality while 

other trait models, such as the Dark Triad (DT; Paulhus & Williams, 2002), tend to be 

overlooked. Likewise, studies that explore the role of the DT generally fail to incorporate 

adaptive trait models alongside these darker traits.  

The systematic review presented in Chapter 2 synthesised the results of these 

previous studies. What emerged from this review was the conclusion that personality and 

OB is an area of scholarship marred by widely divergent methodological approaches; 

sample types; sample sizes; geographical locations; traits measured; and 

operationalisations of OB. The only consistent finding across the 53 included papers was 

that subclinical psychopathy was positively associated with OB in all studies that included 

this trait. The results of the systematic review led to the tentative conclusion that low levels 

of agreeableness and conscientiousness may be implicated in OB, and that this may also be 

the case for high levels of neuroticism—particularly for child sex offenders. Results were 

mixed regarding the role of extraversion, and no conclusive inferences could be drawn for 

the roles of openness to experience, subclinical narcissism, or Machiavellianism. These 

inconsistent and contradictory findings demonstrate a need for more studies that take a 

holistic approach, balancing both positive and dark traits and examining them collectively 

rather than in isolation.  

Furthermore, the systematic review highlighted that personality traits have thus far 

been inadequate when attempting to comprehensively explain drivers of OB. The variable-
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centred or trait approach is concerned with individual differences on discrete dimensions, 

and can account for the isolated or additive influences of separate traits in the prediction of 

behaviour (Merz & Roesch, 2011). However, this method does not capture potential 

interactive or multiplicative effects among covarying traits such as those comprising the 

FFM (Digman, 1997; McCrae & Costa, 1987). Accordingly, examining traits in 

combination, in the form of personality profiles (Herzberg & Hoyer, 2009), is a fruitful 

avenue for researchers to explore. This person-centred approach accounts for interactions 

between individual variables, providing explanatory value that extends beyond the limits of 

the variable-centred approach (Herzberg & Roth, 2006). Indeed, person-centred methods 

have been observed to facilitate predictions of behavioural outcomes such as antisocial 

behaviour (Chabrol et al., 2015), interpersonal behaviour (Herzberg & Hoyer, 2009), and 

impulsivity and risk propensity (Kerber et al., 2021). 

Moreover, a prominent finding emerging from the systematic review was the 

importance of appreciating the diverse nature of offender populations. As illustrated in 

Table 2.3 (Chapter 2), many empirical endeavours operationalise offenders as a 

homogeneous group that can be differentiated from non-offenders most effectively by 

virtue of their status with the criminal justice system. In fact, like non-offenders, offenders 

are characterised by their varied personal characteristics, backgrounds, and motivations 

(see Chapter 2). Consequently, the person-centred approach is better suited to capture a 

dynamic, holistic understanding of the personality-based drivers of a given offender’s OB, 

and to subsequently target those drivers in treatment interventions tailored to the 

individual. Furthermore, another strength of the person-centred approach is its ability to 

complement, rather than compete with, variable-centred explorations (Decuyper et al., 

2013). In this way, the two approaches can also be employed in tandem in efforts to 

capture a comprehensive understanding of an individual’s personality configuration.  
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4.1.1. Five- Factor Model (FFM) Personality Profiles 

Block (1971) was one of the first to empirically identify distinct personality types 

deriving from combinations of trait scores. In Block’s (1971) longitudinal study with 84 

men, five personality types were identified, of which three were found to be stable over 

time. These were subsequently labelled ego resilients, unsettled undercontrollers, and 

vulnerable overcontrollers. From this investigation, Block and Block (1980) formulated a 

theory of ego control and ego resiliency. According to this model, ego control refers to the 

ability to exert control over one’s impulses. An individual who is high in ego control can 

contain their motivational and emotional impulses as needed, but can also express them 

when appropriate. Meanwhile, ego resiliency refers to the ability to be flexible and 

adaptive in the face of shifting environmental conditions and demands, particularly 

stressful ones (Isler et al., 2016). According to Block and Block (1980), individuals who 

are very low in ego control will possess low ego resiliency, but so will those who are very 

high in ego control. As discussed in Chapter 1, interpersonal theory (Leary, 1957; Sullivan, 

1953) and the DSM-5 AMPD (APA, 2013) converge in their assertion that an inflexible 

approach to interpersonal interactions and relationships represent the core of a disordered 

personality. Block and Block’s (1980) model of ego control and ego resiliency offers 

further support to this idea, contending that the inability to adapt to different environmental 

situations and demands is indicative of low resiliency and is therefore a manifestation of 

dysfunctional personality. 

Over time, Block’s (1971) personality profiles have been subject to additional 

empirical investigations, with Robins et al. (1996) being one of the first to implement this 

framework with a sample of American boys aged 12-13. They identified three personality 

profiles that aligned with those of Block (1971), and subsequently labelled them resilients, 

overcontrollers, and undercontrollers (Robins et al., 1996). Resilients, who resembled 

Block’s (1971) ego resilients, were characterised by high levels of all FFM traits aside 
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from neuroticism, on which they had low scores. Within Block and Block’s (1980) ego 

control model, individuals with this personality profile have high degrees of ego resiliency; 

as a result, this profile is said to characterise healthy, well-adjusted individuals. 

Meanwhile, overcontrollers aligned with Block’s (1971) profile of vulnerable 

overcontrollers, and were characterised by low scores on extraversion and high scores on 

agreeableness and neuroticism. These individuals are conceptualised as possessing very 

strong ego control, through which they contain their motivational and emotional impulses 

to such a degree that it is detrimental to their own well-being (Asendorpf et al., 2001). 

Overcontrollers are inhibited in their behaviour and their emotional expression, and tend 

towards internalising behaviour. Finally, undercontrollers, like Block’s (1971) unsettled 

undercontrollers, referred to participants with high scores on extraversion, but low scores 

on agreeableness and conscientiousness. Accordingly, undercontrollers are said to have 

very low ego control, as evidenced by difficulty containing and controlling their impulses 

and emotions. They have the tendency to exhibit externalising behaviour (Asendorpf et al., 

2001), and may have deficits in their abilities to delay gratification or refrain from risky 

behaviour. 

Since Robins et al.’s (1996) study, these three profiles (resilients, overcontrollers, 

and undercontrollers) have been empirically validated and replicated in a number of other 

investigations. Indeed, an early review by Caspi (1998) observed high similarity among the 

profiles across eight studies, and this three-profile framework (referred to as ‘ARC’ 

types18; Daljeet et al., 2017; Gerlach et al., 2018) still dominates investigations involving 

personality prototypes today. They have been observed in child (Asendorpf & van Aken, 

1999; Hart et al., 1997), youth (Akse et al., 2007; Dubas et al., 2002), and adult (Steca et 

 
18 The name ‘ARC’ types refers to the first authors of three seminal studies in this domain: 

Asendorpf et al. (2001), Robins et al. (1996), and Caspi & Silva (1995). 
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al., 2010) populations, and found to be associated with, and predictive of, myriad 

psychosocial outcomes.  

Resilients are said to comprise approximately half the population (Asendorpf et al., 

2001), with undercontrollers and overcontrollers each representing approximately one 

quarter. Of the three types, the resilient type has been repeatedly and consistently 

associated with the most positive outcomes, including IQ, school performance, and self-

esteem (Donnellan & Robins, 2010); fluid intelligence (Claes et al., 2014); internal locus 

of control; patience; physical and mental health; and subjective well-being (Kerber et al., 

2021). The resilient profile is also negatively associated with aggression and externalising, 

internalising, and rule-breaking behaviours (Favini et al., 2018).  

In contrast, both the undercontroller and overcontroller profiles have been linked to 

negative outcomes. The overcontroller type is associated with lower self-esteem 

(Asendorpf et al., 2001) and higher levels of loneliness, anxiety, and depression 

(Asendorpf et al., 2001; Hart et al., 2005; Huey & Weisz, 1997; Isler et al., 2016) than the 

other types. Individuals with this profile have lower overall sociability and fewer 

relationships (Asendorpf et al., 2001). Nonetheless, while overcontrollers tend to report 

poor cognitive and affective well-being, this profile is positively associated with physical 

health (Kerber et al., 2021). In contrast, undercontrollers engage in more impulsive and 

risky behaviours (Block et al., 1988; Kerber et al., 2021), and this profile is associated with 

hyperactivity, poor school performance and conduct, poor physical health, aggression, and 

delinquency (Donnellan & Robins, 2010; Hart et al., 2005; Huey & Weisz, 1997; Isler et 

al., 2016; Kerber et al., 2021). These individuals tend to display more interpersonal 

difficulties and poorer attachment (Asendorpf et al., 2001). Finally, despite their 

differences, both undercontroller and overcontroller types have been found to demonstrate 

a tendency towards hostile attribution bias (Hart et al., 2005), which refers to the tendency 

to interpret ambiguous behaviour as having hostile intent (Nasby et al., 1980). Empirical 
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investigations have consistently yielded an association between this bias and aggressive 

behaviour (Tuente et al., 2019), adding further support to the assertion that undercontroller 

and overcontroller personality types are maladaptive in nature.  

On the surface, it would appear that the structure and correlates of these three 

personality profiles have received consistent, mounting empirical support in the past two 

decades. However, upon closer inspection, this is not exactly the case. First, there is a lack 

of consistency across studies regarding number of profiles. A review of the literature yields 

a series of 2-profile (e.g., Claes et al., 2014; Da Rosa et al., 2020), 3-profile (e.g., 

Decuyper et al., 2013; Ferguson & Hull, 2018; Merz & Roesch, 2011; Udayar et al., 2020), 

4-profile (e.g., Favini et al., 2018; Gerlach et al., 2018), and 5-profile (Conte et al., 2017; 

Herzberg & Roth, 2006; Kerber et al., 2021) solutions, as well as some studies for which 

more than one solution was viable – for instance, Roth and Herzberg (2007) identified 3-

profile and 5-profile solutions, and Isler et al. (2016) discussed both 3-profile and 4-profile 

solutions in their datasets. These variations suggest that the stability of the ARC 

framework may not be sufficiently robust.  

Second, perhaps even more troubling than this disagreement is the inconsistent 

manner in which Block’s (1971) framework is applied when defining and describing 

profiles. There are many examples of studies where one or more of Robins et al.’s (1996) 

resilient, undercontroller, and overcontroller profiles emerge, but rather than aligning their 

profile labels with this established typology, some researchers assign unique labels to these 

profiles. For instance, the resilient profile, characterised by low neuroticism and above-

average scores on the remaining four FFM traits (openness to experience, agreeableness, 

extraversion, and conscientiousness), has been identified and labelled as “well-adjusted” 

(Ferguson & Hull, 2018; Merz & Roesch, 2011), “resilient/emotionally stable” (Claes et 

al., 2014), and “role model” (Gerlach et al., 2018). Similarly, the undercontroller profile 

(high extraversion, low agreeableness, low conscientiousness) has been identified and 
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referred to as “self-centred” (Gerlach et al., 2018) and “maladjusted” (Daljeet et al., 2017). 

These profile labels may adequately describe the cores of the given personality types, but 

there is no evidence to suggest that the original labels of resilient and undercontroller are 

not already sufficient at capturing this. When researchers choose to create new profile 

names rather than applying these well-established labels, this only contributes to the 

fractured, convoluted state of the literature and our knowledge surrounding FFM 

personality types; this is known as the ‘jangle fallacy’, and it has been noted as a 

widespread issue in personality research (Kuper et al., 2021), as it impedes researchers 

from achieving consensus about a given construct. 

Third, in addition to assigning unique labels to established profiles, some 

researchers have applied the widely-used resilient, undercontroller, and overcontroller 

labels to profiles that do not match the original ‘ARC’ typology. This is known as the 

‘jingle fallacy’, and it contributes to the same lack of integration in personality research as 

the jangle fallacy (Kuper et al., 2021). To illustrate, in Robins et al.’s (1996) study, the 

overcontroller profile was characterised by low levels of extraversion combined with high 

scores on agreeableness and neuroticism. However, this label has been used to refer to 

profiles encompassing: low extraversion, high neuroticism, and moderately low 

agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness (Herzberg & Roth, 2006); average 

extraversion, slightly above-average agreeableness and conscientiousness, and low 

neuroticism and openness (Roth & Herzberg, 2007); high neuroticism and low 

extraversion, agreeableness, and openness (Conte et al., 2017); and low extraversion and 

openness, high neuroticism, and average agreeableness and conscientiousness (Kerber et 

al., 2021). A similar degree of variation has been observed for use of the resilient and 

undercontroller labels (see Table 4.1 for a summary).  
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Table 4.1 

Different Profiles by the Same Name: A Comparison of ARC Profiles with Other Profiles Using the Same Labels 

Profile Label Extraversion Agreeableness Conscientiousness Neuroticism 
Openness to 

Experience 

Resilient      

ARC profile1 High High High Low High 

Barbaranelli (2002) Above average Average High Low Average 

Schnabel et al. (2002) Average Average High Low Average 

Herzberg & Roth (2006) High High High Low Above average 

Roth & Herzberg (2007) High Above average High Low Above average 

Grumm & von Collani 

(2009) 

High Average Average Low Average 

Conte et al. (2017) Average High High Low Average 

Da Rosa et al. (2020) High High Low Low Low 

Udayar et al. (2020) Above average Average Above average Below average Average 

Overcontroller      

ARC profile Low High Average High Average 

Barbaranelli (2002) Low Low Low High Low 

Schnabel et al. (2002) Low Average Average High Average 

Rammstedt et al. (2004) Low Average Average High Low 

Herzberg & Roth (2006) Low Below average Below average High Below average 

Roth & Herzberg (2007) Above average Above average Above average Low Low 

Steca et al. (2010) Low Low Below average High Low 

Klimstra et al. (2011) Low Average Average High Average 
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Profile Label Extraversion Agreeableness Conscientiousness Neuroticism 
Openness to 

Experience 

Specht et al. (2014)2 Low Above average Above average High Low 

Specht et al. (2014)3 Average Above average Above average High High 

Conte et al. (2017) Low Low Average High Low 

Kerber et al. (2021) Low Average Average High Low 

Undercontroller      

ARC profile High Low Low Average Average 

Barbaranelli (2002) Above average High Low Average High 

Schnabel et al. (2002) Average Average Low Average Average 

Rammstedt et al. (2004) High Low Low High Average 

Herzberg & Roth (2006) Average Low Low High Average 

Roth & Herzberg (2007) Below average Average Below average High Average 

Steca et al. (2010) Above average Below average Low Above average Above average 

Klimstra et al. (2011) Average Low Low Average Low 

Decuyper et al. (2013) Average Low Low Average Low 

Specht et al. (2014)2 Average Low Low Average Average 

Specht et al. (2014)3 Average Low Low High Average 

Conte et al. (2017) High Low Low High Average 

Favini et al. (2018) High Average Low Above average High 

Kerber et al. (2021) Average Low Low Average Average 

Note. 1. ‘ARC profiles’ are those presented in Asendorpf et al. (2001), Caspi & Silva (1995), and Robins et al. (1996). 2. German sample. 3. Australian sample. 
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Finally, it is important to note that a number of unique FFM personality profiles 

have been identified and labelled outside of the ARC framework. For instance, Roth and 

Herzberg (2007) observed a 5-profile solution that included “non-desirable”, “confident”, 

and “reserved” profiles in German adults, while Decuyper et al. (2013) identified profiles 

in Belgian adolescent offenders which they named “emotionally labile, close-minded and 

goal-oriented” and “emotionally labile-careless”. Meanwhile, Conte et al. (2017) observed 

“amiable” and “conscientious/disagreeable” profiles in US Army recruits, and profiles 

referred to as “excitable” and “reserved”19 have been identified in US high school students 

(Ferguson & Hull, 2018). This is just a small sampling of the various FFM profiles that 

have emerged from different samples and datasets, a large proportion of which fail to map 

directly onto the ARC framework. Interestingly, several investigations have identified a 

profile that represents the inverse of the resilient type (i.e., high neuroticism paired with 

low scores on the remaining FFM traits); accordingly, this profile has been labelled “non-

resilient” by Da Rosa et al. (2020), but has also been referred to in other studies as 

“undercontrolled/emotionally dysregulated/aggressive” (Claes et al., 2014); “brittle” (Isler 

et al., 2016); and “vulnerable” (Favini et al., 2018). Lastly, in some studies a profile is 

identified that comprises average scores on all five traits, fittingly referred to as “average” 

(Gerlach et al., 2018; Udayar et al., 2020) or “moderate” (Favini et al., 2018), and which 

does not fit within the original ARC framework. 

Collectively, these disagreements and inconsistencies contribute greatly to the false 

perception that the ARC typology has obtained consistent support among studies that have 

examined personality profiles derived from the FFM. In reality, the reliability and validity 

of this framework have not been firmly established, as evidenced by the many profiles 

 
19 The “Reserved” type is characterised by low scores on all FFM traits in Ferguson & Hull (2018), 

but Roth & Herzberg’s profile of the same name comprises very low openness, low neuroticism, 

and moderate scores on the remaining traits. Thus, whilst the label is the same across the two 

studies, the profiles differ markedly. 



154 

 

 

 

reviewed here that do not fit within the ARC typology. Accordingly, it is important to give 

credence to the prospect that different frameworks may emerge with different samples, and 

there may be no ‘one-size-fits-all’ framework that is applicable regardless of individual 

differences on other factors such as age, gender, culture, etc. Indeed, in the context of 

personality profiles and OB, it may be particularly prudent to consider the inclusion of less 

adaptive traits such as those represented by the DT framework. 

4.1.2. Dark Personality Profiles 

 Although the FFM is the dominant model through which personality profiles are 

often conceptualised, a small number of studies have investigated profiles deriving from 

the DT (Paulhus & Williams, 2002) and Dark Tetrad (Chabrol et al., 2009) models of 

personality. Briefly20, the three traits that comprise the DT are Machiavellianism, 

subclinical narcissism, and subclinical psychopathy. Machiavellianism is characterised by 

a cold and manipulative interpersonal demeanor; subclinical psychopathy is associated 

with impulsivity, thrill-seeking behaviour, and low levels of anxiety and affectivity; and 

subclinical narcissism refers to such attributes as entitlement, superiority, grandiosity, and 

interpersonal dominance. The Dark Tetrad (Chabrol et al., 2009) adds a fourth trait, 

sadism, which is characterised by cruel and demeaning attitudes and behaviours towards 

others. Individuals high on this trait are said to receive enjoyment from inflicting harm on 

others. 

Using the DT with a sample exceeding 18,000 adults, Garcia and MacDonald 

(2017) observed a 3-profile solution. The first profile, labelled “high malevolent”, 

characterised participants who had high scores on all three traits, while a “benevolent” 

profile described those who scored low on all traits. The remaining profile contained 

 
20 The Dark Triad is described more comprehensively in Chapter 1. 
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moderate scores on all traits and was therefore labelled “intermediate malevolent” in light 

of the negative valence that is associated with this triad.  

Meanwhile, Chabrol et al. (2015) identified a 4-profile solution of Dark Tetrad 

traits in a sample of 615 French adolescents. Similarly to Garcia and MacDonald (2017), 

the first profile was characterised by high scores (at least one standard deviation above the 

mean) on all included traits; this profile was subsequently labelled “dark tetrad”. The 

second profile, “low traits”, included participants who scored significantly below the mean 

on all four traits. The third profile (“sadistic-Machiavellian”) characterised participants 

who scored low on all traits except Machiavellianism, and the final profile (“psychopathic-

narcissistic”) included participants who had above-average scores on these two traits.   

The groupings observed in these two studies are not wholly surprising, given that 

the DT traits tend to yield small-to-medium Pearson’s r correlations with one another 

(Glenn & Sellbom, 2015; Paulhus & Williams, 2002), and sadism has been found to 

correlate with each of the other dark traits (Chabrol et al., 2009). Nonetheless, Glenn and 

Sellbom (2015) caution against the amalgamation of these three traits into a unitary 

construct, arguing that this approach lacks theoretical justification. Instead, the model 

should maintain its three-trait structure, but these traits may be best positioned within a 

more comprehensive model that captures the full range of human personality traits. 

Consequently, the present study incorporates both FFM and DT traits in a holistic attempt 

to elucidate the existence and structure of personality profiles in a community sample. 

4.1.3. The Current Study 

By examining configurations of multiple traits, interactions between variables can 

be better accounted for, and the patterns that emerge in these profiles can be used to both 

aid our understanding of the nature of offending, and strengthen predictions about 

engagement in OB. Consequently, the empirical investigations presented in this thesis 

build on the findings of the systematic review (Chapter 2) by investigating the role of 
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personality profiles, in conjunction with other personality and attitudinal variables21, in 

OB. In order to examine these relationships, Study 1 first seeks to establish the 

constellations of FFM and DT traits that emerge in a community-based non-offender 

sample. Specifically, this study aims to explore whether distinct profiles emerge when both 

FFM and DT traits are included, while Studies 2 and 3 will assess whether the same 

profiles emerge in different samples, as well as the roles that the other personality and 

attitudinal variables may play in associations between these trait profiles and OB. Because 

Study 1 is exploratory in nature, no a priori hypotheses are presented. 

4.2. Method 

4.2.1. Participants 

 A total of 343 adult respondents participated in this study. Inclusion criteria 

required participants to be male gender and aged 18 years or above (see Chapter 3 for an 

explanation of methodological considerations). Eleven participants were removed prior to 

analysis due to a high proportion of missing responses. The final sample therefore 

comprised 332 adult male participants, ranging in age from 18 to 85 years (M = 47.25, SD 

= 17.23). The majority of respondents (85.8%) were from the United Kingdom. Ten (3%) 

undergraduate participants were awarded psychology course credit for their participation, 

while the remaining 322 were remunerated £5 for taking part. 

4.2.2. Materials 

 Short Dark Triad (SD3; Jones & Paulhus, 2014). DT traits were measured using the 

27-item Short Dark Triad (Appendix D). The measure is split into three sub-scales, each 

with nine items, measuring Machiavellianism (e.g., “It’s not wise to tell your secrets”, ω22 

 
21 Level of personality functioning; interpersonal style; irritability; empathy; and criminal thinking 

style 
22 According to Peters (2014) and Deng & Chan (2017), alpha is unrelated to a scale’s internal 

consistency. When tau-equivalence is achieved, alpha and omega perform equally at estimating 

reliability, but when tau-equivalence is not present, omega estimates true scale reliability more 

accurately, while alpha tends to under-estimate it. Thus, omega is the more sensible metric, and 

was used instead of alpha when assessing scale reliability in this thesis. 
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= 0.80); subclinical narcissism (e.g., “People see me as a natural leader”, ω = 0.68); and 

subclinical psychopathy (e.g., “I’ll say anything to get what I want”, ω = 0.79). Participants 

were asked to indicate how much they agree with each statement, and responses were 

measured using a Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Five 

items were reverse-scored, with higher scores on this instrument representing higher levels 

of each trait. The SD3 demonstrates strong convergent validity with longer measures of the 

same constructs, as well as robust incremental and discriminant validity (Maples et al., 

2014).  

International Personality Item Pool-Five Factor Model (IPIP-FFM, Goldberg, 

1999). The International Personality Item Pool (Appendix E) contains a total of 3000 

items. For this study, the 50-item IPIP-FFM was used to measure FFM traits. This 

collection of 50 items from the larger IPIP bank demonstrates strong internal consistency 

(α = 0.79-0.87; International Personality Item Pool, n.d.) and concurrent validity (Gow et 

al., 2005) with the NEO-Five Factor Inventory (NEO-FFI; Costa & McCrae, 1992). Items 

are split into five sub-scales, each with ten questions, measuring extraversion (e.g., “I am 

the life of the party”, ω = 0.85); neuroticism (e.g., “I get upset easily”, ω = 0.88); 

agreeableness (e.g., “I take time out for others”, ω = .80); conscientiousness (e.g., “I am 

always prepared”, ω = 0.73); and openness to experience (e.g., “I am full of ideas”, ω = 

0.76). Higher scores reflect higher levels of each trait, and 18 items are reverse-scored. 

Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding Short Form (BIDR-16; Hart et al., 

2015). The BIDR-16 (Appendix F) was used to aid in the detection of socially desirable 

responding. With 16 items, this measure is an abbreviated version of the 40-item Balanced 

Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR; Paulhus, 1988, 1998). The BIDR-16 has two 

scales, each with eight items: impression management (IM; e.g., “I never cover up my 

mistakes”) and self-deceptive enhancement (SDE; e.g., “I always know why I like things”). 

Responses were measured on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ to 
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‘strongly agree’, with higher scores reflecting higher levels of each construct. Eight items 

are reverse-scored. An initial validation of the BIDR-16 demonstrated its strong construct 

validity and test-retest reliability (r = .77 across a two-week interval; Hart et al., 2015). In 

this study, ω’s of 0.72 (IM) and 0.62 (SDE) indicated sufficient scale reliability. 

4.2.3. Procedure 

 Ethical approval was obtained from the researcher’s Departmental Research Ethics 

Committee (Reference RM/08-2019/075). Participants were then recruited to participate in 

a study about personality and OB via social media, word-of-mouth, flyers posted on 

campus, and Qualtrics recruitment services. Prospective participants were directed to 

complete the questionnaires online on the Qualtrics survey platform. After reading the 

participant information sheet23, they were asked to give their informed consent and some 

demographic information (i.e., gender, age, and nationality). Next, they completed the 

questionnaires and navigated to a debrief page. The three measures were presented 

together, with question order randomised. Standard quality checks were embedded into the 

questionnaire in an effort to ensure high-quality responses. Median completion time was 

12.7 minutes.  

4.3. Results 

 First, the data were examined for extreme instances of socially desirable 

responding. The two sub-scales of the BIDR-16 were scored using the dichotomous 

scoring procedure recommended by Paulhus (1994) and subsequently examined for 

outliers. No outliers were found for the IM sub-scale, whereas 32 participants were 

identified as outliers on the SDE sub-scale, indicating a high degree of social desirability 

bias in these respondents. However, according to Paulhus (1991), controlling this variable 

has the potential to reduce the predictive validity of measures involving elements of self-

 
23 Study 1 forms (Participant Information Sheet, Consent Form, and Debrief Page) are provided in 

Appendix A. 
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deceptive positivity. As the DT framework represents such traits (Paulhus & Williams, 

2002), no SDE outliers were removed from analyses. Shapiro-Wilk tests indicated that 

both subscales were normally distributed (IM p = .96; SDE p = .64).  

Next, a missing value analysis was conducted to determine the nature of missing 

responses in the dataset. According to a multiple imputation analysis, 0.82% of the total 

data were missing. Little’s MCAR test results indicated that responses were missing 

completely at random (MCAR), χ2 = 669.36, df = 748, p = .98. Thus, the expectation 

maximisation technique was used in SPSS (version 26) to replace missing responses in the 

dataset.  

 Means and standard deviations for each of the personality variables are provided in 

Table 4.2. Meanwhile, Table 4.3 depicts intercorrelations between socially desirable 

response variables, FFM traits, and DT traits. Impression management was positively 

associated with agreeableness and conscientiousness, and negatively associated with all 

three DT traits. Conversely, self-deceptive enhancement was positively associated with 

extraversion, conscientiousness, and narcissism, but negatively correlated with 

neuroticism. The two BIDR-16 subscales were also positively correlated with one another. 

There was no evidence of multicollinearity, as assessed by Pearson correlation (|r| < 0.9). 

Table 4.2 

Means (M) and Standard Deviations (SD) for FFM and DT Personality Traits 

Personality variable M SD 

Extraversion 29.33 6.97 

Agreeableness 36.44 5.87 

Conscientiousness 34.81 5.53 

Openness to experience 35.45 5.60 

Neuroticism 28.86 7.87 

Machiavellianism 28.50 5.67 

Psychopathy 21.84 6.09 

Narcissism 24.38 5.08 
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4.3.1. Personality Profiles 

A latent profile analysis (LPA) was conducted to examine whether profiles 

emerged representing combinations of the FFM and DT traits (see Chapter 3 for an 

explanation of this process). Table 4.4 summarises model fit indices for 2-5 profile 

solutions. Results indicated that the 3-profile solution was the best fit for the data, and a 

visual inspection of the profiles confirmed that the 3-profile solution was practically 

meaningful.  

Figure 4.1 displays standardised mean personality trait scores for each profile. 

Profile 1 characterises individuals (n = 110, 33.1%) with below-average scores on all traits 

except neuroticism, which is slightly elevated in this group. Narcissism and extraversion 

are particularly low in this profile, which can be referred to as Reserved. Profile 2 

characterises individuals (n = 117, 35.2%) with elevated scores on all traits except 

Machiavellianism, psychopathy, and neuroticism, which are below the mean in this group; 

accordingly, this profile is labelled Confident. Finally, Profile 3 represents participants (n = 

105, 31.6%) with average scores on openness to experience, below-average scores on 

agreeableness and conscientiousness, and elevated scores on all remaining traits. 

Participants in this profile group scored particularly high on all three DT traits; it was 

subsequently labelled Socially Malevolent. 

4.3.2. Comparisons Among Profiles 

A one-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was performed to assess 

whether participants in each profile group differed significantly from the other groups on 

each personality trait variable. Because sample sizes were unequal and the assumption of 

equality of covariance was violated, as indicated by Box’s M p < .001, Pillai’s trace was 

used when interpreting the MANOVA (Field, 2017). Significant profile differences were 

found in the personality trait variables, F(16, 646) = 60.58, p < .001; Pillai’s trace = 1.20; 

ηp2 = .600. Next, a MANCOVA was performed with the BIDR-16 subscales, impression 
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Table 4.3 

Correlations Between Personality Traits and Socially Desirable Response Variables 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Extraversion -          

2. Agreeableness  .28** -         

3. Conscientiousness  .11*  .14** -        

4. Openness to experience  .37**  .32**  .15** -       

5. Neuroticism -.18** -.12* -.47**  .04 -      

6. Machiavellianism  .02 -.37** -.09  .10  .28** -     

7. Psychopathy  .15** -.49** -.25**  .01  .36**  .57** -    

8. Narcissism  .62** -.07  .06  .28**  .01  .38**  .53** -   

9. Impression management -.10  .29**  .29** -.06 -.26** -.41** -.47** -.23** -  

10. Self-deceptive enhancement  .16** -.01  .28**  .02 -.24**  .05 -.02  .24**  .22** - 

**p ≤ .01 

*p ≤ .05 

 

Table 4.4 

Model Fit Indices For 2-5 Profile Solutions 

Profiles BIC Adj BIC Entropy VLMR BLRT 

2 7387.41 7308.11 0.77 < 0.001 < 0.001 

3 7239.22 7131.38 0.77 0.001 < 0.001 

4 7223.73 7087.33 0.78 0.422 < 0.001 

5 7199.40 7034.45 0.78 0.163 < 0.001 

Note. N = 332. Best model fit is indicated by the highest number of profiles with a) the lowest BIC and adjusted BIC, b) an entropy  

value closest to 1, and c) significant p values for VLMR and BLRT. For this dataset, the 3-profile solution was the best model fit. 
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Figure 4.1 

Standardised Mean Scores of Traits Across Three Personality Profiles 

 

Note. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. 

management and self-deceptive enhancement, as covariates. The MANCOVA confirmed 

that, with these two variables held constant, the significant differences in personality traits 

across profiles remained, F(16, 642) = 49.66, p < .001; Pillai’s trace = 1.11; ηp2 = .550. In 

both the MANOVA and MANCOVA, effect size was very large. These results indicate 

that the emergent personality profiles observed in this dataset represent distinct categories 

that differ significantly from one another.  

Post-hoc comparison tests indicated that participants differed on all eight 

personality trait variables across profiles. Where the assumption of homogeneity of 

variances was violated (as evidenced by Levene’s test p < .05), Games Howell was used 

for post-hoc comparisons, while Bonferroni was used when homogeneity of variances was 

present (Levene’s test p > .05). The results of the post-hoc tests are summarised in Table 

4.5. Compared to the Confident and Socially Malevolent profiles, Reserved participants 

were significantly lower on narcissism, extraversion, and openness to experience. They 

were also significantly lower on Machiavellianism, psychopathy, and narcissism, and 
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higher on agreeableness, than Socially Malevolent participants. Meanwhile, they were 

significantly lower on agreeableness and conscientiousness, and higher on neuroticism, 

than participants in the Confident group.  

Table 4.5 

Means, Standard Errors, and Mean Differences Across Observed Personality Profiles 

Variable Profile 1 

Reserved 

Profile 2 

Confident 

Profile 3 

Socially 

Malevolent 

Univariate  

 (n = 110) (n = 117) (n = 105) F (2, 329) ηp2 

Extraversion 22.63a 

(.46) 

34.09b 

(.50) 

31.03c (.45) 158.84*** .49 

Agreeableness 35.88a 

(.46) 

40.44b 

(.38) 

32.57c (.56) 72.37*** .31 

Conscientiousness 33.86a 

(.52) 

37.63b 

(.42) 

32.67a (.52) 28.74*** .15 

Openness to experience 32.35a 

(.50) 

38.49b 

(.45) 

35.31c (.48) 42.78*** .21 

Neuroticism 29.85a 

(.78) 

24.42b 

(.64) 

32.77c (.57) 40.13*** .20 

Machiavellianism 26.55a 

(.45) 

26.27a 

(.44) 

33.03b (.48) 69.30*** .30 

Psychopathy 18.64a 

(.38) 

18.85a 

(.39) 

28.53b (.39) 209.04*** .56 

Narcissism 19.72a 

(.31) 

25.45b 

(.37) 

38.09c (.39) 142.92*** .47 

Note. Different superscripts in each row indicate that means are significantly different, p < .05. 

***p ≤ .001 

Next, compared to Reserved and Socially Malevolent profiles, the Confident group 

was significantly lower on neuroticism, and higher on extraversion, agreeableness, 

conscientiousness, and openness to experience. Participants in this group were also 

significantly higher on narcissism than the Reserved group, and significantly lower on 

Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy than the Socially Malevolent group. 

Finally, compared to Reserved and Confident profile groups, the Socially Malevolent 

group was significantly lower on agreeableness, and higher on Machiavellianism, 

narcissism, psychopathy, and neuroticism. They were also significantly higher on 

extraversion and openness to experience than the Reserved group, and significantly lower 

on extraversion, conscientiousness, and openness to experience than the Confident group. 
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These post-hoc test results lend further support to the results of the MANOVA and 

MANCOVA, signifying that each profile is indeed distinct from the others. 

4.4. Discussion 

 The present study used LPA to identify distinct profiles of personality traits 

represented by the FFM (McCrae & Costa, 1987) and DT (Paulhus & Williams, 2002) 

frameworks in an adult male sample. As this study was exploratory, no hypotheses were 

formulated regarding the number of profiles that would emerge or how they would differ 

from one another. However, the LPA resulted in three discrete profiles that differed 

significantly from one another on all eight FFM and DT traits. Effect sizes for these 

differences were notably large for every trait, ranging from ηp2 = .150 for 

conscientiousness to ηp2 = .560 for psychopathy. The unanimous statistical significance 

and strengths of effect for these trait differences demonstrate that the three profiles that 

emerged in this study are distinctly different from one another and can be effectively used 

to classify an individual on the basis of the distribution of their FFM and DT personality 

traits. 

 Based on their configurations of FFM and DT traits, the three profiles were labelled 

Reserved, Confident, and Socially Malevolent. Reserved individuals showed below-

average scores on all traits except neuroticism, with particularly low scores on narcissism 

and extraversion. The Confident profile characterises individuals with above-average 

scores on all traits except Machiavellianism, psychopathy, and neuroticism. Lastly, 

Socially Malevolent individuals showed high scores on Machiavellianism, psychopathy, 

narcissism, and neuroticism, combined with below average scores on agreeableness and 

conscientiousness and average scores on openness to experience. In the context of how 

personality may be associated with OB, the Socially Malevolent profile is of particular 

interest, as individuals in this group scored significantly higher on all DT traits and 
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neuroticism than individuals in the other two groups, and evidence suggests (see Chapters 

1 and 2) that these traits may be relevant to explanations of OB. 

 Although this study is the first to generate profiles deriving from both the FFM and 

DT models together, the results show some similarities with those of previous studies that 

have explored typologies generated from one of these two models. The distribution of FFM 

traits in the Confident profile mirrors what was originally referred to by Block (1971) as 

ego resilient, and what is labelled resilient in the ARC typology. However, neither the 

Reserved profile nor Socially Malevolent profile in this study align with the ARC profiles 

of overcontrollers or undercontrollers. Meanwhile, the Socially Malevolent profile lines up 

most closely with Garcia and MacDonald’s (2017) high malevolent profile and Chabrol et 

al.’s (2015) dark tetrad profile, in that elevated scores on Machiavellianism, psychopathy, 

and narcissism are present in all three of these profiles. The distribution of DT traits in this 

study’s Reserved profile is most similar to Garcia and MacDonald’s (2017) benevolent 

profile, with low scores on all three DT traits being seen in both of these profiles. 

However, Chabrol et al. (2015) included sadism as a fourth trait in their analysis, and 

identified two profiles with a combination of high scores on some dark tetrad traits and low 

scores on others—but this pattern was not observed in the current study. Instead, all DT 

traits were low in the Reserved and Confident groups, while all three traits were high in the 

Socially Malevolent profile.  

Given these variations, it is evident that there are distinct differences between this 

study’s FFM and DT profiles and the FFM-only and DT or dark tetrad-only profiles 

reported in other studies. This divergence clearly demonstrates that an individual’s 

constellation of traits may look different when a more holistic approach is taken with the 

incorporation of a wider range of personality traits. Likewise, profile distributions may 

differ as a consequence of the sample used. For instance, the differences between Chabrol 

et al.’s (2015) dark tetrad profiles and Garcia and MacDonald’s (2017) DT profiles may 
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not necessarily be driven by the inclusion of sadism in Chabrol et al.’s (2015) study, but 

rather the fact that they used an adolescent sample as opposed to an adult one, unlike 

Garcia and MacDonald (2017). It is also possible that the differences were impacted by 

cultural variations, as Chabrol et al. (2015) used a French sample, while Garcia and 

MacDonald (2017) used a cross-national sample with large representation from the US, 

UK, Canada, and Australia. Consequently, as this study utilised a predominantly UK-based 

sample, Study 2 will build on its findings by exploring whether the profiles identified here 

are replicated when using a US-based sample. 

4.4.1. Limitations and Conclusions 

 It is important to acknowledge this study’s limitations. First, while this study was 

not explicitly aimed at a UK population, the nature of the data collection approach (social 

media, word-of-mouth, flyers posted on university campus, and Qualtrics recruitment 

services) resulted in a sample with 85.8% of participants residing in the UK. Nonetheless, 

this led to an opportunity to target participant recruitment at a different population in the 

following study; in so doing, similarities and differences between the profile distributions 

in the two studies can be discussed in relation to geographical variations, and the 

generalisability of the profiles found in this study can be better ascertained.  

 Second, due to methodological decisions made in the early stages of this research 

(see Chapter 3), only individuals who identify as male were eligible for participation in this 

study. Although this demographic homogeneity does not allow for the examination of 

gender differences, recent evidence indicates that gender is unlikely to influence individual 

differences in personality. A meta-synthesis by Zell et al. (2015) found that, across 106 

meta-analyses, the differences between men and women in psychological research is small 

on average, with the majority of effects being classed as small or very small. This synthesis 

reported the ten domains in which gender differences are most pronounced, and personality 

is not among them. This compelling evidence supports the use of a male-only sample in 
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this series of studies, and indicates that the results may still be generalisable to female and 

mixed-gender groups. 

 Finally, this study was exploratory in nature, with the aim of establishing FFM- and 

DT-based personality profiles in a single community sample. The utility of these profiles is 

limited in the absence of any other variables with which to apply profile differences to. 

Thus, Study 2 will build on the results of this study by investigating whether the same trait 

distributions occur in a different community sample, and whether personality profiles are 

related to variations in attitudinal, cognitive, and behavioural factors including self-

reported OB.   
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CHAPTER 5: BEYOND TRAITS - PERSONALITY FEATURES AND 

OFFENDING BEHAVIOUR IN A US MALE COMMUNITY SAMPLE 

5.1. Introduction 

Chapter 2 showed that personality traits have been examined extensively in relation 

to offending behaviour (OB). However, the lack of convergence in these investigations 

(see Chapter 1) calls for more exploration of the attitudinal and cognitive attributes that 

may impact relationships between traits and OB. In this way, research and clinical 

endeavours may be emboldened to look beyond traits or trait profiles in isolation, 

broadening their view to incorporate consideration of how these characteristics interact 

with other elements of individual difference that are associated with OB. Moreover, 

Chapters 1 and 2 highlighted the importance of parsing OB into different offence types, 

which may have different antecedents. Thus, Study 2 investigates the potential roles of 

level of personality functioning (LPF), interpersonal style (IS), empathy, irritability, and 

criminal thinking style (CTS) in mediating the relationships between personality trait 

profiles and different types of OB. 

5.1.1. Level of Personality Functioning 

Chapter 1 discussed LPF’s empirical and theoretical links to personality traits and 

OB (see Section 1.2.2.). Having been introduced in DSM-5 (APA, 2013), this construct is 

still in its relative infancy, and the current study is the first to incorporate both trait profiles 

and LPF in an investigation of associations between personality and OB. LPF comprises 

self functioning (identity and self-direction) and interpersonal functioning (empathy and 

intimacy), and impairment in these areas has been linked to high scores on neuroticism 

(Sleep et al., 2020), Machiavellianism, and subclinical psychopathy (Zeigler-Hill & 

Besser, 2021). In addition, lower levels of personality functioning have been observed in 

violent offenders and child sex offenders relative to the general population (Garofalo et al., 

2018). LPF also holds theoretical relevance to this thesis (see Chapter 1, Section 1.2.3.), as 
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this construct shows promising congruence with low levels of agency (self functioning) 

and communion (interpersonal functioning) within the interpersonal circumplex (Bender et 

al., 2011; Pincus, 2018). This illustrates its utility for inclusion as a potential mediator 

between personality profiles and OB in the present study. 

5.1.2. Interpersonal Style 

The interpersonal circumplex and its role within interpersonal theory was explained 

at length in Chapter 1 (Section 1.2.3.; see Figure 1.1 for a visual depiction). Interpersonal 

styles are central to this framework, as they are said to dictate how a person approaches all 

types of interpersonal interactions and relationships. Although there are eight interpersonal 

styles in this model, those which are positioned in the hostile-dominant quadrant of the 

interpersonal circle (Domineering, Vindictive, and Cold interpersonal styles) appear to be 

the most relevant to this thesis’ investigation of personality and OB (see Chapter 1, Figure 

1.2). This quadrant represents high agency and low communion, and the DT traits are also 

believed to reside in this location of the circumplex (Jones & Paulhus, 2011). This 

quadrant has been linked to a number of maladaptive behavioural outcomes, including 

criminality (Blackburn, 1998); institutional infractions (Dolan & Blackburn, 2006; Edens, 

2009; Vernham et al., 2016); aggression (see Harris et al., 2014 for a review; Podubinski et 

al., 2016); and violence (Doyle & Dolan, 2006). However, the precise relationships 

between the interpersonal styles in this quadrant, personality profiles, and different types of 

OB has not yet been established. Given their strong links to OB (see Chapter 1), it is 

predicted that hostile-dominant interpersonal styles will be crucial to explaining the 

relationships between traits and OB. For this reason, the present study will focus 

specifically on Domineering, Vindictive, and Cold interpersonal styles as potential 

mediators of the relationship between personality profiles and OB. 
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5.1.3. Empathy 

 Empathy has critical links to this thesis’ focus on the personality-based drivers of 

OB (see Chapter 1, Section 1.2.4 for a more detailed overview of this construct). Mangione 

et al. (2002) regard empathy as a stable personality trait in and of itself, and it is said to be 

integral to agreeableness within the FFM (Costa et al., 2001; Graziano & Eisenberg, 1997). 

A lack of empathy may represent the core of the DT traits (Heym et al., 2019), operating as 

the construct which weds these three traits together into one model. Moreover, empathy 

deficits have been implicated in a range of antisocial behavioural outcomes, including 

aggression, violence, and criminality (Reniers et al., 2011). Meta-analytic evidence 

unanimously suggests that empathy is lower in offenders than non-offenders (Jolliffe & 

Farrington, 2004; van Langen et al., 2014), and may be particularly integral to sexual 

offending (Schuler et al., 2019, 2021). As such, the present study will assess whether 

affective and cognitive empathy mediate relationships between personality profiles and 

different types of OB. 

5.1.4. Irritability 

 Irritability is another individual difference factor that is frequently examined in 

relation to aggression, violence, and OB (see Chapter 1, Section 1.2.5. for a summary). 

This factor is believed to represent a stable component of personality (Bettencourt et al., 

2006; Deveney et al., 2019). Empirical evidence suggests that irritability corresponds to 

high neuroticism and low agreeableness (Caprara, Alessandri, et al., 2013; Caprara, 

Barbaranelli, & Zimbardo, 1996), and as shown in Chapter 2, this combination of trait 

levels appears to be implicated in OB. Furthermore, irritability offers theoretical 

parallelism with the interpersonal framework, as it may play a key role in the way 

individuals with hostile-dominant interpersonal styles navigate their social world (see 

Chapter 1, Section 1.2.3.4.). For example, the tendency to anticipate hostility from others 

in interpersonal interactions and relationships, as theorised to occur in individuals with 
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hostile-dominant interpersonal styles, may be exacerbated when they also possess high 

levels of irritability. Thus, irritability may emerge as a fundamental mediator between 

personality traits and OB—particularly in offence types that involve interpersonal 

dynamics, such as violent and sexual offending. 

5.1.5. Criminal Thinking Style 

 CTS represents attitudes, values, and beliefs that support criminal behaviour 

(Simourd, 1997), therefore holding important relevance to the present study’s focus on the 

personality-based drivers of OB. This construct has been empirically linked to antisocial 

behaviour (Riopka et al., 2015); juvenile delinquency (Simourd & Andrews, 1994); prison 

misconduct (Gendreau et al., 1997); and recidivism (Andrews et al., 2006; Banse et al., 

2013; Gendreau et al., 1996; Walters, 2012, 2016). Some evidence suggests that CTS is 

higher in violent offenders than property offenders (Simourd & van de Ven, 1999), and it 

may be lower in CSOs than other types of offenders (Boduszek & Hyland, 2012; Walters, 

2006). Accordingly, in this study’s examination of personality profiles and OB, the 

mediating role of CTS will be explored across different offence types. This construct is 

reviewed in more detail in Chapter 1, Section 1.2.6. 

5.1.6. Personality Profiles 

 Based on a systematic review of the literature, Chapter 2 emphasised that 

researchers should adopt a profile approach to future investigations of personality traits and 

OB (see Sections 2.5. and 4.1.). Consequently, reflecting the best-practice 

recommendations set forth in Chapter 2, Study 1 (Chapter 4) elucidated personality trait 

profiles, comprising FFM and DT traits, in a predominantly UK-based male community 

sample. However, as summarised in Chapter 4, the literature on personality profiles shows 

a lack of convergence about which profiles emerge consistently across different samples 

(see Table 4.1). Moreover, as Study 1 was the first empirical endeavour to establish 

profiles comprising both the FFM and DT models together, their external validity has yet 
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to be determined. To that end, the present study will assess whether those profiles also 

emerge in a different sample.   

5.1.6. The Current Study 

 This study will build and expand upon the findings of Study 1 (Chapter 4). First, it 

aims to ascertain whether the personality profiles that emerged in Study 1’s UK-based 

community sample will also be observed in a US-based community sample. Second, this 

study aims to determine whether these personality profiles are related to scores on four 

types of OB: property, drug, sexual, and violent offending. Third, if those associations are 

found to be significant, LPF, IS, empathy, irritability, and CTS will be examined as 

potential mediators between profiles and each type of OB. 

 The following hypotheses were formulated on the basis of Chapter 1’s 

comprehensive review of the literature: 

⎯ H1: Levels of property, drug, sexual, and violent OB will differ based on trait 

profile membership (PM). If a darker profile emerges from the dataset, it will be 

positively associated with OB. 

⎯ H2: Self functioning, interpersonal functioning, Domineering IS, Vindictive IS, 

Cold IS, affective empathy, cognitive empathy, irritability, and CTS will be 

associated with PM. 

⎯ H3: Self functioning, interpersonal functioning, affective empathy, and cognitive 

empathy will be negatively associated with OB.  

⎯ H4: Cold, Vindictive, and Domineering interpersonal styles; irritability; and CTS 

will be positively associated with OB. 

⎯ H5: Self functioning, interpersonal functioning, Domineering IS, Vindictive IS, 

Cold IS, affective empathy, cognitive empathy, irritability, and CTS will mediate 

the relationships between PM and each type of OB. 

5.2. Methods 

5.2.1. Participants 

 A total of 210 adult males participated in this study. Inclusion criteria required 

participants to be male gender and aged 18 years or older. Participants ranged in age from 
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18 to 87 (M = 45.73, SD = 17.07). One hundred and ninety-seven participants (94.3%) 

were from the United States, whilst the remaining 13 were born elsewhere but were living 

in the US at the time of their participation. 

5.2.2. Materials 

 Short Dark Triad (SD3; Jones & Paulhus, 2014). See Chapter 4 for a description of 

the SD3. Omega (ω) was used to assess the internal consistency of each subscale: 

Machiavellianism, ω = 0.76; subclinical narcissism, ω = 0.79; and subclinical psychopathy, 

ω = 0.72.  

International Personality Item Pool-Five Factor Model (IPIP-FFM; Goldberg, 

1999). See Chapter 4 for a description of the IPIP-FFM. Internal consistency for each 

subscale were as follows: extraversion, ω = 0.75; neuroticism, ω = 0.84; agreeableness, ω 

= .76; conscientiousness, ω = 0.56; and openness to experience, ω = 0.75.  

Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding Short Form (BIDR-16; Hart et al., 

2015). The BIDR-16 is described in full in Chapter 4. In this study, ω’s of 0.62 for 

Impression Management (IM) and 0.61 for Self-Deceptive Enhancement (SDE) indicated 

sufficient scale reliability. 

Level of Personality Functioning Scale-Brief Form (LPFS-BF; Hutsebaut et al., 

2016). Level of Personality Functioning (LPF; Appendix G) was measured via the English 

language version of the LPFS-BF 2.0. This instrument contains 12 items that measure the 

four facets of LPF: identity (e.g., “I often do not know who I really am”), self-direction 

(e.g., “I have clear aims in my life and succeed in achieving those”), empathy (“I often 

have difficulty understanding the thoughts and feelings of others”), and intimacy (e.g., 

“There is almost no one who is really close to me”). These facets are grouped into two 

higher order domains: self functioning (identity and self-direction) and interpersonal 

functioning (empathy and intimacy). Respondents rate each item as 1 (yes, applies to me) 

or 2 (no, does not apply to me). Higher scores on this instrument indicate higher levels of 
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personality functioning. An initial validation of this scale by Hutsebaut et al. (2016) 

yielded adequate content validity and internal consistency, with Cronbach’s α’s of .69 for 

the total scale, .57 for self functioning, and .65 for interpersonal functioning. In this study, 

internal consistency was assessed using omega and found to be sufficient: total scale, ω = 

.82; self functioning, ω = .66; interpersonal functioning, ω = .75. 

Inventory of Interpersonal Problems-Short Circumplex Form (IIP-SC; Soldz et al., 

1995). Participants’ self-reported interpersonal styles were measured using the IIP-SC 

(Appendix H), an abbreviated version of the IIP-C. This 32-item self-report instrument has 

demonstrated excellent internal consistency and test-retest reliability, as well as strong 

convergent validity with its longer counterparts (Soldz et al., 1995). The IIP-SC is divided 

into eight subscales, each representing an interpersonal style: 1) Domineering; 2) 

Vindictive; 3) Cold; 4) Socially avoidant; 5) Non-assertive; 6) Exploitable; 7) Overly 

nurturant; and 8) Intrusive. In the current study, omega’s for the subscales ranged from ω = 

.74 (Exploitable, Overly Nurturant) to ω = .87 (Socially Avoidant). Responses are 

measured on a Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree, with higher 

scores reflecting higher levels of each interpersonal style. 

Irritability Scale (Caprara, Cinanni, et al., 1985). The 30-item Irritability Scale 

(Appendix I) was used to measure irritability. Responses to statements such as “When I am 

tired I easily lose control” are measured on a Likert scale from strongly disagree to 

strongly agree, with higher scores indicating a greater proneness to react strongly to slight 

provocations. Ten items are reverse-scored (e.g., “I think I have a lot of patience”). The 

Irritability Scale has a test-retest reliability of .83 (Caprara, Cinanni, et al., 1985), and 

strong reliability (ω = .82) in the current dataset. 

Questionnaire of Cognitive and Affective Empathy (QCAE; Reniers et al., 2011). 

The QCAE (Appendix J) was used to measure empathy. With 31 items in total, this 

instrument contains five factors, which are split between two subscales that differentiate 
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between cognitive empathy (19 items) and affective empathy (12 items). Cognitive 

empathy (e.g., “I am good at predicting how someone will feel”) comprises perspective 

taking and online simulation, while affective empathy (e.g., “I get very upset when I see 

someone cry”) entails emotion contagion, proximal responsivity, and peripheral 

responsivity. Responses are measured on a Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to 

strongly agree, with higher scores indicating higher levels of each type of empathy. Scores 

on the two subscales are further summed to provide a cumulative total empathy score. The 

QCAE has strong psychometric properties, including construct validity (Reniers et al., 

2011); incremental validity (Reniers et al., 2011); convergent validity with Jolliffe and 

Farrington’s (2006) Basic Empathy Scale (cognitive empathy r = .62; affective empathy r 

= .76); and high reliability in the current study (cognitive empathy ω = .92; affective 

empathy ω = .70; total scale ω = .91). 

Criminal Sentiments Scale-Modified (Simourd, 1997). This 41-item scale 

(Appendix K) uses a 3-point Likert scale (disagree—neither agree nor disagree—agree) to 

measure attitudes toward the police (e.g., “Life would be better with fewer cops”), courts 

(e.g., “You cannot get justice in court”), and the law (e.g., “The law does not help the 

average person”), as well as tolerance for law violations (TLV; e.g., “A hungry man has 

the right to steal”) and identification with criminal others (ICO; e.g., “I have very little in 

common with people who never break the law”). Together, the Law, Court, and Police 

subscales assess general respect for the law and criminal justice system (Simourd, 1997). 

Meanwhile, the TLV subscale aligns with Sykes and Matza’s (1957) theory of 

neutralization, measuring justifications for illegal behaviour. Finally, the ICO subscale 

reflects evaluative judgements about individuals who break the law. These scaled are 

summed to provide a composite score of criminal sentiments or attitudes, with higher 

scores indicating higher levels of this construct. The CSS-M has good construct validity 

(Simourd, 1997), convergent validity (Skilling & Sorge, 2014), internal consistency 
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(Simourd & Olver, 2002), and predictive validity (Skilling & Sorge, 2014; Simourd & van 

de Ven, 1999). In the present study, the instrument exhibited strong reliability, with ω’s 

ranging from .63 (ICO) to .90 (total scale). 

Self-Report Measure of Adult Offending (Teague et al., 2008). Self-reported adult 

offending histories were measured using an adapted version of the National Youth Survey 

(NYS; Elliott & Ageton, 1980; Elliott et al., 1985). The NYS was originally used to assess 

delinquency over a five-year period (1976-1980) in a national probability sample of more 

than 1700 Australian adolescents (Elliott & Ageton, 1980). Since then, it has been widely 

employed in studies that assess delinquent behaviour among adolescents and young adults 

(e.g., Brauer, 2009; McIntosh Fuller, 2012). The version of the NYS that was used in the 

present research (Appendix L) was adapted for use with adult offenders by Teague et al. 

(2008). The measure comprises 19 items across four subscales: violent (4 items), property 

(11 items), sexual (2 items), and drug offending (2 items). Respondents are asked to 

indicate how many times, from age 18 onwards, they have engaged in each instance of 

offending behaviour. Responses are measured on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 

“never” to “20+ times”.  Reliability analyses conducted by Teague et al. (2008) indicated 

strong overall internal consistency (α = .88 for the total scale). This instrument 

demonstrated very high reliability in the present study: total scale, ω = .97; property, ω = 

.96; violent, ω = .84; drug, α = .85; sexual, α = .78. 

5.2.3. Procedure 

 Ethical approval was obtained from the researcher’s Departmental Research Ethics 

Committee (Reference RM/08-2019/075). Participants were then recruited to participate in 

a study about personality and offending behaviour using Qualtrics’ recruitment service. 

Prospective participants were directed to complete the questionnaires online on Qualtrics. 

After providing informed consent and some demographic information (i.e., gender, age, 
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and nationality), they completed the questionnaires and navigated to a debriefing page24. 

The SD3, IPIP-FFM, and BIDR-16 were presented together, with question order 

randomised; the remaining questionnaires were subsequently presented in random order. 

As in Study 1, standard quality checks were embedded into the questionnaire in an effort to 

ensure high-quality responses. Median completion time was 26.28 minutes. 

5.3. Results 

Before conducting analyses, the data were screened for integrity concerns. First, 

they were examined for extreme instances of socially desirable responding (see Chapter 3, 

Section 3.2.2.). The two sub-scales of the BIDR-16 were scored using the dichotomous 

scoring procedure recommended by Paulhus (1994) and examined for outliers. No outliers 

were found for the IM sub-scale, whereas 23 participants were identified as outliers on the 

SDE sub-scale. However, according to Paulhus (1991), controlling this variable has the 

potential to reduce the predictive validity of measures involving elements of self-deceptive 

positivity. As the DT represents such traits (Paulhus & Williams, 2002), no SDE outliers 

were removed from analyses. In addition, Shapiro-Wilk tests indicated that both subscales 

were non-normally distributed (p’s < 0.001). Given the nature of the variables and sample, 

it was expected that skewness and kurtosis would be present; however, the statistical tests 

chosen for this dataset are known to be robust against such violations of normality (Bray & 

Maxwell, 1985; Field, 2017; Preacher & Hayes, 2004, 2008; Weinfurt, 1995). For these 

reasons, despite skewness and kurtosis also being observed in some of the other measures 

(z-scores > ± 1.00), no adjustments were made prior to proceeding with the analyses. 

Next, a missing value analysis was conducted to determine the nature of missing 

responses in the dataset. According to a multiple imputation analysis, 0.26% of the total 

data were missing. Little’s MCAR test results indicated that responses were missing 

 
24 Study 2 forms (Participant Information Sheet, Consent Form, and Debrief Page) are provided in 

Appendix B. 
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completely at random (MCAR), χ2 = 7328.4, df = 15541, p = 1.00. Thus, the expectation 

maximization technique was used in SPSS (version 26) to replace missing responses in the 

dataset.  

 Means and standard deviations for each of the personality variables are provided in 

Table 5.1. Table 5.2 depicts intercorrelations between socially desirable response variables, 

FFM traits, and DT traits.  

Table 5.1 

Means (M) and Standard Deviations (SD) for FFM and DT Personality Traits 

Personality variable M SD 

Extraversion 29.36 6.59 

Agreeableness 37.20 6.25 

Conscientiousness 36.67 5.36 

Openness to 

experience 

36.72 6.07 

Neuroticism 28.23 7.62 

Machiavellianism 30.49 5.90 

Psychopathy 23.40 6.02 

Narcissism 28.35 6.44 

 

IM was positively associated with agreeableness, conscientiousness, openness to 

experience, and narcissism, and was negatively associated with neuroticism, psychopathy, 

and Machiavellianism (all p’s ≤ .05). Conversely, SDE was positively associated with 

extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, openness to experience, and narcissism, 

but was negatively correlated with neuroticism (all p’s ≤ .01). The two BIDR-16 subscales 

were also positively correlated with one another (p < .01). There was no evidence of 

multicollinearity, as assessed by Pearson correlation (|r| < 0.9). 

5.3.1. Personality Profiles 

A latent profile analysis (LPA) was conducted to examine whether profiles 

emerged representing combinations of the FFM and DT traits. Table 5.3 summarises model 

fit indices for 2-5 profile solutions. Results indicated that the 3-profile solution was the 
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Table 5.2 

Correlations Between Personality Traits and Socially Desirable Response Variables 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Extraversion -          

2. Agreeableness  .43** -         

3. Conscientiousness  .26**  .35** -        

4. Openness to experience  .43**  .52**  .37** -       

5. Neuroticism -.08 -.03 -.39** -.02 -      

6. Machiavellianism  .14*  .09  .08  .17**  .46** -     

7. Psychopathy  .16* -.13 -.19**  .04  .53**  .60** -    

8. Narcissism  .63**  .44**  .31**  .47**  .18**  .45**  .29** -   

9. Impression management  .10  .41**  .37**  .16* -.33** -.24** -.39**  .21** -  

10. Self-deceptive 

enhancement 

 .23**  .32**  .40**  .27** -.23**  .06 -.08  .39**  .37** - 

*p ≤ .05 

**p ≤ .01 

 

Table 5.3 

Model Fit Indices For 2-5 Profile Solutions 

Profiles BIC Adj BIC Entropy VLMR BLRT 

2 4677.93 4598.71 0.80 0.006 < 0.001 

3 4572.39 4464.65 0.78 0.017 < 0.001 

4 4549.37 4413.12 0.80 0.368 < 0.001 

5 4525.48 4360.71 0.82 0.271 < 0.001 

Note. N = 210. Best model fit is indicated by the highest number of profiles with a) the lowest BIC and adjusted BIC, b) an entropy  

value closest to 1, and c) significant p values for VLMR and BLRT. For this dataset, the 3-profile solution was the best model fit. 
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best fit for the data, and a visual inspection of the profiles confirmed that the 3-profile 

solution was not only practically meaningful, but also corresponded very closely to the 3-

profile solution discovered in Study 1 (see Chapter 4). Figure 5.1 displays standardised 

mean personality trait scores for each profile. Profile 1 describes individuals (n = 55, 

26.2%) with below-average scores on all traits. Mirroring Profile 1 in Study 1, narcissism 

and extraversion are particularly low in this group. Profile 2 characterises individuals (n = 

73, 34.8%) with elevated scores on all traits except Machiavellianism, psychopathy, and 

neuroticism, which are below the mean in this group. Finally, Profile 3 describes 

participants (n = 82, 39%) who exhibited roughly average scores on openness to 

experience, agreeableness, and extraversion, below-average scores on conscientiousness, 

and elevated scores on all remaining traits. Participants in this group scored particularly 

high on all three DT traits and neuroticism. 

5.3.2. Profile Comparisons 

A one-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was performed to assess 

whether participants in each profile group differed significantly from the other groups on 

each personality trait variable. Because sample sizes were unequal and the assumption of 

equality of covariance was violated (as indicated by Box’s M p < .001), Pillai’s trace was 

used when interpreting the MANOVA. Significant profile differences were found in the 

personality trait variables, F(16, 402) = 37.38, p < .001; Pillai’s trace = 1.20; ηp2 = .600. 

Next, a MANCOVA was performed with the BIDR-16 subscales, IM and SDE, as 

covariates. The MANCOVA confirmed that, with these two variables held constant, the 

significant differences in personality traits across profiles remained, F(16, 398) = 32.80, p 

< .001; Pillai’s trace = 1.14; ηp2 = .600. In both the MANOVA and MANCOVA, effect 

size was very large. 
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Figure 5.1 

Standardised Mean Scores of Traits Across Three Personality Profiles 

 

Note. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. 

 

 Post-hoc comparison tests demonstrated that participants differed in all eight 

personality trait variables across profiles. These results are summarised in Table 5.4. For 

all post-hoc tests, Games Howell was used when the assumption of homogeneity of 

variances was violated (as evidenced by Levene’s test p < .05), while Bonferroni was used 

when homogeneity of variances was present (Levene’s test p > .05). Compared to Profiles 

2 and 3, individuals in Profile 1 were significantly lower on Machiavellianism, narcissism, 

extraversion, agreeableness, and openness to experience. They were also significantly 

lower on conscientiousness than individuals in Profile 2, and lower on psychopathy and 

neuroticism than participants in Profile 3. Next, compared to Profiles 1 and 3, participants 

in Profile 2 were significantly higher on extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, 

and openness to experience. Moreover, they were significantly higher than participants in  
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Table 5.4 

Means, Standard Errors, and Mean Differences Across Observed Personality Profiles 

Variable Profile 1 

Reserved 

Profile 2 

Confident 

Profile 3 

Socially 

Malevolent 

Univariate  

 (n = 55) (n = 73) (n = 82) F(2, 205) ηp2 

Extraversion 22.51a 

(.74) 

33.68b 

(.57) 

30.11c (.52) 74.23*** .42 

Agreeableness 32.71a 

(.95) 

41.18b 

(.51) 

36.65c (.52) 27.00*** .22 

Conscientiousness 33.80a 

(.82) 

40.43b 

(.48) 

35.25a (.42) 25.35*** .20 

Openness to experience 32.23a 

(.86) 

39.92b 

(.50) 

36.89c (.59) 26.70*** .21 

Neuroticism 26.07a 

(1.1) 

23.47a 

(.64) 

33.92b (.53) 52.05*** .34 

Machiavellianism 26.36a 

(.69) 

28.86b 

(.53) 

34.71c (.52) 49.38*** .33 

Psychopathy 19.62a 

(.54) 

20.19a 

(.51) 

28.80b (.47) 95.48*** .48 

Narcissism 21.28a 

(.60) 

30.90b 

(.63) 

30.83b (.52) 74.23*** .42 

Note. Different superscripts in each row indicate that means are significantly different, p < .05. 

***p ≤ .001 

 

Profile 1 on Machiavellianism and narcissism. However, individuals in Profile 2 were 

significantly lower on Machiavellianism, psychopathy, and neuroticism than those in 

Profile 3. Finally, compared to Profiles 1 and 2, participants in Profile 3 were significantly 

higher on Machiavellianism, psychopathy, and neuroticism. They were also significantly 

higher on narcissism, extraversion, agreeableness, and openness to experience than 

individuals in Profile 1, and significantly lower on extraversion, agreeableness, 

conscientiousness, and openness to experience than participants in Profile 2. 

After establishing the three profiles that emerged in this dataset, a visual inspection of the 

profiles indicated that Profiles 1, 2, and 3 appear to be highly similar across the two studies 

(see Figure 5.2 for a side-by-side comparison). Consequently, three Hotelling’s T2 analyses 

were conducted to compare the profiles of Study 2 with those of Study 1. The  
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Figure 5.2 

Side-by-side Comparison of Profiles in Studies 1 and 2 

 

Note. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. 
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independent variable in each analysis was study (Study 1 vs Study 2), while the dependent 

variables were standardised scores (z-scores) on each of the eight personality traits that 

make up the profiles. To control for Type 1 error across multiple tests, Bonferroni 

adjustment was applied whereby the typical significance level of .05 was divided by the 

number of dependent variables in the analysis. This resulted in significance being set to p ≤ 

.00625, with 99.375% confidence interval. 

First, Profile 1 was compared across the two studies (Study 1 n = 110; Study 2 n = 

55). There was homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, as assessed by Box's test of 

equality of covariance matrices (p = .822). The analysis revealed that there was a 

statistically significant difference in the combined personality traits across the two studies, 

F(8, 156) = 4.93, p < .001; Wilks' Λ = .798; ηp
2 = .202. Pairwise comparisons showed that 

Profile 1 in Studies 1 and 2 differed significantly in agreeableness (p < .001), with this z-

scores of this trait being higher in Study 1 than Study 2. However, Profile 1 in the two 

studies did not differ on any of the other traits (p’s all ≥ .012). Because of the strong 

similarity in this profile across the two studies, Profile 1 was subsequently given the same 

label as in Study 1 (Reserved). 

Next, Profile 2 was compared across the two studies (Study 1 n = 117; Study 2 n = 

73). The assumption of homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices was violated, as 

assessed by Box's M (p = .021). Pillai’s trace was therefore selected for interpretation of 

the analysis. There was no difference in the combined personality traits across the two 

studies, F(8, 181) = 0.697, p = .694; Pillai’s trace = .030; ηp2 = .030. Pairwise comparisons 

showed that Profile 2 in the two studies did not differ on any of the traits (p’s all ≥ .111). 

Accordingly, Profile 2 was given the same label as in Study 1 (Confident). 

Finally, Profile 3 was compared across studies (Study 1 n = 105; Study 2 n = 82). 

Again Pillai’s trace was used for interpretation due to a significant Box’s M result (p = 

.028). There was a statistically significant difference in the combined personality traits of 
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Profile 3 across the two studies, F(8, 178) = 4.60, p < .001; Pillai’s trace = .171; ηp2 = 

.171. Pairwise comparisons revealed that Profile 3 in Studies 1 and 2 differed significantly 

in narcissism (p = .002), which was higher in Study 1 than Study 2, and in agreeableness (p 

< .001), which was lower in Study 1 than Study 2. Although Profile 3 is not identical 

across these two studies, it is highly similar, with six of the eight included traits showing 

no difference. Thus, Profile 3 was given the same label in this study as in Study 1 (Socially 

Malevolent). 

5.3.3. Relationships Between Personality Profiles and Offending Behaviour 

Next, a MANOVA was undertaken with this study’s sample to assess whether there 

were differences in OB on the basis of profile membership (H1). The independent variable 

was personality profile (Reserved, Confident, or Socially Malevolent), and the dependent 

variables were property, drug, sexual, and violent offending. Descriptive statistics are 

presented in Table 5.5. Box’s M test indicated that the assumption of equality of 

covariance matrices was violated (p < .001). The results of the MANOVA showed that 

there was a significant difference in OB on the basis of profile, F(8, 410) = 5.04, p < .001, 

Pillai’s trace = .179, ηp2 = .090. Follow-up univariate ANOVAs revealed that scores on all 

four types of OB differed according to profile: property offending, F(2, 207) = 21.15, p < 

.001, ηp2 = .170; drug offending, F(2, 207) = 8.26, p < .001, ηp2 = .074; sexual offending, 

F(2, 207) = 11.26, p < .001, ηp2 = .098; violent offending, F(2, 207) = 12.45, p < .001, ηp2 

= .107.  

Games Howell25 post-hoc tests were examined to assess the nature of these 

differences. Property offending was higher in Reserved participants than Confident ones (p 

= .044), and it was higher in the Socially Malevolent group than both the Reserved group 

(p < .001) and the Confident group (p < .001). Drug offending was higher in the Socially  

 
25 Games Howell was used instead of Bonferroni due to a significant result for Levene’s test on all 

four DVs (Field, 2017). 
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Table 5.5 

Means (M) and Standard Deviations (SD) for OB per Profile 

Profile Property 

offending 
(Range: 11-55) 

Drug  

offending 
(Range: 2-10) 

Sexual  

offending 
(Range: 2-10) 

Violent  

offending 
(Range: 4-20) 

 M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Reserved  
(n = 55) 

13.84 4.78 2.67 1.69 2.27 0.73 5.10 2.04 

Confident 
(n = 73) 

12.17 1.91 2.26 0.82 2.14 0.45 4.70 1.16 

Socially 

Malevolent 
(n = 82) 

19.08 10.13 3.38 2.29 2.94 1.63 6.60 3.44 

Total  
(n = 210) 

15.30 7.52 2.81 1.80 2.49 1.17 5.55 2.62 

 

Malevolent group than the Confident group (p < .001), but there were no differences 

between the Confident and Reserved groups (p = .224) or between the Socially Malevolent 

and Reserved groups (p = .096). Sexual offending was higher in the Socially Malevolent 

group than the Reserved group (p = .004) and the Confident group (p < .001), but the 

Confident and Reserved groups did not differ (p = .461). Violent offending was also higher 

in the Socially Malevolent group than the Reserved group (p = .005) and the Confident 

group (p < .001), but did not differ between the Confident and Reserved groups (p = .397). 

Descriptive analyses were also run to assess the proportion of participants who 

reported never having engaged in any OB compared to those who had reported engaging in 

at least one instance of OB at some point in their lives. Results showed that 29.5% of the 

sample (n = 62) had never engaged in any OB, while 70.5% of the sample (n = 148) had. 

Next, a chi-square was conducted to test whether personality profiles differed significantly 

between the two groups (no offending vs. some offending). The results showed that the 

two groups differed significantly on profile, p = .025. The proportion of participants with 

the Socially Malevolent profile was higher among the some offending group (43.2%) than 
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the no offending group (29%). There was also a higher proportion of Confident profiles 

among the no offending group (48.4%) than the some offending group (29.1%). 

5.3.4. Relationships Between Profiles, Potential Mediators, and Offending Behaviour 

 Having established that OB differed significantly based on profile membership, a 

series of mediation analyses were undertaken to ascertain whether these relationships were 

mediated by level of personality functioning (self functioning and interpersonal 

functioning); interpersonal style (Cold, Domineering, and Vindictive interpersonal styles); 

empathy (affective and cognitive empathy); irritability; or criminal thinking style (H5). 

Descriptive statistics for each of these variables are presented in Table 5.6. However, 

before running mediation analyses, a series of MANOVAs and ANOVAs was conducted 

to test whether profile membership was significantly related to the potential mediators 

(H2), and correlation analyses were run to check that the potential mediators were 

significantly related to each type of OB (H3 and H4). Mediation analyses only included 

potential mediators for which both of these conditions were satisfied (Baron & Kenny, 

1986). A correlation comatrix for all potential mediators and OB is provided in Table 5.7. 

Table 5.6 

Means (M) and Standard Deviations (SD) for All Potential Mediators per Profile 

Variable Profile  

 

 

Reserved 

(n = 55) 

Confident 

(n = 73) 

Socially 

Malevolent 

(n = 82) 

Total 

sample 

(n = 210) 

 M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Self functioning 9.76 1.62 10.89 1.24 9.43 1.60 10.03 1.62 

Interpersonal functioning 9.78 1.83 11.15 1.22 9.55 1.93 10.17 1.83 

Cognitive empathy 59.89 13.62 74.06 9.15 73.23 9.21 70.02 12.10 

Affective empathy 36.14 6.93 39.47 5.43 40.52 5.18 39.01 6.01 

Domineering interpersonal 

style 

8.62 3.06 7.54 2.73 11.64 3.67 9.42 3.68 

Cold interpersonal style 12.02 3.62 8.26 3.00 12.27 3.47 10.81 3.83 

Vindictive interpersonal 

style 

9.95 2.83 7.51 2.65 12.27 3.57 10.01 3.69 

Irritability 81.81 13.23 77.00 12.42 95.88 9.71 85.63 14.35 

Criminal thinking style 11.50 4.98 12.73 4.92 11.45 5.97 11.91 5.38 

 

Table 5.7 
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Correlations Between All Potential Mediators and OB 

Variable Offending Behaviour 

 

 

Property 

offending 

Drug 

offending 

Sexual 

offending 

Violent 

offending 

Self functioning -.385** -.249** -.335** -.334** 

Interpersonal functioning -.433** -.365** -.345** -.381** 

Cognitive empathy .006 -.011 .004 -.007 

Affective empathy -.001 -.101 .020 -.026 

Domineering interpersonal 

style 

.456** .279** .405** .362** 

Cold interpersonal style .351** .260** .335** .276** 

Vindictive interpersonal style .508** .337** .396** .425** 

Irritability .424** .291** .332** .355** 

Criminal thinking style -.091 -.110 -.010 -.057 

**p ≤ .01 

*p ≤ .05 

 

 

5.3.4.1. Level of Personality Functioning 

First, results of a MANOVA showed that there was a significant difference in level 

of personality functioning based on personality profile, F(4, 414) = 11.11, p < .001, Pillai’s 

trace = .194, ηp2 = .097. Follow-up univariate ANOVAs confirmed that this difference was 

significant for both self functioning, F(2, 207) = 19.58, p < .001, ηp2 = .159, and 

interpersonal functioning F(2, 207) = 19.35, p < .001, ηp2 = .158. Thus, H2 was supported. 

Games Howell post-hoc tests revealed that both self functioning and interpersonal 

functioning were higher in the Confident group than the Reserved group (p’s < .001) and 

the Socially Malevolent group (p’s < .001). No differences were present on either variable 

between the Reserved group and the Socially Malevolent group.  

Next, relationships between these variables and OB were assessed. As shown in 

Table 5.7, self and interpersonal functioning were both negatively correlated with all types 

of OB (p’s ≤ .01), supporting H3. Thus, self and interpersonal functioning were both 

included as mediators in the mediation analyses.  

5.3.4.2. Empathy 
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 A MANOVA was conducted to assess whether empathy differed according to 

profile. There was a significant difference in empathy, F(4, 414) = 15.67, p < .001, Pillai’s 

trace = .263, ηp2 = .131. Follow-up ANOVAs showed that this difference was significant 

for both types of empathy: affective, F(2, 207) = 9.83, p < .001, ηp2 = .087; cognitive, F(2, 

207) = 34.67, p < .001, ηp2 = .251. These results supported H2. Post-hoc tests revealed that 

affective empathy was significantly lower in the Reserved group than the Confident group 

(p = .01) and the Socially Malevolent group (p < .001). Cognitive empathy was also 

significantly lower in the Reserved group than the Confident group (p < .001) and the 

Socially Malevolent group (p < .001). There were no differences between the Confident 

and Socially Malevolent group on either variable.  

 Despite the significant relationship between both types of empathy and personality 

profile, there was no relationship between cognitive or affective empathy and any type of 

OB (see Table 5.7). Thus, H3 was not supported, and empathy was not included in the 

mediation analyses. 

 5.3.4.3. Interpersonal Style 

Results of a MANOVA showed that there was a significant difference in 

interpersonal style (IS) based on profile, F(16, 402) = 13.45, p < .001, Pillai’s trace = .697, 

ηp2 = .349. Follow-up univariate ANOVAs confirmed that this difference was significant 

for all eight interpersonal styles (all p’s < .001). However, following a review of the 

literature (see Chapter 1), it was decided that only the interpersonal styles positioned in the 

upper-left quadrant of the interpersonal circle (i.e., Domineering, Vindictive, and Cold 

interpersonal styles) would be explored, as they represent the hostile-dominant area of the 

interpersonal circumplex and are of most direct relevance to this research. The ANOVA 

results were as follows, supporting H2: Domineering, F(2, 207) = 33.78, p < .001, ηp2 = 

.246; Vindictive, F(2, 207) = 46.07, p < .001, ηp2 =.308; Cold, F(2, 207) = 32.41, p < .001, 

ηp2 = .238. Bonferroni post-hoc tests showed that the Socially Malevolent group was 
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significantly higher on Domineering IS than the Confident (p < .001) and Reserved (p < 

.001) group, but these two groups did not differ on this style. Meanwhile, all groups 

differed from one another on Vindictive IS (all p’s < .001), with the Socially Malevolent 

group scoring the highest, followed by Reserved, and the Confident group scoring lowest 

on this style. Finally, Cold IS was significantly higher in Socially Malevolent (p < .001) 

and Reserved (p < .001) than Confident participants, and significantly higher in Reserved 

than Confident participants (p < .001), but the Socially Malevolent and Reserved groups 

did not differ on this variable. Pearson’s correlations also showed significant positive 

relationships between these three interpersonal styles and all types of OB (all p’s ≤ .01; see 

Table 5.7), supporting H4. Domineering, Vindictive, and Cold interpersonal styles were 

therefore included in all mediation analyses.  

5.3.4.4. Irritability 

A one-way ANOVA showed that levels of irritability differed by profile, F(2, 207) = 

54.54, p < .001, ηp2 = .345, thereby supporting H2. Bonferroni post-hoc tests showed that 

irritability was significantly higher in the Socially Malevolent group than the Confident 

group (p < .001) and the Reserved group (p < .001), but there was no difference between 

the Confident and Reserved groups. As Pearson’s correlations also showed that irritability 

was significantly positively correlated with each type of OB (see Table 5.7), H4 was 

supported and this variable was included in all mediation analyses. 

5.3.4.5. Criminal Thinking Style 

Lastly, results of an ANOVA showed that criminal thinking style did not differ on 

the basis of profile membership, F(2, 207) = 1.31, p = .271. In addition, Pearson’s 

correlations showed that there was no relationship between criminal thinking style and any 

type of OB. H2 and H4 were therefore not supported. Given these null findings, no further 

analyses were undertaken with this variable. 

5.3.4.6. Mediation Analyses 
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Following the results of the MANOVAs, ANOVAs, and Pearson’s correlations, 

mediation analyses were run using Model 4 of the PROCESS macro for SPSS (version 4.0; 

Hayes, 2022) to test H5. Profile was the independent variable (X), and the mediators were 

self functioning (M1), interpersonal functioning (M2), Domineering IS (M3), Vindictive IS 

(M4), Cold IS (M5), and irritability (M6). The dependent variables were property offending 

(Y1), drug offending (Y2), sexual offending (Y3), and violent offending (Y4), which 

resulted in four mediation models being tested, as the PROCESS macro could only 

accommodate one dependent variable per analysis.  

Indicator coding was used for all analyses, with the Socially Malevolent profile 

chosen as the reference group because post-hoc tests following the ANOVAs consistently 

showed that this profile was most different from the other two. Thus, the pairwise 

comparisons in the mediation analyses were Socially Malevolent vs Confident and Socially 

Malevolent vs Reserved. For all analyses, bootstrapping was performed with 5000 re-

samples, and a 95% confidence interval was used. Regression coefficients are reported in 

unstandardised form (Hayes, 2022). Mediation is said to have occurred when CIs for the 

indirect effect do not contain zero (Preacher & Hayes, 2004); however, the results of each 

mediation analysis were also confirmed with a Sobel test. 

5.3.4.6.1. Property offending. Results of the mediation analysis suggested that the 

difference in property offending between the Socially Malevolent and Confident profile 

groups was mediated by interpersonal functioning, b = -1.15, SE = .55, 95% CI [-2.28, -

0.12], Sobel = 2.06, p = .039, and Vindictive IS, b = -2.76, SE = 1.00, 95% CI [-4.83, -

0.90], Sobel = 2.61, p = .009. The difference in property offending between the Socially 

Malevolent and Reserved profile groups was also mediated by Vindictive IS, b = -1.35, SE 

= .57, 95% CI [-2.59, -0.37], Sobel = 2.30, p = .022. Self functioning, Domineering IS and 

Cold IS, and irritability did not mediate any differences in this type of offending. These 

results partially supported H5 for property offending. 
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Although the analysis was conducted with all mediators in one model, for ease of 

interpretation, these results have been presented in three separate diagrams: level of 

personality functioning (Figure 5.3), interpersonal style (Figure 5.4), and irritability 

(Figure 5.5). In all mediation diagrams, for paths a and b, dotted lines denote non-

significance and unbroken lines indicate significant pathways.  

5.3.4.6.2. Drug offending. The difference in drug offending between the Socially 

Malevolent and Confident profiles was mediated by interpersonal functioning, b = -0.42, 

SE = .18, 95% CI [-0.79, -0.07], Sobel = 2.67, p = .007. No other significant mediations 

were present in this model. H5 was therefore partially supported for drug offending. These 

results are presented in Figure 5.6 (level of personality functioning), Figure 5.7 

(interpersonal style), and Figure 5.8 (irritability). 

5.3.4.6.3. Sexual offending. Results indicated that the differences in sexual 

offending were not mediated by any of the potential mediators included in this model (see 

Figures 5.9, 5.10, and 5.11), indicating that H5 was not supported for this offence type. 

 5.3.4.6.4. Violent offending. The differences in violent offending between the 

Socially Malevolent and Confident profiles were mediated by interpersonal functioning, b 

= -0.41, SE = .18, 95% CI [-0.78, -0.06], Sobel = 1.95, p = .051, and Vindictive IS, b = -

0.99, SE = .38, 95% CI [-1.78, -0.29], Sobel = 2.51, p = .012. The differences in violent 

offending between the Socially Malevolent group and the Reserved group were also 

mediated by Vindictive IS, b = -0.48, SE = .21, 95% CI [-0.94, -0.12], Sobel = 2.28, p = 

.026. No other significant mediations were detected in the model. H5 was therefore 

partially supported for violent offending. These results are shown in Figures 5.12, 5.13, 

and 5.14. 
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Figure 5.3 

Mediation Results for Profile (X), LPF (M), and Property Offending (Y) 
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Figure 5.4 

Mediation Results for Profile (X), IS (M), and Property Offending (Y) 
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Figure 5.5 

Mediation Results for Profile (X), Irritability (M), and Property Offending (Y) 

 

 

 

Figure 5.6 

Mediation Results for Profile (X), LPF (M), and Drug Offending (Y) 
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Figure 5.7 

Mediation Results for Profile (X), IS (M), and Drug Offending (Y) 
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Figure 5.8 

Mediation Results for Profile (X), Irritability (M), and Drug Offending (Y) 

 

 

 

Figure 5.9 

Mediation Results for Profile (X), LPF (M), and Sexual Offending (Y) 
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Figure 5.10 

Mediation Results for Profile (X), IS (M), and Sexual Offending (Y) 
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Figure 5.11 

Mediation Results for Profile (X), Irritability (M), and Sexual Offending (Y) 

 

 

 

Figure 5.12 

Mediation Results for Profile (X), LPF (M), and Violent Offending (Y) 
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Figure 5.13 

Mediation Results for Profile (X), IS (M), and Violent Offending (Y) 
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Figure 5.14 

Mediation Results for Profile (X), Irritability (M), and Violent Offending (Y) 

 

5.3.5. Results Summary 

The first hypothesis stated that levels of each type of OB would differ based on 

profile membership; this prediction was supported, with all types of OB differing based on 

profile membership. It was also predicted that, if a darker profile emerged from the data, it 

would be positively associated with OB. Indeed, the Socially Malevolent group scored the 

highest on all types of OB, showing significantly higher levels of OB than the other profile 

groups on all types of OB except for drug offending (where there was no significant 

difference between the Socially Malevolent and Reserved groups).  

The second hypothesis predicted that self functioning, interpersonal functioning, 

Domineering IS, Vindictive IS, Cold IS, affective empathy, cognitive empathy, irritability, 

and CTS would be associated with personality profile. This hypothesis was supported for 

all variables except for CTS, which was not related to profile group.  

The third hypothesis stated that self functioning, interpersonal functioning, affective 

empathy, and cognitive empathy would be negatively associated with OB. This was 

partially supported: while self and interpersonal functioning were indeed negatively 



202 

 

 

 

associated with all four types of OB, no significant relationships were found between either 

type of empathy and any type of OB. 

The fourth hypothesis predicted that Domineering IS, Vindictive IS, Cold IS, 

irritability, and CTS would all be positively associated with OB. This prediction was 

supported for the three interpersonal styles and irritability, which were all positively 

related to the four types of OB. However, no significant associations were observed 

between CTS and OB, and this variable was consequently omitted from mediation 

analyses. 

Finally, the fifth hypothesis was that self functioning, interpersonal functioning, 

Domineering IS, Vindictive IS, Cold IS, affective empathy, cognitive empathy, irritability, 

and CTS would mediate the relationships between profile membership and each type of 

OB. For property offending, the difference between the Socially Malevolent and Confident 

groups was mediated by interpersonal functioning and Vindictive IS, while the difference 

between the Socially Malevolent and Reserved groups was also mediated by Vindictive IS. 

Thus, Vindictive IS fully mediated the relationship between personality profile and 

property offending, while interpersonal functioning also partially mediated this 

relationship. The other variables were not found to play a role. Meanwhile, the relationship 

between profile and drug offending was partially mediated by interpersonal functioning, 

whereby this variable mediated the difference in drug offending between the Socially 

Malevolent and Confident groups; however, no other significant mediations were observed 

for this type of offending. Similarly, the relationship between profile and sexual offending 

was not found to be mediated by any of the variables. Finally, the mediation results for 

violent offending mirrored those of property offending: the difference between the Socially 

Malevolent and Confident groups was mediated by interpersonal functioning and 

Vindictive IS, and Vindictive IS also mediated the difference in violent offending between 

the Socially Malevolent and Reserved groups. No other mediations were present. 
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5.4. Discussion 

The present study had three aims. First, it sought to examine whether the profiles that 

were found in Study 1’s UK-based community sample would also emerge in a US-based 

community sample. Second, it aimed to assess whether levels of property, drug, sexual, 

and violent offending would differ based on these profiles. Third, it examined whether 

LPF, IS, empathy, irritability, and CTS mediated the relationships between profile and 

each type of OB. 

 Ample empirical investigations have elucidated distinct sets of personality profiles 

based on the FFM model, and a handful of studies have done the same with the DT model. 

However, as shown in Chapter 4, although this approach has been taken numerous times 

with the same personality models, there is a lack of consensus in the literature whereby the 

profiles that emerge from different datasets often do not align with those of other studies 

(see Chapter 4, Section 4.1.). Study 1 aimed to establish personality profiles based on the 

combined FFM (McCrae & Costa, 1987) and DT (Paulhus & Williams, 2002) models, but 

it remained unclear whether those profiles would be replicable in other samples. While 

Study 1 used a male community sample that was predominantly UK-based, this study used 

the same analytic technique to derive profiles from a US-based male community sample. 

The results showed that, although not identical, the profiles found in these two studies are 

visually and quantitatively similar to such a degree that they can be regarded as largely the 

same. Thus, the profiles found in Study 1 appear to be generalisable across geographical 

areas. This finding holds promise for the future of personality profile research, as it shows 

that although many empirical investigations fail to replicate profiles found in other 

studies26, it is possible for the same profiles to emerge in different samples. As this thesis is 

the first to establish personality profiles comprising the FFM and DT traits together, this 

 
26 see Chapter 4, Sections 4.1. and 4.2. for a review 
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replicability supports the external validity of the profiles derived in Study 1 and suggests 

that they were not sample-specific. However, as both Study 1 and Study 2 utilised general 

population samples, Study 3 will seek to build on this potential by examining if the same 

profiles are observed in a male ex-offender sample. 

 The results of this study also showed that personality profiles can be consistently 

linked to behavioural outcomes, and supports the long-standing notion that personality is 

strongly related to OB (Bonta & Andrews, 2017; Eysenck, 1964; Westhead & Egan, 2015). 

Participants in the Socially Malevolent profile group, which includes elevated scores on all 

three DT traits and neuroticism, scored significantly higher on all types of OB than the 

other groups (aside from drug offending, on which they did not differ from the Reserved 

group). This finding lends support to the tentative conclusion drawn in the systematic 

review (Chapter 2) that neuroticism is positively associated with OB, and with the growing 

number of studies that have found positive associations between DT traits and OB (e.g., 

Beaver et al., 2017; Fix & Fix, 2015; Garofalo et al., 2018; Pettersen et al., 2019; Vitacco 

et al., 2014). Although associations between each of these traits in isolation and OB have 

been previously investigated (see Chapter 2), it is possible that the combination of high 

scores on neuroticism and the DT traits may hold more explanatory power when 

attempting to identify the personality traits that lead to OB. Each of the FFM traits has six 

underlying facets, and neuroticism’s facets are anxiety, angry hostility, depression, self-

consciousness, impulsiveness, and vulnerability (Costa & McCrae, 1995). Thus, high 

scores on neuroticism may predispose an individual to such attributes as feeling vulnerable 

in the face of perceived threat; interpersonal reactivity; emotional volatility; brittleness; 

and feelings of inadequacy (Costa & McCrae, 1995). In individuals who score high on 

neuroticism as well as DT traits, such as in the Socially Malevolent profile, this cluster of 

personality features may interact with one another to produce a uniquely volatile cocktail 

of traits. This particular combination of darker personality features may therefore hold 
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stronger associations with OB than any of those traits individually. Future research should 

endeavour to explore this notion further, particularly as there remains a lack of consensus 

in the literature regarding the role of neuroticism in OB on its own (see Chapter 2, Section 

2.4.1.2.), and no studies to date have explored Machiavellianism’s associations with OB in 

isolation from the other DT traits (see Chapter 2, Section 2.4.2.3.) 

 As summarised above, although it was hypothesised that all potential mediators 

would be significantly related to both profile and OB, and that each of them would mediate 

the relationships between these two variables, the results of this study did not unanimously 

support those predictions. These findings are discussed below. 

5.4.2. Level of Personality Functioning 

 LPF is an intrinsic component of one’s personality; as such, it was no surprise that 

self functioning and interpersonal functioning were both strongly related to profile 

membership (ηp2 = .160). Confident participants scored higher on these variables than the 

other two groups, evidencing that the positive traits possessed by this group appear in 

tandem with a high degree of personality functioning. However, although both types of 

functioning showed strong negative associations with all types of OB, self functioning did 

not mediate the relationships between profile and any type of OB, and interpersonal 

functioning only partially mediated these relationships for property, drug, and violent 

offending. As sexual and violent offending typically involve at least one victim, it can be 

argued that they represent inherently interpersonal acts. Accordingly, it is surprising that 

interpersonal functioning did not play a role for sexual offending and only partially 

mediated the relationship between profile and violent offending (only mediating the 

relationship between profile and violent offending for Socially Malevolent vs. Confident 

profiles). This may be because the Confident group scored the lowest on violent offending, 

while the Socially Malevolent group scored the highest. Thus, the difference in violent 

offending between the Socially Malevolent and Reserved groups may simply have been 
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too negligible for any significant mediation effect to be detected. Meanwhile, in the case of 

sexual offending, it is possible that this was the result of a floor effect, as the mean score 

on sexual offending was very low across the entire sample and within each profile group. 

Nonetheless, this study utilised a community sample, so it is intuitive that participants 

would report very low levels of such a severe offence type. Study 3 will use an ex-offender 

sample, and this may lend itself to different outcomes regarding the role of LPF. 

5.4.3. Empathy 

 Although both types of empathy showed significant relations to personality profile, 

the strength of this effect was particularly striking for cognitive empathy (ηp2 = .250). 

Research by Dryburgh and Vachon (2019) and Reniers et al. (2011) suggests that although 

women score higher on both types of empathy than men, this effect is almost twice as 

strong for affective than cognitive empathy. This may explain why the difference in 

affective empathy between profile groups was not quite as strong as the difference in 

cognitive empathy, as this study used a male-only sample. 

Both types of empathy were found to be significantly lower in the Reserved group 

than the Confident or Socially Malevolent groups, who did not differ from one another. 

This is very surprising, given the previous empirical evidence (Reniers et al., 2011; 

Schimmenti et al., 2019) for strong negative relations between empathy and the high scores 

on DT traits seen in the Socially Malevolent profile, as well as way these traits are 

theorised to converge on empathy deficits (Heym et al., 2019; Paulhus & Williams, 2002). 

However, there is some disagreement in the literature regarding these associations, as 

Heym et al. (2019) observed negative relationships between the DT traits and affective 

empathy, but not cognitive empathy, while other studies (Mayer et al., 2018; Wai & 

Tiliopoulos, 2012) have found negative relationships between affective empathy for 

psychopathy and Machiavellianism, but not narcissism. It is possible that this study’s null 

finding was driven by the research design, in that high scores on DT traits were only 
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examined in conjunction with varying levels of the FFM traits in the form of personality 

profiles. Investigating relations between empathy levels and DT trait profiles on their own 

may reveal significant negative relationships between these variables. 

Another possibility is that agreeableness may be playing a key role in these results. 

Reserved individuals scored significantly lower on empathy than the other profile groups, 

and although DT traits were low in this profile, so were levels of agreeableness. As 

mentioned in Chapter 1 (Section 1.2.4.1.), empathy is believed to be an integral component 

of agreeableness (Costa et al., 2001; Graziano & Eisenberg, 1997); thus, the low levels of 

this trait seen in the Reserved profile may explain its association with low levels of 

cognitive and affective empathy. This would also explain why the other two profile groups 

scored significantly higher on both types of empathy than the Reserved group, as 

agreeableness is elevated in the Confident profile and is at mean levels in the Socially 

Malevolent profile. Perhaps empathy has been subsumed by agreeableness in this study, 

thereby reducing its associations with the other variables. 

Meanwhile, another unexpected finding was the lack of relationship between either 

type of empathy and any type of OB. Empathy deficits have been repeatedly linked to 

antisocial, aggressive, and OB in the literature (see, e.g., reviews by Jolliffe & Farrington, 

2004; Farrington et al., 2017; & van Langen et al., 2014). However, it is possible that the 

null result in this study was also driven by floor effects for OB as a consequence of the 

type of sample used in this study, and that a different result will emerge in Study 3 when 

an ex-offender sample is used. 

5.4.4. Interpersonal Style 

According to some of the predominant interpersonal circumplex theorists, the 

circumplex model is complementary to the FFM (Trapnell & Wiggins, 1990); leading 

researchers in the realm of the FFM also emphasise that all FFM traits can be regarded as 

interpersonal in nature because they have a direct impact on how people interact with and 
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perceive one another (McCrae & Costa, 1989). Likewise, DT theorists posit that all three 

traits map directly onto the interpersonal circumplex (Dowgwillo & Pincus, 2017; Jones & 

Paulhus, 2011). This study adds empirical support to these notions, as it was found that all 

eight IS’s differed based on profile membership. This evidences the way that one’s 

personality and their characteristic approach to interpersonal interactions and relationships 

are fundamentally linked.  

Of particular interest is the hostile-dominant quadrant of the interpersonal 

circumplex, where Domineering, Vindictive, and Cold IS’s reside. These IS’s are 

characterised by low communion and high agency, an orientation which appears intuitively 

conducive to a tendency towards interpersonal transgressions such as those seen in violent 

and sexual offending. Unsurprisingly given its constellation of high-DT traits, the Socially 

Malevolent group scored higher on all three of these IS’s than the other groups.  

Although hostile-dominant IS’s have been subject to many empirical investigations 

(see Chapter 1, Section 1.2.3.), these studies tend to use clinical or forensic samples; thus, 

this study’s examination of a community sample represents a relatively novel approach to 

studying associations between IS and OB. In clinical and forensic samples, there is ample 

evidence of associations between these IS’s and aggression (Harris et al., 2014) and 

violence (Doyle & Dolan, 2006). In line with these trends, the current study found that all 

three hostile-dominant IS’s were positively associated with all types of OB. As discussed 

in Chapter 1, Section 1.2.3., interpersonal style is intrinsically related to personality 

dysfunction (Lilienfeld et al., 2019), including the formation of maladaptive interpersonal 

schemas (Hopwood et al., 2013; Pincus et al., 2010). For example, antisocial, paranoid, 

and narcissistic personality disorders typically fit within the hostile-dominant quadrant of 

the interpersonal circle (Podubinski et al., 2014), demonstrating the maladaptive nature of 

the interpersonal styles that also reside in this quadrant (i.e., Domineering, Vindictive, and 

Cold IS’s). Thus, the associations between hostile-dominant IS’s and OB observed in this 
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study support the notion that OB is related to dysfunctional personality and maladaptive 

interpersonal approaches. These results add to our scant knowledge about how these IS’s 

may play a role in OB in non-clinical samples, demonstrating support for the 

generalisability of previous empirical research using clinical and forensic samples. 

 Nonetheless, Domineering IS and Cold IS were not found to mediate the 

relationships between profile and any type of OB. This may be due to their relative 

positions within the interpersonal circumplex (see Chapter 1, Figure 1.2): Cold IS 

represents low communion but moderate agency, while Domineering IS is characterised by 

high agency and moderate communion. The fact that agency is only moderate in Cold IS 

(see Chapter 1, Figure 1.2) may mean that individuals scoring high on this IS lack the 

activity necessary to initiate commission of criminal acts. Meanwhile, the placement of 

Narcissistic PD within the interpersonal circumplex aligns with that of Domineering IS 

and, as discussed in Chapter 2, the strength and nature of the relationship between 

narcissism and OB is not yet clear. However, the placement of Vindictive IS within the 

circumplex represents the strongest combination of high agency and low communion that 

is found in this model, and this may explain why it played the strongest role in this study’s 

investigation of how IS may mediate the relationship between personality profiles and OB.  

5.4.5. Irritability 

 Irritability has been conceptualised as a personality trait (see Chapter 1); 

accordingly, this study’s results indicate that it is significantly related to personality profile 

membership. The Socially Malevolent group scored highest on this construct, and although 

there is a lack of investigations linking irritability to DT traits, empirical evidence 

(Caprara, Alessandri, et al., 2013; Caprara, Barbaranelli, & Zimbardo, 1996) suggests that 

it is associated with high neuroticism, as is seen in this profile group. Meanwhile, previous 

studies have repeatedly positioned irritability alongside such outcomes as aggression 

(Anderson, 1997; Bettencourt et al., 2006; Caprara, Barbaranelli, & Zimbardo, 1996; 
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Caprara, Cinanni, et al., 1985; Zillman & Weaver, 2007), violence (Caprara, Alessandri, et 

al., 2013; Caprara, Paciello, et al., 2007; Caprara, Tisak, et al., 2014), and OB (Firestone et 

al., 2005; Walters, 2020). The current study found that irritability was strongly and 

significantly related to all types of OB, adding further support to these trends in the 

literature. 

 Nonetheless, irritability was not found to mediate the relationship between profile 

and any type of OB in this study. This finding was unexpected, given its strong theoretical 

complementariness to such characteristics as heightened sensitivity to provocation and 

susceptibility to loss of temper, with which it has been empirically linked (Deveney et al., 

2019). It is possible that the magnitude of the associations between irritability and 

personality profile, and between irritability and OB, are so substantial that it operates in 

isolation as a strong predictor of both factors but does not aid in explaining their 

relationship with one another. Likewise, as irritability is one of the underpinnings of 

neuroticism (Costa & McCrae, 1995), this overlap may have masked the unique variances 

in OB attributable to the profiles and irritability separately in the mediation analyses. 

Finally, perhaps this finding was influenced by low levels of irritability or floor effects in 

OB, given this study’s use of a community sample. It will be interesting to see if the role of 

irritability differs when an ex-offender sample is used in Study 3. 

5.4.6. Criminal Thinking Style 

 Perhaps the most unexpected results from this study were the null relationships 

between CTS and profile and between CTS and all types of OB. As reviewed in Chapter 1 

(Section 1.2.6.), this construct has intrinsic theoretical links with OB, and empirical 

evidence repeatedly supports this notion (see, e.g., Banse et al., 2013; Gendreau et al., 

1997; Walters, 2012; 2016). CTS has also been examined alongside FFM traits, but the 

only clear finding so far is that CTS may be linked to low agreeableness and 

conscientiousness in offenders (Eichelsheim et al., 2015). Again, it is possible that 
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associations between CTS and personality traits have been curtailed in this study by virtue 

of its profile approach whereby associations are only examined between CTS and overall 

constellations of traits, rather than separate traits operating in isolation. As with irritability, 

it is also possible that this study’s community sample contributed to the null findings, as 

Eichelsheim et al.’s (2015) study utilised an offender sample who may score higher on 

CTS in general.  

5.4.7. Limitations and Conclusions 

 This study had some limitations. For example, although part of the focus of this 

study was to examine whether personality profile could predict OB in a community 

sample, it is important to note that 29.5% of the participants had never engaged in any OB. 

The relatively low offence rates in this sample may have impacted the ability to predict 

OB. Furthermore, like Study 1, it used a male-only sample; consequently, until future 

research attempts to replicate their findings in female or mixed-gender samples, the results 

presented here cannot be said to generalise to other genders. In addition, this study relied 

on self-report. As discussed in Chapter 3 (Section 3.2.2.), self-report data are known to be 

vulnerable to response biases from participants (Paulhus, 1991; Van de Mortel, 2008), 

particularly when the questions are socially sensitive (King & Bruner, 2000). However, 

this limitation was foreseen during the project planning stage, and mitigation was built into 

the research design. By incorporating a measure to detect socially desirable responding 

(BIDR-16, Hart et al., 2015) and including its subscales as covariates, it was possible to 

minimise the influence of this response bias on the study results. 

A critical strength of this study is that, alongside Study 1, it has shown that discrete 

personality profiles encompassing the FFM and DT models can indeed be detected in a 

community sample and largely replicated in another community sample from a different 

geographic region. However, it remains to be seen whether these profiles would also be 

found in other types of samples. Accordingly, Study 3 will seek to answer this question by 
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taking the same methodological approach with a male ex-offender sample. This replication 

study will be vital to establishing whether some of the null findings observed in this study 

are due to floor effects in levels of OB (Urben et al., 2017), given its use of a community 

sample. Hence, Study 3 will investigate whether the potential mediators used in this study 

mediate the relationships between personality profiles and OB in the same manner as this 

study’s community sample, or if their mechanisms differ when the sample comprises 

individuals with offending histories.  
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CHAPTER 6: PERSONALITY-BASED DRIVERS OF OFFENDING 

BEHAVIOUR AMONG MALE EX-OFFENDERS 

6.1. Introduction 

The final empirical chapter of this thesis sets out to examine the extent to which 

Study 1 and Study 2 findings replicate in a sample of ex-offenders. The introduction to this 

chapter therefore briefly reiterates the main theoretical drivers for this final investigation in 

relation to the earlier study outcomes, before ending with its aims and hypotheses. 

Study 1 examined the extent to which it was possible to establish personality 

profiles, comprising Five-Factor Model (FFM; McCrae & Costa, 1987) and Dark Triad 

(DT; Paulhus & Williams, 2002) traits, in a predominantly UK-based male community 

sample. Through Latent Profile Analysis (LPA), three discrete profiles were observed; 

based on the configurations of personality traits present in these profiles, they were 

labelled Reserved, Confident, and Socially Malevolent. Study 2 found that largely similar 

profiles were present in a US-based male community sample and examined the 

relationships between these profiles and four types of offending behaviour (OB; property, 

drug, sexual, and violent). Study 2 also investigated whether these relationships were 

mediated by level of personality functioning (LPF), interpersonal style (IS), empathy, 

irritability, and/or criminal thinking style (CTS). This chapter reports the results of the 

final study in this thesis, which mirrors the approach of Study 2; however, by using an ex-

offender sample, it seeks to determine the extent to which findings in the preceding two 

studies may differ as a consequence of sample type. 

 The results of Study 2 indicated that there was a significant relationship between 

personality profile and each type of OB. The results suggested that the relationships 

between profile and property offending, and between profile and violent offending, were 

fully mediated by Vindictive IS and partially mediated by interpersonal functioning. 

Interpersonal functioning also appeared to partially mediate the relationship between 
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profile and drug offending. However, no other mediation effects were observed. These 

findings were largely contrary to predictions, as it was anticipated that all potential 

mediators would play a role in the relationships between personality profiles and OB. 

However, as Study 2 utilised a community sample, it is possible that the null findings were 

related to floor effects regarding rates of self-reported OB (Urben et al., 2017). To address 

this potential limitation, the present study uses a sample of individuals who have been 

previously incarcerated but now reside in the community; as such, they represent an ex-

offender sample. It is anticipated that that rates of OB will be higher among this group, 

which may enable more dynamic findings to emerge in relation to the interplay between 

OB, profiles, and other personality-based variables of interest. 

6.1.2. The Current Study 

 As the final study in this thesis, Study 3 will build upon the findings of Studies 1 

and 2 (Chapters 4 and 5). First, it aims to determine whether the personality profiles that 

emerged in Study 1’s UK-based community sample and largely replicated in Study 2’s US-

based community sample will also be found in an ex-offender sample, or if different 

profiles emerge in this sample. Second, it aims to establish whether there are significant 

associations between personality profiles and self-reported property, drug, sexual, and 

violent offending. Third, if those relationships are indeed significant, this study will 

investigate whether they are mediated by LPF, IS, empathy, irritability, or CTS. 

 As in Study 2, the hypotheses for Study 3 are based on the comprehensive review 

of the literature presented in Chapters 1 and 2. Decades of previous research on the roles of 

personality traits in OB has shown that, although these constructs are linked, a clear and 

consistent conclusion regarding precisely which personality traits are implicated in OB, 

and the strengths and directions of those relationships, has yet to be achieved (see Chapter 

2). Accordingly, a profile approach may assist in elucidating the ways in which these traits 

interact in relation to OB (see Chapters 3 and 4). 
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 Moreover, as shown in Chapters 1 and 2, focusing on traits alone may hinder the 

ability to fully explain the personality-based drivers of OB. Indeed, many empirical 

investigations have established associations between other personality features and various 

types of OB (see Chapter 1). This thesis is underpinned by interpersonal theory (see 

Chapter 1, Section 1.2.3.), which argues that one’s interpersonal style is integral to 

explaining their behaviour, including engagement in OB (see Chapter 1, Section 1.2.3.4.). 

This framework has strong links to the FFM and DT models (see Chapter 1, Section 

1.2.3.2.), and to OB (Chapter 1, Section 1.2.3.4.), further supporting its inclusion in this 

research. Meanwhile, the literature review presented in Chapter 1 also highlighted the 

established links between OB and level of personality functioning (LPF; Section 1.2.2.), 

interpersonal style (IS; Section 1.2.3.), empathy (Section 1.2.4.), irritability (Section 

1.2.5.), and criminal thinking style (CTS; Section 1.2.6.). Collectively, this body of 

literature has informed the hypotheses for the current study: 

⎯ H1: Levels of property, drug, sexual, and violent OB will differ based on trait 

profile membership (PM). If a darker profile emerges from the dataset, it will be 

positively associated with OB. 

⎯ H2: Self functioning, interpersonal functioning, Domineering IS, Vindictive IS, 

Cold IS, affective empathy, cognitive empathy, irritability, and CTS will be 

associated with PM. 

⎯ H3: Self functioning, interpersonal functioning, affective empathy, and cognitive 

empathy will be negatively associated with OB.  

⎯ H4: Cold, Vindictive, and Domineering interpersonal styles; irritability; and CTS 

will be positively associated with OB. 

⎯ H5: Self functioning, interpersonal functioning, Domineering IS, Vindictive IS, 

Cold IS, affective empathy, cognitive empathy, irritability, and CTS will mediate 

the relationships between PM and each type of OB. 
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6.2. Method 

6.2.1. Participants 

 A total of 301 adult male ex-offenders participated in this study, and were 

remunerated £5 for taking part. Inclusion criteria required participants to be male gender; 

aged 18 years or older; and to have previously served time in a correctional institution. 

After checking the data for instances of socially desirable responding, nine participants 

were excluded from analyses due to extremely high scores on impression management. 

This resulted in a final sample of n = 292. Participants ranged in age from 18 to 74 (M = 

37.91, SD = 12.12). The majority were from the United States (n = 122; 41.8%) and the 

United Kingdom (n = 82; 28.1%), while the remainder were from a range of countries 

across Europe, Asia, North America, South America, Africa, and Australia. 

6.2.2. Materials 

 The measures used in this study are described in Chapters 4 and 5. Table 6.1 

reports a summary of the instruments used in this study, variables measured, and scale 

reliabilities yielded in the current dataset. 

6.2.3. Procedure 

 Ethical approval was obtained from the researcher’s Departmental Research Ethics 

Committee (Reference RM/08-2019/075). Participants were then recruited via Prolific to 

participate in a study about personality and offending behaviour. Prospective participants 

were directed to complete the questionnaires online on Qualtrics. After providing informed 

consent and some demographic information (gender, age, and nationality), they completed 

the questionnaires and navigated to a debriefing page27. The SD3, IPIP-FFM, and BIDR-16 

were presented together, with question order randomised; the remaining questionnaires 

were also  

 
27 Study 3 forms (Participant Information Sheet, Consent Form, and Debrief Page) are provided in 

Appendix C. 
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Table 6.1 

Scale Reliability for Measures used in Study 3 

Variable Measure Reliability 

Five-Factor 

Model traits 

International Personality Item Pool-

Five Factor Model (IPIP-FFM; 

Goldberg, 1999) 

Extraversion: ω = .90 

Neuroticism: ω = .87 

Agreeableness: ω = .83 

Conscientiousness: ω = .80 

Openness to experience: ω = .78 

 

Dark Triad 

traits 

Short Dark Triad (SD3; Jones & 

Paulhus, 2014) 

Machiavellianism: ω = .73 

Narcissism: ω = .73 

Psychopathy: ω = .64 

 

Socially 

desirable 

responding 

Balanced Inventory of Desirable 

Responding Short Form (BIDR-16; 

Hart et al., 2015) 

Impression management: ω = .69 

Self-deceptive enhancement: ω = 

.64 

 

Level of 

personality 

functioning 

Level of Personality Functioning 

Scale-Brief Form (LPFS-BF; 

Hutsebaut et al., 2016) 

Total scale: ω = .79 

Interpersonal functioning: ω = .71 

Self functioning: ω = .70 

 

Interpersonal 

style 

Inventory of Interpersonal Problems-

Short Circumplex Form (IIP-SC; 

Soldz et al., 1995) 

Socially avoidant: ω = .87 

Nonassertive: ω = .81 

Cold: ω = .80 

Overly nurturant: ω = .79 

Intrusive: ω = .77 

Domineering: ω = .72 

Exploitable: ω = .72 

Vindictive: ω = .66 

 

Irritability Irritability Scale (Caprara, Cinanni, et 

al., 1985) 

ω = .86 

 

Empathy Questionnaire of Cognitive and 

Affective Empathy (QCAE; Reniers et 

al., 2011) 

Total scale: ω = .87 

Cognitive: ω = .88 

Affective: ω = .77 

 

Criminal 

attitudes 

Criminal Sentiments Scale-Modified 

(Simourd, 1997) 

Total scale: ω = .94 

Law: ω = .86 

Police: ω = .86 

Tolerance for Law Violations: ω = 

.82 

Courts: ω = .80 

Identification with criminal others: 

ω = .66 

 

Prior offending 

behaviour 

Self-Report Measure of Adult 

Offending (Teague et al., 2008) 

Total scale: ω = .90 

Property: ω = .90 

Violent: ω = .84 

Drug: α = .81 

Sexual: α = .70 
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presented in random order. Standard quality checks were embedded into the questionnaire 

in an effort to ensure high-quality responses. Median completion time was 25.41 minutes. 

6.3. Results 

 First, the data were screened for integrity concerns. After removing the 

aforementioned (Section 6.2.1.) nine participants due to extreme instances of socially 

desirable responding, a missing value analysis was conducted to determine the nature of 

missing responses in the dataset. Little’s MCAR test results indicated that responses were 

missing completely at random (MCAR), χ2 = 19176.15, df = 19095, p = .34. Thus, missing 

responses were replaced using the expectation maximisation technique in SPSS (version 

26). Finally, data were assessed for skewness and kurtosis, one or both of which were 

present in the majority of the variables. However, as with Study 2, this finding was not 

unexpected and the statistical tests used in this study are robust against such violations of 

normality (Bray & Maxwell, 1985; Field, 2017; Preacher & Hayes, 2004, 2008; Weinfurt, 

1995). 

 Next, as the majority of the sample originated from the US US (n = 122) and the 

UK (n = 82), an independent samples t-test was conducted to examine whether the two 

groups differed in age. The results indicated that the two groups did differ significantly, 

t(202) = -4.41, p < .001. The UK participants were significantly older (M = 44.95, SD = 

12.55) than the US participants (M = 37.92, SD = 10.13). 

Means and standard deviations for each of the personality variables are provided in 

Table 6.2. Table 6.3 depicts intercorrelations between socially desirable response variables, 

FFM traits, and DT traits. Resembling the significant trends seen in Study 2, impression 

management was positively associated with agreeableness and conscientiousness, and was 

negatively associated with neuroticism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism. Conversely, 

self-deceptive enhancement was positively associated with extraversion, agreeableness, 

conscientiousness, openness to experience, Machiavellianism, and narcissism, but was 
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negatively correlated with neuroticism. The two BIDR-16 subscales were also positively 

correlated with one another. 

Table 6.2 

Means (M) and Standard Deviations (SD) for FFM and DT Personality Traits 

Personality variable M SD 

Extraversion 29.45 7.97 

Agreeableness 36.14 6.52 

Conscientiousness 34.64 6.08 

Openness to experience 38.23 5.41 

Neuroticism 29.42 7.56 

Machiavellianism 30.23 5.15 

Psychopathy 25.56 5.20 

Narcissism 26.06 5.37 

 

6.3.1. Personality Profiles 

A latent profile analysis (LPA) was conducted to examine whether profiles 

emerged representing combinations of the FFM and DT traits. Table 6.4 summarises model 

fit indices for 2-5 profile solutions. Results indicated that the 3-profile solution was the 

best fit for the data. Figure 6.1 displays standardised mean personality trait scores for each 

profile. Profile 1 describes individuals (n = 114, 39%) with elevated scores on all three DT 

traits and roughly average scores on all FFM traits. Profile 2 characterises individuals (n = 

98, 33.6%) with below-average scores on almost all traits, with narcissism and 

extraversion particularly low in this group. Neuroticism is the only trait that is elevated in 

this profile. Finally, Profile 3 describes participants (n = 80, 27.4%) who exhibited 

markedly low scores on Machiavellianism, psychopathy, and neuroticism, but who had 

above-average scores on all the remaining traits, especially extraversion, agreeableness, 

and neuroticism. 
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Table 6.3 

Correlations Between Personality Traits and Socially Desirable Response Variables 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Extraversion -          

2. Agreeableness  .32** -         

3. Conscientiousness  .11  .14* -        

4. Openness to experience  .28**  .25**  .22** -       

5. Neuroticism -.34** -.26** -.37** -.18** -      

6. Machiavellianism  .04  -.35**  -.07  .02  .18** -     

7. Psychopathy  .14* -.40** -.20**  .05  .27**  .57** -    

8. Narcissism  .65**  .12*  .14*  .33**  -.22**  .29**  .29** -   

9. Impression management  .04  .24**  .26**  -.03 -.25** -.36** -.41**  -.03 -  

10. Self-deceptive 

enhancement 

 .12*  .12*  .34**  .26** -.24**  .16** -.06  .23**  .15* - 

**p ≤ .01 

*p ≤ .05 
 

Table 6.4 

Model Fit Indices For 2-5 Profile Solutions 

Profiles BIC Adj BIC Entropy VLMR BLRT 

2 6557.43 6478.15 0.71 0.102 < 0.001 

3 6437.53 6329.71 0.73 0.032 < 0.001 

4 6396.06 6259.69 0.79 0.089 < 0.001 

5 6374.85 6209.94 0.80 0.295 < 0.001 

Note. N = 292. Best model fit is indicated by the highest number of profiles with a) the lowest BIC and adjusted BIC, b) an entropy  

value closest to 1, and c) significant p values for VLMR and BLRT. As it was the only model to reach VLMR significance, the 3-profile  

solution was the best model fit for this dataset. 
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Figure 6.1 

Standardised Mean Scores of Traits Across Three Personality Profiles 

 

Note. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. 

6.3.2. Profile Comparisons 

A one-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was performed to assess 

whether participants in each Profile group differed significantly from other groups on each 

personality trait variable. As in Study 2, because sample sizes were unequal and the 

assumption of equality of covariance was violated (as indicated by Box’s M p < .001), 

Pillai’s trace was used when interpreting the MANOVA. Significant profile differences 

were found in the personality trait variables, F(16, 556) = 50.08, p < .001; Pillai’s trace = 

1.17; ηp2 = .590. Next, a MANCOVA was performed with the BIDR-16 subscales, 

Impression Management and Self-Deceptive Enhancement, as covariates. The 

MANCOVA confirmed that, with these two variables held constant, the significant 

differences in personality traits across profiles remained, F(16, 562) = 42.51, p < .001; 
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Pillai’s trace = 1.10; ηp2 = .550. In both the MANOVA and MANCOVA, effect size was 

very large (Cohen, 1977, 1988). 

Post-hoc comparison tests demonstrated that participants differed in all eight 

personality trait variables across Profiles. These results are summarised in Table 6.5. For 

all post-hoc tests, Games Howell was used when the assumption of homogeneity of 

variances was violated (as evidenced by Levene’s test p < .05), while Bonferroni was used 

when homogeneity of variances was present (Levene’s test p > .05). Compared to Profiles 

2 and 3, individuals in Profile 1 were significantly higher on Machiavellianism and 

psychopathy. They scored significantly higher on narcissism, extraversion, and openness to 

experience than those in the Profile 2 group; they were also lower on openness to 

experience, agreeableness, and conscientiousness than those in Profile 3. On neuroticism, 

they scored lower on than individuals in Profile 2 and higher than those in Profile 3. Next, 

compared to Profiles 1 and 3, participants in Profile 2 were significantly lower on openness 

to experience and narcissism, and significantly higher on neuroticism. They also scored 

significantly lower on extraversion, agreeableness, and conscientiousness than participants 

in Profile 3, and significantly lower on Machiavellianism and psychopathy compared to 

Profile 1. However, they were higher on Machiavellianism than individuals in Profile 3. 

Finally, compared to Profiles 1 and 2, participants in Profile 3 were significantly higher on 

extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness to experience; they were also 

significantly lower on neuroticism and Machiavellianism than the other two profiles. 

However, they scored significantly lower on psychopathy than individuals in Profile 1, and 

significantly higher on narcissism than participants in Profile 2. 

After establishing the three profiles that emerged in this dataset, three MANOVAs 

were conducted to compare the profiles of Study 3 with those of Studies 1 and 2. The 

independent variable in each analysis was study (Study 1 vs Study 2 vs Study 3), and the  
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Table 6.5 

Means, Standard Errors, and Mean Differences Across Observed Personality Profiles 

Variable Profile 1 

Socially 

Malevolent 

Profile 2 

Reserved 

Profile 3 

Confident 

Univariate  

 (n = 114) (n = 98) (n = 80) F (2, 289) ηp2 

Extraversion 32.02a (.53) 21.82a 

(.57) 

35.15b 

(.66) 

37.09*** .20 

Agreeableness 34.32a (.57) 34.36a 

(.67) 

40.93b 

(.46) 

23.05*** .14 

Conscientiousness 33.69a (.54) 32.80a 

(.59) 

38.25b 

(.60) 

59.48*** .29 

Openness to experience 39.04a (.48) 35.20b 

(.50) 

40.79c 

(.52) 

30.76*** .18 

Neuroticism 31.29a (.60) 32.61b 

(.73) 

22.85c 

(.58) 

138.86*** .49 

Machiavellianism 34.11a (.34) 28.64b 

(.44) 

26.64c 

(.47) 

91.59*** .39 

Psychopathy 29.98a (.35) 23.18b 

(.44) 

22.31b 

(.37) 

117.60*** .45 

Narcissism 28.81a (.37) 21.27b 

(.39) 

28.00a 

(.53) 

99.34*** .41 

Note. Different superscripts in each row indicate that means are significantly different, p < .05. 

***p ≤ .001 

 

dependent variables were standardised scores (z-scores) on each of the eight personality 

traits that make up the profiles. As in Study 2, to control for Type 1 error across multiple 

tests, Bonferroni adjustment was applied whereby the typical significance level of .05 was 

divided by the number of dependent variables in the analysis. Thus, significance was set to 

p ≤ .00625, with 99.375% confidence interval. 

A visual inspection of the profiles in this study alongside those of Studies 1 and 2 

indicated that Profile 1 most closely resembles the Socially Malevolent profile of Studies 1 

and 2 (see Figure 6.2). Meanwhile, Profile 2 looks the most similar to the Reserved profile 

of the previous studies, and Profile 3 is most similar to the Confident profile of Studies 1 

and 2. Thus, these were the statistical comparisons that were made in this study, with the 

three profiles being re-numbered to facilitate these comparisons.  
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Figure 6.2 

Comparison of Personality Profiles Across Three Studies 

 

Note. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. 

First, Profile 2 was compared with Profile 1 (Reserved) of Studies 1 and 2 (Study 1 

n = 110; Study 2 n = 55; Study 3 n = 98). There was homogeneity of variance-covariance 
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matrices, as assessed by Box's test of equality of covariance matrices (p = .273). The 

analysis revealed that there was a statistically significant difference in the combined 

personality traits across the three studies, F(16, 506) = 3.55, p < .001; Wilks' Λ = .808; ηp2 

= .101. Tests of between-subjects effects showed that the three profiles differed 

significantly in agreeableness, F(2, 260) = 7.64, p = .001, ηp2 = .056, and in neuroticism, 

F(2, 260) = 8.81, p < .001, ηp2 = .061. However, there were no differences in any of the 

other traits in these profiles (p’s all ≥ .015). Post-hoc tests confirmed that agreeableness 

was higher in Study 1 than in Study 2, but there were no differences observed between 

Study 1 and the current study (p = .344), or between Study 2 and the current study (p = 

.046). Meanwhile, the post-hoc tests showed that neuroticism was higher in the current 

study than in Study 2 (p < .001), but there were no differences between Study 1 and Study 

2 (p = .047) or between Study 1 and the current study (p = .113). Thus, it was concluded 

that Profile 2 in the current study is indeed highly similar to Profile 1 in Studies 1 and 2, 

and it was subsequently labelled Reserved. 

Next, Profile 3 was compared with Profile 2 (Confident) of Studies 1 and 2 (Study 

1 n = 117; Study 2 n = 73; Study 3 n = 80). The assumption of homogeneity of variance-

covariance matrices was violated, as assessed by Box's M (p = .022). Pillai’s trace was 

therefore selected for interpretation of the analysis (Field, 2017). There was no difference 

in the combined personality traits across the three studies, F(16, 522) = 1.50, p = .096; 

Pillai’s trace = .088; ηp2 = .044. It was therefore concluded that Profile 3 in the current 

study is statistically indistinguishable from Profile 2 in Studies 1 and 2, and was labelled 

Confident accordingly. 

Finally, Profile 1 was compared with Profile 3 (Socially Malevolent) of Studies 1 

and 2 (Study 1 n = 105; Study 2 n = 82; Study 3 n = 114). Pillai’s trace was used for 

interpretation due to a significant Box’s M result (p > .001). The analysis showed a 

statistically significant difference in the combined personality traits across the three 
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studies, F(16, 584) = 3.55, p < .001; Pillai’s trace = .192; ηp2 = .096. Tests of between-

subjects effects showed that the three profiles differed significantly in narcissism, F(2, 

298) = 5.16, p = .006, ηp2 = .033; in agreeableness, F(2, 298) = 9.83, p < .001, ηp2 = .062; 

and in neuroticism, F(2, 298) = 10.54, p > .001, ηp2 = .066. There were no differences in 

any of the remaining six traits in these profiles (p’s all ≥ .016). Post-hoc tests confirmed 

that narcissism was higher in Study 1 than in Study 2, but there were no differences 

observed between Study 1 and the current study (p = .101), or between Study 2 and the 

current study (p = .702). As discovered in Study 2, it was also confirmed that 

agreeableness was lower in this profile in Study 1 than Study 2 (p < .001); however, there 

were no differences between Study 1 and the current study (p = .007) or between Study 2 

and the current study (p = .421). Lastly, neuroticism was higher in Study 2 than the current 

study (p < .001), but there were no differences in between Study 1 and the current study (p 

= .045). Thus, although there were some minor deviations across studies, it was concluded 

that Profile 1 in the current study is very similar to Profile 3 in Studies 1 and 2, rendering it 

appropriate to assign this profile the same label as the other studies (Socially Malevolent). 

Figure 6.2 provides a visual comparison of these profiles alongside those of Studies 1 and 

2.  

6.3.3. Relationships Between Personality Profiles and Offending Behaviour 

A MANOVA was conducted to examine whether OB differed by profile group 

(H1). As in Study 2, the independent variable was personality profile (Reserved, Confident, 

or Socially Malevolent), and the dependent variables were property, drug, sexual, and 

violent offending. Descriptive statistics are shown in Table 6.6. The assumption of equality 

of covariances matrices was violated, as per Box’s M test (p < .001)28. The results of the 

MANOVA showed that OB differed significantly by profile, F(8, 574) = 4.71, p < .001, 

 
28 For all MANOVAs, when Box’s M test was not significant, results were interpreted using Wilks' 

Λ, but when Box’s M was significant, Pillai’s trace was used instead (Field, 2017).  
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Pillai’s trace = .123, ηp2 = .062. Follow-up univariate ANOVAs confirmed that scores on 

three of the four types of OB differed according to profile: property offending, F(2, 289) = 

12.25, p < .001, ηp2 = .078; sexual offending, F(2, 289) = 7.66, p = .001, ηp2 = .050; 

violent offending, F(2, 289) = 14.74, p < .001, ηp2 = .093. Drug offending did not differ by 

profile group, F(2, 289) = 2.42, p = .091. Descriptive analyses were also run to assess the 

proportion of participants who reported never having engaged in any OB compared to 

those who had reported engaging in at least one instance of OB at some point in their lives. 

Results showed that 5.1% of the sample (n = 15) had never engaged in any OB, while 

94.9% of the sample (n = 277) had. Next, Fisher’s exact test was conducted to test whether 

personality profiles differed significantly between the two groups (no offending vs. some 

offending). The results showed that the two groups differed significantly on profile, p = 

.027. The proportion of participants with the Socially Malevolent profile was higher among 

the some offending group (40.4%) than the no offending group (13.3%). There was also a 

higher proportion of Confident profiles among the no offending group (46.7%) than the 

some offending group (26.4%). 

Table 6.6 

Means (M) and Standard Deviations (SD) for OB per Profile 

Profile Property 

offending 
(Range: 11-55) 

Drug  

offending 
(Range: 2-10) 

Sexual  

offending 
(Range: 2-10) 

Violent 

offending 
(Range: 4-20) 

 M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Reserved  
(n = 98) 

18.13 7.85 3.98 2.82 2.41 1.03 6.05 2.66 

Confident 
(n = 80) 

17.26 7.28 3.86 2.89 2.07 0.24 5.95 2.54 

Socially 

Malevolent 
(n = 114) 

22.66 9.47 4.70 3.11 2.66 1.35 8.06 3.86 

Total 
(n = 292) 

19.66 8.70 4.23 2.97 2.41 1.07 6.81 3.30 
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 Post-hoc tests29 were examined to assess the nature of these differences. Property 

offending was higher in the Socially Malevolent group than the Confident group (p < .001) 

and the Reserved group (p = .001), but there were no differences between the Confident 

and Reserved groups (p = .724). Sexual offending was higher in the Socially Malevolent 

group (p < .001) and the Reserved group (p = .005) than the Confident group, but there 

were no differences between the Socially Malevolent and Reserved groups (p = .276). 

Finally, violent offending was higher in the Socially Malevolent group than both the other 

groups (p’s < .001) but the Confident and Reserved groups did not differ on this variable (p 

= .964). 

6.3.4. Relationships Between Profiles, Potential Mediators, and Offending Behaviour 

The MANOVA and follow-up ANOVAs showed that property, sexual, and violent 

offending differed based on profile membership, supporting the first hypothesis. Thus, to 

test H2 through H5 and following the approach taken in Study 2, a series of mediation 

analyses were performed to assess whether these relationships are mediated by LPF (self 

functioning and interpersonal functioning); IS (Domineering, Vindictive, and Cold IS’s); 

empathy (affective and cognitive empathy); irritability; or CTS. Descriptive statistics for 

these variables are presented in Table 6.7.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
29 For all ANOVAs and MANOVAs, when Levene’s test of equality of error variances was not 

significant, Bonferroni was used for post-hoc examinations. When Levene’s was significant, post-

hoc results were interpreted using Games Howell (Field, 2017). 
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Table 6.7 

Means (M) and Standard Deviations (SD) for All Potential Mediators per Profile 

Variable Profile   

 

 

Reserved 

(n = 98) 

Confident 

(n = 80) 

Socially 

Malevolent 

(n = 114) 

Total sample 

(n = 292) 

 M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Self 

functioning 

8.79 1.80 10.55 1.33 9.07 1.73 9.38 1.80 

Interpersonal 

functioning 

9.83 1.76 11.46 0.78 9.96 1.75 10.33 1.70 

Cognitive 

empathy 

65.47 10.61 74.97 7.88 70.49 8.32 70.03 9.75 

Affective 

empathy 

38.17 6.44 39.14 6.44 38.67 6.89 38.63 6.61 

Domineering 

interpersonal 

style 

8.91 2.98 7.08 1.95 10.41 3.08 9.00 3.08 

Cold 

interpersonal 

style 

12.65 3.43 8.23 2.58 11.61 3.58 11.03 3.73 

Vindictive 

interpersonal 

style 

10.84 2.87 7.51 1.79 11.48 2.83 10.18 3.08 

Irritability 88.24 14.27 79.06 10.97 98.82 12.64 89.85 15.07 

Criminal 

thinking style 

9.05 5.48 8.92 4.56 6.29 5.22 7.94 5.29 

 

Table 6.8 

Correlations Between All Potential Mediators and OB 

Variable Offending Behaviour 

 Property 

offending 

Sexual 

offending 

Violent 

offending 

Self functioning -.202** -.123* -.173** 

Interpersonal functioning -.260** -.254** -.248** 

Cognitive empathy .005 -.174** .012 

Affective empathy .007 .036 -.085 

Domineering interpersonal style .316** .414** .331** 

Cold interpersonal style .215** .260** .215** 

Vindictive interpersonal style .224** .314** .277** 

Irritability .350** .148* .395** 

Criminal thinking style -.178** -.024 -.165** 

**p ≤ .01 

*p ≤ .05 
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6.3.4.1. Level of Personality Functioning 

First, a MANOVA showed a significant difference in LPF based on personality 

profile, supporting H2: F(4, 578) = 18.13, p < .001, Pillai’s trace = .223, ηp2 = .111. 

Follow-up univariate ANOVAs confirmed that there were significant differences in both 

self functioning, F(2, 207) = 27.99, p < .001, ηp2 = .162, and interpersonal functioning F(2, 

289) = 29.49, p < .001, ηp2 = .170. Games Howell post-hoc tests showed that both self 

functioning and interpersonal functioning are higher in the Confident group than the 

Reserved group (p’s < .001) and the Socially Malevolent group (p’s < .001). No 

differences were present on either variable between the Reserved and Socially Malevolent 

groups. 

Correlations were explored between self and interpersonal functioning and OB. As 

shown in Table 6.8, these variables were negatively associated with property (p’s ≤ .01), 

sexual (p’s ≤ .05), and violent offending (p’s ≤ .01). These results supported H3. 

Consequently, self and interpersonal functioning were included as mediators in all 

mediation models tested. 

6.3.4.2. Empathy 

 A MANOVA was conducted to examine whether empathy differed according to 

profile. There was a significant difference in empathy, F(4, 578) = 12.03, p < .001, Pillai’s 

trace = .154, ηp2 = .077. Follow-up ANOVAs showed that this difference was significant 

for cognitive empathy, F(2, 289) = 24.54, p < .001, ηp2 = .145, but not for affective 

empathy (p = .624). H2 was therefore partially supported. Post-hoc tests revealed that 

cognitive empathy was significantly higher in the Confident group than the Reserved group 

(p < .001) and the Socially Malevolent group (p = .001). It was also higher in the Socially 

Malevolent group than the Reserved group (p = .001).  
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 Correlation analyses showed that cognitive empathy was negatively associated with 

sexual offending, but not property or violent offending. Affective empathy was not related 

to any type of OB (see Table 6.8). Thus, H3 was also partially supported, and cognitive 

empathy was only included in the mediation model for sexual offending. Affective 

empathy was not included in any mediation models. 

6.3.4.3. Interpersonal Style 

Results of a MANOVA showed that there was a significant difference in IS based on 

profile, F(16, 566) = 16.09, p < .001, Pillai’s trace = .625, ηp2 = .313. Follow-up univariate 

ANOVAs confirmed that this difference was significant for all IS’s (all p’s < .001) aside 

from Overly Nurturant IS. However, as in Study 2, only Domineering, Vindictive, and 

Cold IS’s were explored further due to their relevance to this research. The ANOVA 

results were as follows: Domineering, F(2, 289) = 33.90, p < .001, ηp2 = .190; Vindictive, 

F(2, 289) = 59.41, p < .001, ηp2 =.291; Cold, F(2, 289) = 42.96, p < .001, ηp2 = .229. 

These findings supported H2. Games Howell post-hoc tests showed that the Socially 

Malevolent group was significantly higher on Domineering IS than the Reserved (p = .001) 

and Confident (p < .001) groups, and the Reserved group was significantly higher on this 

IS than the Confident group (p < .001). Meanwhile, the Socially Malevolent and Reserved 

groups did not differ on Vindictive IS (p = .230) or Cold IS (p = .081), but these two 

groups were both significantly higher on Vindictive and Cold IS’s than the Confident 

group (p’s < .001). Pearson’s correlations also showed significant positive relationships 

between these three IS’s and property, sexual, and violent offending (see Table 6.8); thus, 

H4 was supported, and Domineering, Vindictive, and Cold IS were included in all 

mediation analyses.  

6.3.4.4. Irritability 

 A one-way ANOVA showed that levels of irritability differed by profile, F(2, 289) 

= 57.24, p < .001, ηp2 = .284. Games Howell post-hoc tests showed that irritability was 
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significantly higher in the Socially Malevolent group than the Reserved group (p < .001) 

and the Confident group (p < .001), and that the Reserved group was also significantly 

higher than the Confident group (p < .001). As Pearson’s correlations also showed that 

irritability was significantly positively correlated with property, sexual, and violent 

offending (see Table 6.8), H2 and H4 were supported and this variable was included in all 

mediation analyses. 

6.3.4.5. Criminal Thinking Style 

Finally, results of an ANOVA showed that CTS differed based on profile, F(2, 289) 

= 9.60, p < .001, ηp2 = .062, thereby supporting H2. Bonferroni post-hoc tests indicated that 

the Socially Malevolent group scored significantly higher than the Reserved (p < .001) and 

Confident (p = .002) groups, but the Reserved and Confident groups did not differ on this 

variable (p = 1.00). As shown in Table 6.8, Pearson’s correlations showed that there was a 

significant negative relationship between CTS and property and violent offending. This 

result was in the opposite direction as proposed in H4; however, because the relationships 

were significant, CTS was included in mediation models for these two types of OB. 

6.3.4.6. Mediation Analyses 

As in Study 2, mediation analyses were run using Model 4 of the PROCESS macro 

for SPSS (version 4.0; Hayes, 2022) to test the fifth hypothesis. Indicator coding was used 

for all analyses. For analyses where property or violent offending were the outcome 

variables, the Socially Malevolent profile was the reference group because the analyses 

presented in Section 6.3.3. indicated that this group differed significantly from the other 

two groups on these variables; thus, the pairwise comparisons in these analyses were 

Socially Malevolent vs Reserved and Socially Malevolent vs Confident. However, for the 

mediation model with sexual offending as the outcome variable, the Confident group was 

the reference group because of its significant differences to the other two groups on this 

variable; the pairwise comparisons for these analyses were Confident vs Reserved and 
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Confident vs Socially Malevolent. The process for mediation analyses otherwise mirrored 

that of Study 2 (see Chapter 5, Section 5.3.4.6. for a description).  

6.3.4.6.1. Property offending. Results of the mediation analysis suggested that 

irritability mediated the difference in property offending between the Socially Malevolent 

and Reserved groups, b = -1.09, SE = .52, 95% CI [-2.24, -0.20], Sobel = 2.25, p = .024, 

and between the Socially Malevolent and Confident groups, b = -2.03, SE = .89, 95% CI [-

3.78, -0.39], Sobel = 2.37, p = .018. However, no other significant mediations were found 

for property offending. Thus, the results for property offending partially supported H5. As 

in Study 2, these results are presented in three separate diagrams: LPF (Figure 6.3), IS 

(Figure 6.4), and irritability and CTS (Figure 6.5). In all mediation diagrams, for paths a 

and b, dotted lines denote non-significance while unbroken lines indicate significant 

pathways. 

6.3.4.6.2. Sexual offending. The difference in sexual offending between the 

Confident and Reserved groups was found to be mediated by Domineering IS, b = 0.23, SE 

= .08, 95% CI [0.10, 0.41], Sobel = 3.33, p = .001, and by irritability, b = -0.13, SE = .05, 

95% CI [-0.25, -0.04], Sobel = 2.38, p = .017. The difference between the Confident and 

Socially Malevolent groups was also mediated by Domineering IS, b = 0.43, SE = .12, 

95% CI [0.21, 0.69], Sobel = 4.35, p < .001, and irritability, b = -0.28, SE = .10, 95% CI [-

0.49, -0.10], Sobel = 2.66, p = .008. No other significant mediations were present. These 

results partially support H5, and are presented in Figures 6.6 (LPF), 6.7 (IS), and 6.8 

(irritability and cognitive empathy). 
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Figure 6.3 

Mediation Results for Profile (X), LPF (M), and Property Offending (Y) 

 

 

6.3.4.6.3. Violent offending. Irritability was the only variable found to mediate the 

differences in violent offending between the Socially Malevolent and Reserved groups, b = 

-0.54, SE = .20, 95% CI [-0.98, -0.18], Sobel = 2.83, p = .005, and between the Socially 

Malevolent and Confident groups, b = -1.00, SE = .34, 95% CI [-1.69, -0.37], Sobel = 3.07, 

p = .002. These results partially support H5 and are presented in Figures 6.9 (LPF), 6.10 

(IS), and 6.11 (irritability and CTS). 
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Figure 6.4 

Mediation Results for Profile (X), IS (M), and Property Offending (Y) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



236 

 

 

 

Figure 6.5 

Mediation Results for Profile (X), Irritability (M), CTS (M), and Property Offending (Y) 
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Figure 6.6 

Mediation Results for Profile (X), LPF (M), and Sexual Offending (Y) 
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Figure 6.7 

Mediation Results for Profile (X), IS (M), and Sexual Offending (Y) 
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Figure 6.8 

Mediation Results for Profile (X), Irritability (M), Cognitive Empathy (M), and Sexual 

Offending (Y) 
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Figure 6.9 

Mediation Results for Profile (X), LPF (M), and Violent Offending (Y) 
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Figure 6.10 

Mediation Results for Profile (X), IS (M), and Violent Offending (Y) 
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Figure 6.11 

Mediation Results for Profile (X), Irritability (M), CTS (M), and Violent Offending (Y) 

 

6.3.5. Results Summary 

Mirroring Studies 1 and 2, three discrete personality profiles emerged from this 

study’s male ex-offender sample. Through visual inspection and a series of MANOVAs, it 

was confirmed that, although not identical, these profiles were highly similar to those 

identified in the previous two studies. Accordingly, they were assigned the same labels 

(Confident, Reserved, and Socially Malevolent) in this study as in Studies 1 and 2. 

 The first hypothesis stated that levels of each type of OB would differ based on 

profile membership. This prediction was mostly supported, with property, sexual, and 

violent offending differing based on profile membership; however, levels of drug 

offending did not differ based on profile. It was also predicted that, if a darker profile 

emerged, it would be positively associated with OB. As mentioned, drug offending was not 
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related to profile group. However, the Socially Malevolent group scored significantly 

higher than the other two groups on property and violent offending. They also scored 

significantly higher than the Confident group on sexual offending, but were not different 

from the Reserved group on this type of OB. Thus, the prediction that this profile would be 

positively associated with OB was partially supported by the results. 

The second hypothesis predicted that self functioning, interpersonal functioning, 

Domineering IS, Vindictive IS, Cold IS, affective empathy, cognitive empathy, irritability, 

and CTS would be associated with personality profile. This hypothesis was supported for 

all variables except for affective empathy, which was not related to profile group. 

 The third hypothesis stated that self functioning, interpersonal functioning, 

affective empathy, and cognitive empathy would be negatively associated with OB. This 

was partially supported. As drug offending had not been found to differ based on profile 

membership, it was omitted from all subsequent analyses. However, self and interpersonal 

functioning were indeed negatively associated with property, sexual, and violent offending, 

and cognitive empathy was negatively associated with sexual offending. Nonetheless, 

cognitive empathy was not related to property or violent offending, and affective empathy 

was not related to any type of OB. 

The fourth hypothesis predicted that Domineering IS, Vindictive IS, Cold IS, 

irritability, and CTS would all be positively associated with OB. This prediction was 

partially supported by the results: all three IS’s and irritability were positively associated 

with property, sexual, and violent offending. However, CTS was not related to sexual 

offending, and contrary to prediction, it was actually negatively associated with property 

and violent offending. 

Finally, the fifth hypothesis was that self functioning, interpersonal functioning, 

Domineering IS, Vindictive IS, Cold IS, affective empathy, cognitive empathy, irritability, 

and CTS would mediate the relationships between profile membership and each type of 
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OB. This was not supported for drug offending, given its null association with profile 

group. For property offending, irritability mediated the differences between the Socially 

Malevolent and Reserved groups and between the Socially Malevolent and Confident 

groups, indicating a full mediation. However, none of the other variables were found to 

play a role. For sexual offending, both irritability and Domineering IS mediated the 

differences between the Confident and Reserved groups and between the Confident and 

Socially Malevolent groups. No other significant mediations were observed for this type of 

OB. Finally, for violent offending, irritability mediated the differences between the 

Socially Malevolent and Reserved groups and between the Socially Malevolent and 

Confident groups. Taken together, the results showed that irritability mediated the 

relationships between profile group and property, sexual, and violent offending. 

Domineering IS also mediated the relationship between profile group and sexual offending. 

LPF, Vindictive IS, Cold IS, cognitive empathy, and CTS did not mediate any of these 

relationships. 

6.4. Discussion 

 As the final study in this thesis, the current study had three aims. First, it sought to 

determine whether the profiles that were observed in the community samples of Studies 1 

and 2 would also emerge in an ex-offender sample. Second, it aimed to ascertain whether 

there were relationships between personality profiles and levels of self-reported property, 

drug, sexual, and violent offending. Third, it sought to investigate whether these 

associations, if significant, would be mediated by LPF, IS, empathy, irritability, and CTS. 

 Before proceeding with the variables of interest, the data were examined to assess 

whether UK participants differed in age from US ones. The results showed that UK 

participants were significantly older. While this is an interesting finding, it is not likely to 

have any bearing on the subsequent results, because although younger overall, the mean 

age of US participants was still 37.92 – an age which many would no longer consider to fit 
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the ‘young adult’ demographic that is repeatedly associated with severity and longeviety of 

OB in the literature (e.g., Farrington, 1986; Hirschi and Gottfredson 1983; Moffitt 1993; 

Piquero et al. 2003). 

 As highlighted in Chapters 4 and 5 and summarised in Table 4.1, even when 

derived from the same personality trait models, profiles that emerge across different 

datasets often do not corroborate one another. Although the profiles observed in this study 

were not exact replications of those found in Studies 1 and 2, they were confirmed to be 

highly similar. This finding shows that the FFM- and DT-based profiles derived from 

community samples in the previous two studies are also generalisable to an ex-offender 

sample. Furthermore, it adds empirical support to the universality of the traits included in 

these profiles, demonstrating that darker trait patterns (i.e., the Socially Malevolent profile) 

are not unique to offender groups, but are also present in the community. Remarkably, 

39% of the sample in both Study 2 and Study 3 were represented by the Socially 

Malevolent profile, despite these studies using community and ex-offender samples, 

respectively. The proportion was lower in Study 1, with only 31.6% of the sample fitting 

into this category. These findings suggest that elevation on dark traits may not be a trend 

that is unique to offender populations, furthering the mounting evidence in the literature 

that the DT model is applicable to a wide array of samples (e.g., Dinić & Jevremov, 2021; 

Furnham et al., 2013; Muris et al., 2017). Nonetheless, despite roughly equivalent 

proportions of the community samples in Studies 1 and 2 representing the Confident 

profile group (35.2% and 34.76%, respectively), the proportion of ex-offender participants 

in this study who fit into this category was much lower at 27.4%. Thus, although adaptive 

trait constellations such as those seen in the Confident profile can be found among 

offenders and non-offenders alike, they may be less prevalent among offender groups. 

 As in Study 2, the results of this study also contributed to increasing evidence that 

personality profiles can be reliably linked to behavioural outcomes. Participants in the 
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Socially Malevolent group scored significantly higher than both other groups on property 

and violent offending, and they were significantly higher on sexual offending than the 

Confident group. Similar to Study 2, these findings demonstrate that high levels of 

neuroticism and the darker traits captured by the DT, which are strongly represented in the 

Socially Malevolent profile group, may be especially conducive to OB. This premise is 

discussed further in Chapter 5, Section 5.4. 

Nevertheless, drug offending did not differ according to profile in this study. The 

reason for this null finding is unclear, but it may be due to floor effects on this particular 

type of OB. Rates of drug and sexual offending were both low across all profile groups, but 

unlike sexual offending, drug offending showed large standard deviations. Thus, it is 

possible that this type of OB was simply not strongly represented in this particular ex-

offender sample.  

Another consideration is that drug offending is the only type of OB measured in 

this research that does not involve an interpersonal element in any way (sexual and violent 

offending are arguably inherently interpersonal, while property offending generally 

involves theft from another person or group of people). Thus, the drivers of drug offending 

may be more strongly related to economic necessity than any particular aspect of one’s 

personality. Indeed, all drug offending questions on the offending questionnaire used in 

this research (Teague et al., 2008) pertained to drug trafficking specifically. According to 

an in-depth investigation of the motivations behind OB in a sample of drug trafficking 

offenders, the primary motive for this type of OB is financial gain (Desroches, 2005). 

Theoretical explanations for drug trafficking offending tend to centre on criminological 

explanations, such as strain theory, social disorganisation theory, and structural 

disadvantage theory (Desroches, 2005). Hence, this type of OB may be qualitatively 

different to the interpersonally-driven violent, sexual, and property offence types. This 
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would explain why the personality-based constructs measured in this study were not 

strongly related to drug offending, despite the use of an ex-offender sample. 

Given the lack of relationship between profile and drug offending, this type of OB 

was not included in any mediation analyses. Likewise, many of the other predictions for 

the mediated relationships between profile and OB were not fully supported by the study 

results. These findings are discussed below. 

6.4.2.1. Level of Personality Functioning 

 The significant relationships observed between profile membership and both types 

of LPF (self and interpersonal functioning) in this study were as expected, given that LPF 

is an inherent component of one’s overall personality (see Chapter 1, Section 1.2.2.). As in 

Study 2, self and interpersonal functioning were both higher among Confident participants 

than Reserved or Socially Malevolent ones; this suggests that the positive, adaptive 

constellation of traits found in the Confident profile group contribute to a high degree of 

personality functioning. Likewise, both types of LPF were negatively associated with 

property, sexual, and violent offending, contributing to the evidence (see Chapters 1, 2, and 

5) that unpopular, antisocial aspects of personality are related to OB. 

 Nonetheless, LPF did not mediate the relationships between personality profile and 

any type of OB in this study. This was surprising, especially considering interpersonal 

functioning did play a role in these relationships in Study 2’s community sample. It is 

possible that, like Study 2, floor effects played a role in the null result for sexual offending, 

as levels of this type of OB were relatively low (see Table 6.6.) in this study despite its use 

of an ex-offender sample. Nonetheless, it remains unclear why neither self nor 

interpersonal functioning mediated relationships between profile and property or violent 

offending. Similar to the discussion of empathy and agreeableness in Chapter 5 (Section 

5.4.3.), perhaps the constellations of traits in each profile served to subsume the potential 

role of LPF in mediating the relationships between traits and OB. LPF was highest among 
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Confident participants, a profile comprising healthy, adaptive trait levels. Because LPF is 

intrinsically related to personality and therefore traits, the high levels of personality 

functioning seen in the Confident profile group may already be represented by its trait 

distribution, making the addition of LPF redundant. Furthermore, LPF was conceptualised 

as a clinical construct, having been introduced for the first time in the DSM-5 (APA, 

2013). As such, it may only hold explanatory value in the context of clinically disordered 

personality. Given that this construct is still in its relative infancy, more research may be 

needed to better elucidate the structure of this construct and whether it is related to 

behavioural outcomes outside the clinical domain. 

6.4.2.2. Empathy 

 Only cognitive empathy was found to differ based on profile membership in this 

study, being highest among Confident participants and lowest among Reserved ones. 

Reserved participants in Study 2 also showed the lowest levels of empathy. The 

constellation of traits seen in this group suggest that they are introverted, closed to 

experience, disagreeable, and low in self-esteem while also being slightly neurotic. It is 

possible that this combination leads to social challenges for these individuals, who may not 

hold high interest in relationships with others (Costa & McCrae, 1992; McCrae & Costa, 

1989; McCrae & John, 1992); perhaps this may result in or stem from empathy deficits. 

Nonetheless, given that empathy is considered to be a relatively stable aspect of one’s 

personality (Mangione et al., 2002) and to show strong positive associations with 

agreeableness (Costa et al., 2001; Graziano & Eisenberg, 1997; Magalhães et al., 2012; 

Mooradian et al., 2011) and negative associations with the DT traits (Heym et al., 2019; 

Schimmenti et al., 2019), it is surprising that empathy resulted in mostly null associations 

with personality profiles in this study. However, the empirical evidence regarding empathy 

and the DT is conflicting thus far, with some studies finding negative associations between 

these variables and others finding no relationships between them (see Chapter 1, Section 
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1.2.4. for a summary). As DT research continues to proliferate, it is hoped that more clarity 

will emerge regarding the structural components of these traits and how empathy may play 

a role. 

The only significant association between empathy and OB in this study was that 

cognitive empathy was negatively related to sexual offending. This finding aligns with 

theoretical conceptualisations of this offence type, whereby it is proposed that a lack of 

empathy with one’s victims is a key aetiological factor precipitating sexual offending 

behaviour (Finkelhor, 1984; Malamuth, 1988; Marshall & Barbaree, 1990; Marshall et al., 

1995). This assertion has received empirical support in the literature (e.g., Schuler et al., 

2019, 2021). Nonetheless, cognitive empathy did not significantly mediate the relationship 

between profile and sexual offending in this study. Again, it is possible that this was due to 

the strong conceptual overlap between agreeableness and empathy, which may have 

rendered mediation an ineffective approach for examining how empathy may impact 

engagement in OB over and above the contributions of agreeableness (Fiedler et al., 2018).  

Although results did not support the prediction that affective empathy would also 

be negatively related to OB, a meta-analysis by van Langen et al. (2014) showed that the 

relationships between empathy and OB are much stronger for cognitive than affective 

empathy, and this may explain why affective empathy was not related to any type of OB in 

this study. Future research, with larger samples and therefore increased power, may be 

better positioned to detect smaller effects in the data than this study’s design was capable 

of. Nonetheless, this does not explain why cognitive empathy was not related to property 

or violent offending in this study. Perhaps these offence types are more likely to be driven 

by other factors, such as callousness (Kahn et al., 2013; Ray et al., 2017), financial strain 

resulting from drug use (Burnett, 2004; Felson & Staff, 2017), or parasitic lifestyle (Hare, 

1991, 2003). Meanwhile, Robinson and Rogers (2015) showed that psychopathic offenders 

are capable of feigning both types of empathy with ease when instructed to do so; as such, 
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it is also possible that the ex-offenders in this study were simply engaging in untruthful 

responding. Although efforts were made to control for this behaviour through the use of 

the BIDR-16, as suggested in Chapter 2, accuracy of results may be strengthened by the 

use of more objective measures of OB such as the use of official records. 

6.4.2.3. Interpersonal Style 

 As with Study 2, the results of this study provided more support to the notion that 

the interpersonal circumplex is complimentary to the FFM (Trapnell & Wiggins, 1990) and 

that the DT maps directly onto this model (Dowgwillo & Pincus, 2017; Jones & Paulhus, 

2011). Seven of the eight IS’s were found to differ based on profile in this study, with 

Socially Malevolent participants scoring significantly higher on Domineering IS than the 

other two groups and higher on Vindictive and Cold IS’s than the Confident participants. 

Furthermore, all three of these IS’s were positively related to property, sexual, and violent 

offending, evidencing the relevance of interpersonal theory to investigations of OB. 

Together, these findings show that one’s approach to interpersonal interactions is 

fundamentally linked to their personality and the way they behave. Interestingly, none of 

these IS’s were found to mediate the relationships between profile and property or violent 

offending. However, Domineering IS, which represents very high dominance and moderate 

hostility within the circumplex (see Chapter 1, Section 1.2.3.), mediated the relationship 

with sexual offending. Among these three types of OB, it could be argued that sexual 

offending involves the strongest interpersonal elements, and as such, the results suggest 

that Domineering IS is conducive to dominating one’s victim, in a hostile manner, in the 

pursuit of power or sexual satisfaction (Malamuth et al., 1996). This finding shows the 

utility of interpersonal style to explanations of, and pathways to, some types of OB. 

Furthermore, the divergent findings across offence type in this study (and in Study 2) offer 

evidence to support the proposition that different types of OB may be underpinned by 
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disparate motivations and pathways (Bonta & Andrews, 2017; Ireland, Ireland, & Birch, 

2019). 

6.4.2.4. Irritability 

 In this study, irritability was significantly related to profile membership, whereby it 

was highest among Socially Malevolent participants and lowest among Confident ones. 

This adds more empirical weight to the notion that the Confident profile conceptualises an 

adaptive, prosocial personality type, and corresponds with two studies by Caprara, 

Barbaranelli, and Zimbardo (1996) and Caprara, Alessandri, et al. (2013) which found that 

irritability is positively associated with neuroticism and negatively associated with 

agreeableness—trait patterns which are present in the Socially Malevolent and Reserved 

profiles, but the opposite of what is captured in the Confident profile. Meanwhile, results 

showed that irritability was positively related to property, sexual, and violent offending. 

These findings align with the predominant trend in the literature, which shows that 

irritability plays a key role in such behavioural outcomes as aggression (Anderson, 1997; 

Bettencourt et al., 2006; Caprara, Cinanni, et al., 1985; Caprara, Barbaranelli, & Zimbardo, 

1996; Zillman & Weaver, 2007), violence (Caprara, Alessandri, et al., 2013; Caprara, 

Paciello, et al., 2007; Caprara, Tisak, et al., 2014), and OB (Firestone et al., 2005; Walters, 

2020).  

Moreover, irritability was the only variable in this study to fully and consistently 

mediate the relationships between profile and OB, showing significant mediations for all 

offence types analysed. This is the opposite of Study 2, whereby it was observed that 

irritability did not mediate any relationships between profile and offence type, despite 

being significantly associated with both constructs. This suggests that irritability may be a 

critical driving force of OB among offenders, more so than among the general population. 

The significant findings for irritability in this study align with empirical endeavours which 

have found irritability to be a stable trait and aspect of one’s personality (Caprara, Paciello, 
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et al., 2007) and a determinant of aggression (Caprara, Barbaranelli, & Zimbardo, 1996; 

Dill et al., 1997). Thus, this study’s findings support the inclusion of irritability as an 

individual difference and personality factor that is intrinsic to maladaptive and antisocial 

behaviours. 

6.4.2.5. Criminal Thinking Style 

 CTS was significantly higher among Socially Malevolent participants than 

Reserved and Confident ones, evidencing the possibility that the darker constellation of 

traits seen in this profile group are conducive to criminal attitudes and corroborating with 

empirical evidence which suggests CTS is associated with low agreeableness and 

conscientiousness (Eichelsheim et al., 2015). Nonetheless, CTS was unrelated to sexual 

offending and, contrary to predictions, was actually negatively related to property and 

violent offending. Given that CTS is a variable intrinsically related to criminality (Simourd 

et al., 2015), and which has been repeatedly linked to OB in the literature (Banse et al., 

2013; Gendreau et al., 1997; Walters, 2012, 2016), this is perhaps the most surprising 

finding from the current study. The most likely explanation for this is the ex-offender 

nature of the sample used. While CTS is fundamentally related to OB (Simourd, 1997; 

Simourd & van de Ven, 1999; Simourd et al., 2015), this sample comprised individuals 

who had been formerly incarcerated but who are now living in the community. Thus, they 

may be relatively far removed from their criminal histories and therefore reformed or 

rehabilitated, resulting in attitudes that oppose criminal thinking. This is a hopeful 

proposition, as it would mean that the correctional system does, at least some of the time, 

successfully rehabilitate offenders and enable them to succeed in prosocial, offence-free 

lifestyles upon their release. This would explain why participants’ levels of past OB were 

negatively related to their current levels of CTS, and why CTS therefore did not mediate 

any relations between personality and OB. 
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6.4.3. Limitations and Conclusions 

 This study had many of the same limitations as Study 2, including the use of a 

male-only sample and modest sample size. In addition, although an ex-offender sample 

offers a wealth of opportunity for determining associations between various factors and 

OB, it is perhaps not as valuable to such investigations as a currently incarcerated offender 

sample would be. Thus, it would be highly beneficial to explore this thesis’ research 

questions in larger, female or mixed-gender, and forensic samples to assess whether the 

included variables hold more or differently explanatory power with these groups.  

This study added to the results of Studies 1 and 2 by showing that discrete 

personality profiles derived from the FFM and DT models can be identified in an ex-

offender sample and, moreover, shown to be largely similar to those derived from other 

sample types. Alongside Study 2, this study has also established that some aspects of 

personality, over and above traits, can help explain the overarching drivers of OB. The 

following chapter will present a general summary of the results of this thesis, synthesised 

with the wider literature, and a discussion of the potential implications of these findings. 
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUDING DISCUSSION 

7.1. Overview 

This thesis sought to elucidate personality-based drivers of OB. Specifically, it aimed 

to improve current understanding of the associations between personality traits and self-

reported OB, and to investigate how other personality features (level of personality 

functioning, interpersonal style, irritability, empathy, and criminal thinking style) may 

impact these relationships. Chapter 1 presented the guiding theoretical framework 

(interpersonal theory; Leary, 1957; Sullivan, 1953) and a review of the existing literature 

elucidating current knowledge with regards to each personality construct of interest and 

how they are related to OB. Chapter 2 followed with a systematic review of the literature 

surrounding associations between individual personality traits and OB. Next, the 

methodological approaches taken for the empirical parts of the thesis were detailed in 

Chapter 3. Then, building on one another, Chapters 4-6 presented a series of studies that 

addressed this thesis’ overarching research question: how are personality traits related to 

OB, and how do other personality features contribute to these relationships? This chapter 

summarises and synthesises the findings of those three studies and outlines how this thesis 

contributes new knowledge. A discussion of the limitations of this thesis, implications of 

its results, and recommendations for future research are also included. 

7.2. Summary of Findings 

Study 1 (see Chapter 4) established three personality profiles, encompassing the 

FFM (McCrae & Costa, 1987) and DT (Paulhus & Williams, 2002) traits, in a 

predominantly UK-based male community sample. The profiles were assigned labels of 

Reserved, Confident, and Socially Malevolent following a visual inspection of their 

respective trait distributions. These profiles were largely replicated in a US-based male 

community sample in Study 2 (see Chapter 5), and were found to be significantly related to 

self-reported property, drug, sexual, and violent offending. A series of mediation analyses 
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were conducted to assess whether the other personality features of interest mediated these 

relationships. Lastly, Study 3 (see Chapter 6) was carried out in the same manner as Study 

2, except an ex-offender sample was used to address the research questions. Again, the 

profiles were largely replicated, and were found to be associated with property, sexual, and 

violent offending; however, profiles were not associated with drug offending in that study.  

The results of the mediation analyses conducted in Studies 2 and 3 are summarised in 

Table 7.1, and positioned alongside the studies’ hypotheses in Table 7.2.  

7.3. Synthesis of Findings 

Many previous investigations have presented personality trait models derived from 

the FFM (see Chapter 4, Section 4.1.1. for a review), and one study thus far has done so 

using the DT (Garcia & MacDonald, 2017). However, despite ample evidence in the 

literature that the FFM traits are associated with myriad psychological and behavioural 

outcomes, including antisocial behaviour, an important focus of research in this area 

should be to establish the predictive accuracy of these traits (Yarkoni & Westfall, 2017). 

To succeed in this endeavour, traits cannot only be examined in isolation, as there is 

significant overlap between personality traits, as well as their lower-level facets (Stewart et 

al., 2022). Hence, there are growing calls to look beyond the predictive value of single 

traits in isolation; instead, it is proposed that the field look towards the combined 

predictive value of many traits together and the ways they interact (Herzberg & Hoyer, 

2009; Mõttus et al., 2020; Stewart et al., 2022). This thesis contributes to the forefront of 

this venture, representing the first attempt to establish personality profiles that include all 

of the FFM and DT traits together (Study 1).  

Three discrete profiles encompassing the FFM and DT traits were found in Study 1 

(Chapter 4), supporting the utility of examining these two trait models in tandem. 

Furthermore, highly similar profiles were observed in two other samples (Studies 2 and 3), 

transcending the boundaries of geographical location (UK vs US) and sample type 
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Table 7.1 

Summary of Mediators Tested in Studies 2 and 3 

Offence 

Type 

Study 2 Study 3 

Mediators  

Tested 

Significant 

Mediations 

Mediators  

Tested 

Significant 

Mediations 

Property 

Self functioning ns Self functioning ns 

Interpersonal functioning SM vs. C Interpersonal functioning ns 

Domineering IS ns Domineering IS ns 

Vindictive IS 
SM vs. C 

SM vs. R 
Vindictive IS ns 

Cold IS ns Cold IS ns 

Irritability ns Irritability 
SM vs. R 

SM vs. C 

  Criminal thinking style ns 

Drug 

Self functioning ns 

None n/a 

Interpersonal functioning SM vs. C 

Domineering IS ns 

Vindictive IS ns 

Cold IS ns 

Irritability ns 

Sexual 

Self functioning ns Self functioning ns 

Interpersonal functioning ns Interpersonal functioning ns 

Domineering IS ns Domineering IS 
C vs. R 

C vs. SM 

Vindictive IS ns Vindictive IS ns 

Cold IS ns Cold IS ns 

Irritability ns Irritability 
C vs. R 

C vs. SM 

  Cognitive empathy ns 

Violent 

Self functioning ns Self functioning ns 

Interpersonal functioning SM vs. C Interpersonal functioning ns 

Domineering IS ns Domineering IS ns 

Vindictive IS 
SM vs. C 

SM vs. R 
Vindictive IS ns 

Cold IS ns Cold IS ns 

Irritability ns Irritability 
SM vs. R 

SM vs. C 

  Criminal thinking style ns 

Note. ns = non-significant. SM = Socially Malevolent. C = Confident. R = Reserved. IS = 

interpersonal style. For all mediation analyses, profile group was the predictor variable. 
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Table 7.2 

Summary of the Hypotheses and Results in Studies 2 and 3 

Hypothesis Results 

 

 

Study 2 

(community sample; n = 210) 

Study 3 

(ex-offender sample; n = 

292) 

H1. Scores on all 

types of OBa will 

differ based on 

profile membership, 

and the Socially 

Malevolent profile 

will be positively 

associated with OB. 

All types of OB differed based on profile 

membership. 

The SM group scored significantly higher 

than the R and C groups on property, 

sexual, and violent offending. 

The SM group scored significantly higher 

than the C group on drug offending. 

Property, sexual, and violent 

offending differed based on 

profile membership.  

The SM group scored 

significantly higher than the R 

and C groups on property and 

violent offending. 

The SM group scored 

significantly higher than the C 

group on sexual offending. 

H2. All potential 

mediatorsb will be 

associated with 

profile group. 

Except for CTS, all potential mediators 

were significantly associated with profile 

group. 

Except for affective empathy, 

all potential mediators were 

significantly associated with 

profile group. 

H3. Self functioning, 

interpersonal 

functioning, affective 

empathy, and 

cognitive empathy 

will be negatively 

associated with OBc. 

Self and interpersonal functioning were 

negatively associated with all types of OB, 

but affective and cognitive empathy were 

not. 

Self and interpersonal 

functioning were negatively 

associated with property, 

sexual, and violent offending. 

Cognitive empathy was 

negatively associated with 

sexual offending. 

Affective empathy was not 

associated with OB. 

H4. Domineering IS, 

Vindictive IS, Cold 

IS, irritability, and 

CTS will be 

positively associated 

with  OBc. 

All IS’s and irritability were positively 

associated with OB. 

CTS was not associated with OB. 

All IS’s and irritability were 

positively associated with OB. 

CTS was negatively associated 

with OB. 

H5. All potential 

mediators will 

mediate the 

relationships between 

profile group & each 

type of OB. 

Property offending: Vindictive IS fully 

mediated the relationships. Interpersonal 

functioning also mediated the difference 

between SM and C groups. 

Drug offending: Interpersonal functioning 

mediated the difference between the SM 

and C groups. 

Sexual offending: No significant 

mediations were observed. 

Violent offending: Vindictive IS fully 

mediated the relationships. Interpersonal 

functioning also mediated the difference 

between SM and C groups. 

Property offending: Irritability 

fully mediated the 

relationships. 

Sexual offending: Irritability 

and Domineering IS fully 

mediated the relationships. 

Violent offending: Irritability 

fully mediated the 

relationships. 

Note. aProperty, drug, sexual, and violent. bself functioning, interpersonal functioning, 

Domineering IS, Vindictive IS, Cold IS, irritability, cognitive empathy, affective empathy, and 

criminal thinking style. cBecause drug offending was not related to profile membership in Study 3, 

it was not included in the analyses for H3 and H4 in that study. SM = Socially Malevolent. C = 

Confident. R = Reserved. IS = interpersonal style. CTS = criminal thinking style. 
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(community vs ex-offender). The visual and quantitative similarities between the profiles 

in these three studies (see Chapter 5, Section 5.3.2., and Chapter 6, Section 6.3.2.) signify 

the external validity of the profiles initially established in Study 1, indicating that the 

results of Study 1 are robust and generalisable to other groups.  

It is not surprising that, although so qualitatively and quantitatively similar that they 

can be regarded as nearly identical, the profiles that emerged across the three studies were 

not exact copies of one another. As discussed in Chapter 4, a jingle fallacy is prominent in 

personality research, including instances where different profiles are given the same names 

across studies (Kuper et al., 2021; see Table 4.1 for a summary). This tendency showcases 

the unlikelihood that profiles emerge as completely indistinguishable from study to study 

and from sample to sample. However, so long as the profiles are confirmed to be highly 

similar, the jingle fallacy is not being perpetuated. Thus, the observance of profiles that are 

virtually the same across three different samples is an encouraging result, holding promise 

for the utility and generalisability of these profiles as applicable to more diverse 

populations than has sometimes been the focus in previous work. At the same time, the 

profiles found in this research represent a brand-new approach, given they are the first to 

incorporate both the FFM and DT models together. As such, many more studies are 

required before the universality of these profiles can be ascertained. Nonetheless, given the 

lack of clarity in the field regarding the stability of the well-known ‘ARC’ profiles (see 

Chapter 4, Section 4.1.1.), these findings represent an exciting step forward for personality 

profile research. 

Meanwhile, Studies 2 and 330 presented the same hypotheses with different samples; 

some results were in line with the thesis’ hypotheses, while others were unexpected (see 

Table 7.2). Overall, findings supported the prediction that rates of OB would vary based on 

 
30 No hypotheses were presented in Study 1, as it was exploratory in nature. 
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personality profile; however, in Study 3 drug offending was unrelated to profile 

membership. While it is unclear why this was the case, a possible explanation is that drug 

offending is simply not driven by any kind of interpersonal motivations; rather, it appears 

to be primarily motivated by financial gain or necessity (Desroches, 2005). In this way, 

drug offending may stand apart from the more interpersonally-driven violent, sexual, and 

property offence types (see Chapter 6, Section 6.4.), representing a type of OB that is not 

associated with personality.  

In Studies 2 and 3, the Socially Malevolent profile group scored significantly higher 

than both other groups on property and violent offending, while also scoring higher than 

both other groups on sexual offending in Study 2. These findings illustrate the relevance of 

high-DT scores to instances of OB. Although the DT has been linked to many broad 

maladaptive or antisocial outcomes, previous investigations have not focused on 

associations with actual self-reported OB (see Chapter 1, Section 1.2.1.3., and Chapter 2, 

Section 2.4.2.). Thus, this finding contributes to the incremental validity of the DT model’s 

potential for predicting criminal offending. Moreover, although high scores on 

Machiavellianism, psychopathy, and narcissism were the most prominent feature of this 

profile group, elevated scores on neuroticism and below-average scores on agreeableness 

and conscientiousness were also observed in the Socially Malevolent profile across the 

three studies. Thus, the associations between this profile group and different types of OB 

also contribute to the growing evidence that low scores on agreeableness and 

conscientiousness are strongly linked to antisocial and offending behaviour (see Chapter 2 

for an in-depth discussion).  

Furthermore, it provides some clarity regarding the relevance of neuroticism, as the 

results of this thesis’ systematic review (Chapter 2) showed that the role of neuroticism in 

OB is far less certain in the extant literature. This thesis’ findings therefore contribute new 

knowledge to the evidence base that suggests high scores on neuroticism are relevant to 
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OB (e.g., Kumari et al., 2017; Rolison et al., 2013; Sommer et al., 1992). However, as the 

current work is predicated on the belief that personality traits should be considered in a 

holistic, person-centred manner rather than in isolation (Herzberg & Hoyer, 2009; Mõttus 

et al., 2020; Stewart et al., 2022), it is perhaps the precise combination of high scores on 

neuroticism, low scores on agreeableness and conscientiousness, and high scores on the 

DT traits that interact to produce the greatest explanatory power and predictive value in 

examinations of the personality traits that are relevant to OB. 

Together, the extensive review of the literature presented in Chapter 1 and the 

inconsistent previous findings, presented in Chapter 2’s systematic review, converge in the 

conclusion that consideration of traits in isolation appears to be inadequate at fully 

explaining or predicting interpersonal behavioural outcomes, including OB. Consequently, 

this thesis adopted the view that traits are not the only components that make up 

personality (Kernberg, 2016; Sharp, 2022), and other aspects that extend beyond traits may 

also be of critical relevance—particularly those that define how an individual relates to and 

interacts with other people (Leary, 1957; Pincus et al., 2010; Sharp, 2022). This idea is 

integral to interpersonal theory (Leary, 1957; Sullivan, 1953), the theoretical framework 

underpinning this thesis (see Chapter 1, Section 1.2.3.1.), which proposes that patterns of 

cognitions and behaviours deriving from interpersonal situations underpin one’s 

personality (Pincus et al., 2010). As such, by demonstrating that personality features 

beyond traits are relevant to explanations of OB, the current thesis strengthens the utility of 

this theoretical approach in this area of forensic psychology.  

The findings for self functioning and interpersonal functioning, which collectively 

comprise level of personality functioning (LPF), contribute to the mounting evidence that 

traits and functioning are both vital components of one’s personality (see Chapter 1, 

Section 1.2.2.). Indeed, LPF was designed to be considered alongside traits, as presented in 

the DSM-5 AMPD (APA, 2013). It is therefore clear from the results of this research that 
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traits and functioning are intrinsically linked. Meanwhile, the interpersonal styles 

examined in these studies were also strongly linked to personality profile, adding empirical 

weight to the theoretical assertion that interpersonal style is an aspect of personality 

(Pincus et al., 2010). Finally, the results also contribute empirical evidence to the 

intuitively appealing idea that irritability and empathy, both inherently interpersonal 

constructs, should also be considered under the umbrella of personality (Caprara, 

Barbaranelli, & Zimbardo, 1996; Caprara, Alessandri, et al., 2013; Mangione et al., 2002). 

The results for LPF also contribute to the very limited evidence in the literature that 

this construct is related to OB. Garofalo et al. (2018) observed that violent offenders and 

child sex offenders showed evidence of more marked personality dysfunction than 

community participants. Convergently, the significant associations between LPF and OB in 

this research add support to this evidence that LPF is relevant to violent and sexual 

offending. Moreover, these findings show that this construct may also be associated with 

property and drug offending, but more studies are needed to corroborate these findings. 

Meanwhile, as predicted, irritability and all three interpersonal styles analysed in the 

two studies were positively associated with OB. These findings align with those of 

previous studies that have established links between these constructs, such as Blackburn 

(1998), Firestone et al. (2005), and Walters (2020). The current findings indicate that 

irritability and interpersonal styles which reside in the hostile-dominant quadrant of the 

interpersonal circle are both positively associated with OB. In this way, the findings in this 

thesis converge with previous work to highlight that OB is related to affective and 

interpersonal personality features. 

For the most part, the results pertaining to empathy were contrary to predictions 

derived from previous empirical and theoretical work. Although cognitive empathy was 

negatively associated with sexual offending in Study 3, it was not related to any other types 

of OB in Study 3, nor was it associated with OB in Study 2. Affective empathy was also 
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unrelated to all types of OB in both studies. These findings were striking, as they did not 

align with previous evidence in the literature that empathy deficits are implicated in OB 

(see Chapter 1, Section 1.2.4.2.), especially behaviours of an interpersonal nature such as 

violent, sexual, and property offending. For example, meta-analyses by Jolliffe and 

Farrington (2004), and by van Langen et al. (2014), concluded that offenders score lower 

than non-offenders on both cognitive and affective empathy. It is possible that 

methodological factors may have contributed to the current findings diverging from 

previous results. As the current study was the first to combine personality trait profiles, 

empathy, and OB, it will therefore be important for future work to systematically 

investigate possible reasons for the discrepant outcomes. 

The results for CTS were also mixed and unexpected, running contrary to prediction. 

This variable was not associated with OB in Study 2, and was negatively associated with 

OB in Study 3. It is possible that no relationships were observed in Study 2 because of 

floor effects on CTS with the use of a community sample. Furthermore, Study 3’s 

surprising result can likely be explained by the use of an ex-offender sample in that study. 

Ex-offenders cannot be regarded as the same as offenders; by definition, they have 

successfully desisted from OB and shed the offender label. In so doing, it is possible that 

they have also shifted their cognitive patterns in a way that no longer aligns with their 

offending histories. Support for this notion comes from the finding that the ex-offender 

sample actually scored significantly lower than the community sample on criminal 

thinking style. This may help explain why the ex-offenders’ scores on this measure were 

negatively related to their higher levels of self-reported OB—behaviours that are now part 

of their criminal histories, but not their present lifestyle. 

Finally, many of the mediation results were contrary to expectations (see Table 7.1). 

None of the potential mediators were observed to consistently mediate the relationships 

between profiles and OB across the two studies. Contributing yet more mixed findings to 
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an already diverse evidence-base, the empirical data speaking to this body of work may 

nonetheless be useful to furthering understanding. In this way, these disparate findings 

between the two studies are particularly intriguing.  

For example, it is unclear why different interpersonal styles emerged as mediators in 

the two samples. Earlier empirical evidence indicates that offenders with long offence 

histories have more dominant and coercive interpersonal styles than non-offenders 

(Blackburn, 1998). According to Blackburn (1998), this finding indicates that persistent 

offending serves to help the offender navigate what they perceive to be a socially hostile 

world. This thesis was predicated on the assertion that personality traits alone are not 

sufficient to explain relationships between personality and OB. It was therefore expected 

that these three interpersonal styles, all of which reside in the hostile-dominant quadrant of 

the interpersonal circle (see Chapter 1, Figure 1.2), would all play a key role in 

associations between personality profiles and OB. In Studies 2 and 3, each of these 

interpersonal styles was positively predicted by profile, with large effect sizes; they were 

also positively associated with OB, with medium-to-large correlations across the two 

studies. Despite these significant relations, no interpersonal style emerged as a consistent 

mediator in either study: Vindictive IS was implicated in property and violent offending in 

Study 2, and Domineering IS played a role in sexual offending in Study 3.  

There are a few possible explanations for these findings. Perhaps Cold IS did not 

emerge as a mediator in either study because it resides on the ‘hostile’ side of the 

interpersonal circumplex, but is not terribly proximal to the ‘dominant’ anchor of the 

circle. Violent and sexual offending share a common theme of dominance over another 

person or people, which may be why the two interpersonal styles that are closer to the 

dominant anchor (Vindictive and Domineering) were found to mediate some relationships 

between profile and these types of OB. Nonetheless, this does not explain why the 

influence of these interpersonal styles was not consistent across sample or offence type. 
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Considering that interpersonal style is not a new construct within personality research or 

studies of OB, this construct does not appear with great frequency in the literature; studies 

that have included interpersonal style have tended to use prison- or hospital-based samples, 

often those which present with mental or personality disorders (see Chapter 1, Section 

1.2.3. for a review). However, interpersonal style is conceptualised as a construct that is 

particularly important in clinical contexts (Hopwood et al., 2013). It is not the possession 

of an interpersonal style that is indicative of pathology, but rather, how far from the centre 

of the interpersonal circle it is (Hopwood et al., 2013). For instance, all personality 

disorders reside at the outer edge of the interpersonal circle, indicating severe personality 

dysfunction (see Chapter 1, Figure 1.4). As this research used non-clinical, non-

institutionalised samples, and did not assess the precise location of each participant’s 

interpersonal style within the circumplex, it is possible that participants simply did not 

present with severe dysfunction in relation to their interpersonal approaches. Thus, the 

unexpected findings regarding interpersonal style in this thesis indicate that there is a need 

for more clarity about whether interpersonal style remains relevant to OB among non-

clinical, non-institutionalised samples, as it may only hold utility in the context of 

psychopathology. Evidently, there is a need for further research to investigate this 

possibility. 

Similar to the unexpected findings for interpersonal style, the roles of LPF (self and 

interpersonal functioning) ran contrary to predictions. LPF is an inherently clinical 

construct (Morey et al., 2022), as demonstrated by its DSM-5 origins (APA, 2013), and 

thus far has been primarily examined in the context of personality disorders (e.g., Meehan 

et al., 2019; Morey et al., 2011; Skodol, 2018). Accordingly, much like interpersonal style, 

the unexpected findings for LPF may be due in large part to the use of non-clinical, non-

institutionalised samples in this research. However, this is not the only possible 

explanation.  
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First, self functioning, which encompasses two facets: identity and self-direction 

(APA, 2013), did not mediate relations between profile and OB in either study, despite 

being predicted by personality profile and negatively correlated with OB in both studies. 

Identity has to do with an individual’s experience of themselves and boundaries with other 

people, while self-direction pertains to self-reflection and the pursuit of goals. It may 

therefore hold tangential relevance to interpersonally-driven offence types such as violent 

and sexual offending. However, aside from the issue of boundaries, this construct does not 

appear to be integral to the types of OB examined in this thesis; certainly, it does not add 

incremental utility to explanations of OB beyond those already provided by personality 

trait profiles. Overall, the null findings for this construct indicate a need for future research 

to investigate its relevance to non-clinical, non-institutionalised samples. 

Meanwhile, like self functioning, interpersonal functioning also comprises two 

facets: empathy and intimacy (APA, 2013). These facets are, of course, inherently 

interpersonal in nature, hence why this construct was hypothesised to play a key role in 

explaining relationships between personality profiles and OB. Consequently, interpersonal 

functioning did emerge as a mediator in Study 2, whereby it mediated the differences in 

property, drug, and violent offending between the Socially Malevolent and Confident 

profile groups. These findings were largely as expected, although it was also predicted that 

interpersonal functioning would mediate the differences between the Socially Malevolent 

and Reserved groups. However, the differences in both self and interpersonal functioning 

between these profile groups were non-significant, indicating that they did not differ 

significantly on levels of personality functioning; this explains why interpersonal 

functioning also did not mediate differences in OB between these groups.  

It is harder to explain why interpersonal functioning did not emerge as a mediator for 

any type of OB in Study 3. As in Study 2, the Socially Malevolent and Reserved groups in 

Study 3 did not differ significantly on either type of personality functioning, and this likely 
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explains why the differences in property and violent offending between these groups were 

not mediated by interpersonal functioning. However, mediation analyses for sexual 

offending used different pairwise comparisons in this study (see Chapter 6, Section 

6.3.4.6.), whereby the Confident group was the reference group compared to each of the 

other profiles. Because the Confident group did differ significantly from the other two 

groups on interpersonal functioning, the similarity between the Socially Malevolent and 

Reserved groups on this construct cannot explain why interpersonal functioning did not 

mediate the differences in sexual offending between the groups that were compared. It 

would therefore be prudent for future research to further explore the relevance of this 

construct to crimes of an interpersonal nature. 

The final personality feature examined in this thesis was irritability. Contrary to 

prediction, irritability was not a significant mediator in any pairwise comparisons in Study 

2. Despite this, irritability emerged as the most consistent construct influencing the 

relationships between personality profile and OB in Study 3. It is interesting that irritability 

was found to be highly relevant to these relationships in one sample but not the other. One 

possible explanation for these disparate findings is that levels of irritability were 

substantially lower in Study 2’s community sample, amounting to a possible floor effect, 

while irritability was more strongly represented in Study 3’s ex-offender sample. This 

finding indicates that while ex-offenders may possess psychologically healthy 

characteristics that are similar to non-offenders in some respects (e.g., high levels of 

personality functioning; low levels of criminal thinking style), they may still differ from 

members of the community on some personality features that are implicated in OB. It 

appears that irritability is a core personality construct that, when measured cross-

sectionally, remains relevant to explanations of retrospective OB. In this way, a notable 

contribution of this thesis concerns how irritability has emerged as a stable trait that should 

be considered alongside OB, regardless of whether the sample are institutionalised 
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offenders or members of the community who have successfully distanced themselves from 

their former criminal behaviour.   

7.4. Strengths and Limitations 

In addition to some clear strengths, this research also has some noteworthy 

limitations. First, because OB was measured via self-report, every effort was made to 

ensure truthful responses from participants (e.g., incorporation of a socially desirable 

responding measure; anonymity; confidentiality), rather than naively assuming that all 

participants would be transparent and honest when reporting their offending histories. This 

represents a strength of this thesis. However, the exclusive use of self-report does not 

reflect best practice, nor the recommendations put forth in Chapter 2. Ideally, the 

measurement of OB would have entailed a combination of self-report and official records; 

however, because this research had to be carried out remotely due to COVID-19 

restrictions, it was not possible to obtain official records to coincide with self-report. 

Consequently, the possibility that some participants were not completely truthful in their 

reporting of their offence histories must not be overlooked. Nonetheless, there is some 

support in the literature for the predictive validity of self-report methods with offender 

groups (Gomes et al., 2018; Mills et al., 2003). Thus, the sole reliance on self-report in this 

thesis was deemed to still be methodologically appropriate.  

Another strength to this research was that it used samples deriving primarily from 

two geographical regions: the UK and the US. The use of samples from two countries aids 

somewhat in the generalisability of the results. A further strength is that, across the three 

studies, exclusively-student samples were not used. This was done in order to circumvent a 

common trend in psychology research whereby students in higher education are perceived 

to be representative of the wider population, despite empirical evidence suggesting these 

groups differ significantly on personal and attitudinal variables such as those included in 

this thesis (Hanel & Vione, 2016). The use of general population samples therefore adds 
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additional support to the generalisability of results; however, the fact that all samples 

derived from countries in the global north means that they are relatively homogeneous. 

Thus, another limitation of this thesis is the lack of representation from the global south 

(e.g., Asia, Latin America, Africa, and Oceania), as it means the results cannot be extended 

to other cultures (Shen et al., 2011). Further research is needed in these regions, as there 

may be overarching cultural differences that influence the manifestation of personality and 

which set the global south apart from the global north (Aghababaei et al., 2022). 

Another limitation to this thesis is that it has used non-clinical samples to explore 

constructs that are typically associated with psychopathology and personality disorders 

(Hopwood et al., 2013; Morey et al., 2022). As mentioned in Chapter 3, the research was 

originally designed to include a forensic psychiatric sample, rendering these variables (e.g., 

LPF, interpersonal style) highly relevant for inclusion. However, as the thesis took a 

different direction in response to COVID-19 restrictions, some of the variables may no 

longer hold the same relevance; this would also explain many of the null findings 

discussed in the previous section. In addition, after this research was already underway, an 

updated version of the Level of Personality Functioning-Brief Scale (version 2.0; Weekers 

et al., 2018) was created. The new version replaced the binary scale with a Likert scale, 

and changed three items that had not performed well in the previous version (Natoli et al., 

2022). Unfortunately, it was too late to incorporate the new measure into this research, so 

the previous version was used in Studies 2 and 3. Use of the updated version may have led 

to greater performance of the LPF results in those studies. 

It is often argued in personality research that lower-level facets hold greater 

predictive validity than higher-order domains (Mõttus, 2016), and that even lower-order 

nuances (Condon et al., 2020) aid even more in the endeavour to predict and discriminate 

among behavioural outcomes (Stewart et al., 2022). However, this thesis took a macro-

level approach to its examination of personality traits (higher-order domains), as one of the 
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aims was to ascertain whether reliable personality profiles could be derived from two 

popular models of personality that are typically examined separately from one another (the 

FFM and the DT). The choice to focus on domains rather than their facets or nuances was 

underpinned by a few considerations. First, this research advocates for a shift away from 

the predictive value of separate traits. Instead, it argues that it is necessary to attend to the 

manner in which they interact with one another, and to give credence to the possibility that 

it is precisely this combination of different levels of several traits together that holds the 

greatest explanatory power. Furthermore, practical implications were considered when 

conceptualising this thesis’ design, with the goal of establishing personality profiles that 

could be used to inform treatment interventions with forensic populations (this is discussed 

further in Section 7.1.5.). To align the thesis’ methodology with this intention, it was 

necessary to focus on higher-order domains rather than parsing traits into their 

subcomponents. 

Lastly, a fundamental limitation to this research was the conceptual overlap 

between many of the variables. For instance, irritability is a facet of neuroticism (Costa & 

McCrae, 1995); empathy is a facet of interpersonal functioning (APA, 2013); and LPF has 

been shown to have strong convergent correlations with three of the FFM traits 

(agreeableness, conscientiousness, and neuroticism; Sleep & Lynam, 2022). Thus, while 

the similarities between variables meant they held intuitive appeal for inclusion in the 

thesis, as well as ample empirical support in the literature (see Chapter 1), the overlap 

between some of them may have resulted in the unfortunate consequence of diminishing 

any individual effects they may have otherwise exerted in analyses. Meanwhile, although 

all of the other predictor and mediator variables can be clearly regarded as aspects of 

personality, criminal thinking style is more of an attitudinal variable (Culhane et al., 2019). 

Despite not aligning as closely with the other variables, CTS has been argued to be one of 

the ‘Big Four’ risk factors for OB (Andrews & Bonta, 2010a), and results of previous 



270 

 

 

 

meta-analyses (e.g., Banse et al., 2013; Gendreau et al., 1997; Walters, 2012, 2016) 

suggest criminal attitudes are a critical criminogenic need factor that contributes to 

recidivism rates. Indeed, a recent longitudinal study of sex offenders (Olver et al., 2021) 

found that reduction in criminal attitudes was associated with lower levels of general and 

violent recidivism after 14-year follow-up. However, it is important to note that studies 

examining offenders with and without mental disorders (e.g., Morgan et al., 2010; Wolff et 

al., 2011) have failed to observe any discernible differences in level of criminal attitudes 

between these two groups. Together, these findings demonstrate the importance of 

targeting criminal attitudes in offender treatment programs when seeking to reduce 

recidivism risk, regardless of whether or not the offenders present with mental disorders. 

Thus, although criminal attitudes may not have been an optimal fit for inclusion in this 

thesis, they align with its person-centred focus and remain highly relevant to investigations 

of the predictors of OB, warranting further investigation in future studies.  

7.5. Implications 

Many of the results of this thesis were consistent with previous studies. Personality 

traits were found to be significantly predictive of OB, which corresponds to decades of 

research linking traits to antisocial (Miller & Lynam, 2001), delinquent (e.g., Heaven, 

1996; Ljubin-Golub et al., 2017; Wright et al., 2017), and offending behaviour (e.g., 

Eysenck, 1964; Heaven et al., 2004; John et al., 1994; O’Riordan & O’Connell, 2014). 

These findings show that personality traits continue to be important predictors of 

behavioural outcomes. This aligns with previous findings in the literature. For instance, 

Quilty et al. (2008) demonstrated that FFM traits predict therapeutic outcomes; after 

controlling for shared variance among the five traits, neuroticism and conscientiousness 

were found to be uniquely predictive of treatment response, and extraversion interacted 

with both neuroticism and conscientiousness in relation to this outcome. In addition, using 

the PEN model, Müller et al. (2008) found that traits affected treatment for alcohol 
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dependence, an issue that has causal links to OB (Boden et al., 2013). These findings are 

supported by a meta-analysis that showed FFM traits are associated with therapeutic 

alliance and treatment outcomes (Bucher et al., 2019).   

Collectively, the results of Studies 2 and 3 also contribute to a body of research in 

which hostile-dominant interpersonal styles have been associated with criminality 

(Blackburn, 1998), aggression (Harris et al., 2014; Podubinski et al., 2016), and violence 

(Doyle & Dolan, 2006) among institutionalised offenders. The results of this thesis show 

that these interpersonal styles are also positively associated with OB in non-

institutionalised samples, lending validity to this construct as relevant to non-clinical and 

clinical populations alike. The findings also support the utility of LPF in non-clinical, non-

institutionalised populations, as thus far the focus in the literature has been on the clinical 

relevance of this construct. Only one previous study has linked LPF to OB (Garofalo et al., 

2018), finding that functioning was lower among violent and child sex offenders than 

members of the community. The results of this thesis align with those of Garofalo et al. 

(2018), as self and interpersonal functioning were consistently negatively associated with 

OB in community and ex-offender samples. Finally, the significant relationships between 

irritability and OB in these two studies also support previous investigations that have found 

irritability to be associated with violence (Caprara et al., 2013; Caprara et al., 2007; 

Caprara et al., 2014) and OB (Firestone et al., 2005; Walters, 2020). 

In addition, some variables emerged as adding nuance to the relationships between 

personality profiles and OB: interpersonal functioning, interpersonal style, and irritability 

(see Table 7.1). Thus, together, the findings of this thesis point to the importance of 

personality in individual explanations of OB. This holds particular significance for 

treatment implications, as the results suggest that person-centred approaches can aid 

forensic practitioners in parsimoniously explaining individual pathways to OB. By 

assessing forensic patients and prisoners for the personality features examined in this 
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thesis, practitioners can build a model of the aspects of an individual’s personality that 

have contributed to their offending pathways, narrowing in on those relevant constructs as 

treatment targets while avoiding the waste of time or resources on aspects that are not 

relevant to the individual’s OB. This idea is in line with the Risk-Need-Responsivity model 

(Andrews & Bonta, 1994, 2010a), which calls for specificity in treatment approaches so as 

not to treat problems that are not present in the individual. Indeed, although traits have 

been found to play an important role (Bucher et al., 2019; Müller et al., 2008; Quilty et al., 

2008), research suggests that level of personality functioning holds vital implications for 

therapeutic alliance, readiness for treatment, and treatment outcome (Bach & Simonsen, 

2021). It is therefore recommended that personality assessments are integrated into the 

admissions procedure in forensic institutions, as their results can aid in informing case 

formulations about an offender’s likely strengths and barriers to treatment outcomes 

(Bucher et al., 2019), as well as personal characteristics to target in treatment when 

addressing drivers of an individual’s OB. 

The findings from this thesis also hold valuable theoretical implications. First, the 

personality profiles that were found in Study 1 proved to be consistent and reliable across 

samples in the subsequent studies. This points to the utility of examining models of 

‘positive’ (FFM) and ‘darker’ (DT) traits in conjunction with one another, rather than only 

focusing on one of these popular models as relevant to explaining behaviour. Furthermore, 

the profiles observed in the ex-offender sample mirrored those found in the community 

samples; this demonstrates that high levels of DT traits are not only seen in antisocial or 

offender populations, and suggests that perhaps the DT should be regarded as a universal 

model of human personality, much like the FFM is. Although it focuses on the ‘dark’ side 

of personality, the evidence suggests that such a dark side is highly represented in the 

general population and should not be considered only relevant to deviant populations. 
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Second, the associations observed between various personality features and OB were 

not consistent across the board. In many instances, a given construct was associated with, 

or mediated relationships with, some offence types but not others. This pattern highlights 

the importance of parsing offence type when conducting research on OB or with offender 

populations. As discussed in Chapters 1, 2, and 3, offenders are not a homogeneous group, 

and should not be regarded as such (Garofalo et al., 2018). By enhancing our 

understanding of the differences between different types of offenders, we can improve 

theoretical models of pathways to OB (Seto, 2008). Furthermore, as offence type is often 

used as a way to categorise offenders into different treatment programs (Andrews & Bonta, 

2010a), improving our understanding of the different pathways to various offence types 

can facilitate the refinement of such treatment programmes and, ultimately, treatment 

outcomes among different types of offenders. 

Lastly, the findings of this thesis add empirical weight to the assertions put forth by 

interpersonal theory. Although not replicated in Study 3, the results of Study 2 signal the 

importance of interpersonal functioning in explaining relationships between personality 

traits and OB; meanwhile, hostile-dominant interpersonal styles also emerged as mediators 

of several of the relationships between these variables. Together, these findings support 

interpersonal theory’s proposition that pathological behaviour, such as OB, is best 

understood through an examination of interpersonal processes (Hopwood et al., 2013). 

This appears to be particularly relevant when OB is interpersonal in nature, as is the case 

with violent and sexual offending. If an individual presents with high scores on DT traits 

combined with high neuroticism, as well as interpersonal dysfunction as encapsulated by 

LPF and a hostile-dominant interpersonal style, together these features may combine or 

interact to contribute to interpersonally-driven OB. This may be because the offender 

perceives the world to be a hostile place (as proposed by interpersonal theory and captured 

by high neuroticism); because they experience dysfunction in empathy and intimacy (high 
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DT scores and low levels of interpersonal functioning); or because all of these things 

combine to result in an individual who approaches is predisposed to anxiety, hostility, and 

callousness and is unable to function appropriately in a social world. 

7.6. Directions for Future Research 

The results of this thesis shine light on many new avenues for future research. First, 

the similarity in the personality profiles observed across the three studies imply that they 

are indeed valid and generalisable across adult samples. However, more studies, with 

larger samples, are needed to confirm this contention. It is particularly important to 

incorporate institutionalised offender samples, clinical samples, and participants from other 

cultures and countries—especially the global south. Second, additional studies that explore 

empathy and self-reported OB among community, offender, and ex-offender samples are 

needed in order to better explain the null findings observed in this study regarding the roles 

of cognitive and affective empathy. Third, the field would benefit from research that 

quantifies the conceptual overlap between empathy and interpersonal functioning, and 

between neuroticism and irritability, in order to better determine the limits of investigating 

these constructs together in the same model. Fourth, more research is needed exploring 

associations between LPF and OB; at present, only one study outside of this thesis has 

attempted to do so (Garofalo et al., 2018), despite LPF having distinct clinical utility. Fifth, 

more research is needed that examines interpersonal style among nonclinical samples. It is 

possible that this construct is only relevant in the context of psychopathology or severe 

personality dysfunction, but until more studies are conducted with samples that do not 

present with any psychopathology, this cannot be ascertained. Similarly, although there is 

ample discussion in the literature about the orthogonal locations of each interpersonal style 

within the interpersonal circumplex, and how these placements correspond to those of 

personality disorders and traits, there is a dearth of literature exploring the qualitative 

properties of these interpersonal styles. Researchers may therefore wish to take a 
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qualitative approach to exploring the personal experiences of individuals who fit within a 

particular category of interpersonal style. An additional direction those studies might take 

is to compare the lived experiences of participants with and without personality 

pathologies, and with and without offending histories, when it comes to how these 

interpersonal styles manifest in individual’s day-to-day lives. Lastly, whenever possible 

future studies should follow the recommendations put forth in Chapter 2, which implore 

researchers to: (a) remember that offenders are not a homogenous group and should 

therefore be parsed according to offence type, and (b) aim to use a combination of self-

report and official records when measuring OB. 

7.7. Overall Conclusions 

The overarching aim of this thesis was to improve our understanding of associations 

between personality traits and self-reported OB, while also considering how other 

personality features may impact these relationships. The literature presented in Chapter 1 

and the systematic review reported in Chapter 2 converged in providing a comprehensive 

overview of the state of the literature surrounding associations between OB and each 

personality trait and feature of interest, highlighting that there are still many gaps in our 

knowledge that need addressing before we will have a full understanding of the ways in 

which personality can predict OB. With these gaps in mind, Study 1 sought to establish 

FFM- and DT-based personality profiles in a community sample, and Studies 2 and 3 

aimed to assess whether those profiles would be replicated in another community sample 

(Study 2) and an ex-offender sample (Study 3), while also investigating the roles that other 

personality and attitudinal variables played in associations between these profiles and OB. 

The results of this series of studies have shown that three personality profiles, labelled 

Confident, Reserved, and Socially Malevolent, emerged in all three samples, thereby 

evidencing the generalisability and wide applicability of these profiles. Furthermore, 

subsequent investigations in Studies 2 and 3 demonstrated that levels of different types of 
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OB vary on the basis of profile membership, and that interpersonal functioning, 

interpersonal style, and irritability contribute by mediating these relationships in some 

instances. These findings add theoretical support to interpersonal theory and to person-

centred approaches in personality research. Moreover, the results of this thesis have 

valuable practical implications, highlighting the importance of individualised explanations 

of offending pathways and suggesting that person-centred treatment approaches may aid in 

improving treatment outcomes for forensic populations. Future research can build on these 

findings in several important ways, ultimately serving to enhance our understanding of 

discrete types of offenders and best-practice approaches to offender rehabilitation. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A – Study 1 Forms 

Study 1 Participant Information Sheet 

Project Title: 
A Systematic Investigation of the Links Between 
Personality and Offending Behaviour: The Roles of 
Trait Profiles, Level of Personality Functioning, and 
Interpersonal Style 
 

Contact Information 
Principal researcher: Robyn Mooney [email protected] 
Supervisor: Dr Helen Wall [email protected] 
Address of the research team: Department of Psychology, Edge Hill University, St Helens 
Rd, Ormskirk, UK, L39 4QP 
 
You are being invited to take part in a research study which forms part of the researcher’s 
PhD degree in Psychology (Edge Hill University, UK). Before you decide whether or not to 
take part, it is important that you understand why this research is being done and what it 
will involve. 

Please take time to read this information sheet carefully. You can discuss it with others if 
you wish. If you would like to request more information or ask any questions before 
taking part in the study, please feel free to contact the researcher or research supervisor 
(email addresses are provided above). Thank you for taking the time to read this 
information. 

What is the purpose of the study? 

The purpose of this research is to investigate potential links between personality (i.e., 
individual differences in the way people think, feel, and behave) and offending behaviour. 
More specifically, this research looks at associations among adaptive and challenging 
personality traits, positive and negative aspects of personality functioning, individual 
approaches to interpersonal relationships and interactions, and various types of offending 
behaviour. This study also examines similarities and differences between offenders and 
non-offenders in regard to these characteristics. If any associations are found among 
these characteristics and offending behaviour, this knowledge could lead to more person-
centred, tailored approaches to psychological interventions for institutionalised 
offenders. 

Why have I been invited? 

You have been invited to participate in this project in order to form part of the non-
offender sample. To be eligible for participation, you must be a) male and b) aged 18+ 
years.  
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What will I be asked to do? 

Taking part in this research will involve you providing some very basic demographic 
information (i.e., age, gender, and nationality) and completing a set of five self-report 
questionnaires: 

International Personality Item Pool-Five Factor Model (IPIP-FFM). This measure will be 
used to assess your adaptive personality traits.  

Short Dark Triad (SD3). This brief measure will be used to assess your challenging 
personality traits. 

Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding Short Form (BIDR-16). This brief measure will 
be used to assess the style with which you respond to questionnaires. 

Level of Personality Functioning Scale-Brief Form (LPFS-BF). This measure aims to assess 
your personality functioning in relation to yourself and others. 

Inventory of Interpersonal Problems Circumplex Scales-Short Form (IIP-SC). This measure 
explores your approach to interpersonal interactions and relationships. 

Please note that the results of these questionnaires are for research purposes only; this is 
not a clinical or diagnostic assessment by any means.  

Timescale 

If you decide to take part, the set of questionnaires should take approximately 20-30 
minutes to complete in total. After this, you will be taken to a debriefing page prepared 
by the researcher that explains the study in more detail and provides information about 
who to contact should you desire more information or support. 

What are the benefits of taking part? 

By taking part in this study, you will help advance a very understudied research topic. 
Specifically, your participation will help advance knowledge about adaptive and 
challenging personality traits, personality functioning, and interpersonal approaches 
among individuals with and without histories of offending behaviour. This knowledge 
could improve psychological treatment for institutionalised offenders through 
contributing to more person-centred, tailored approaches to interventions that focus on 
personality and its contribution to an individual’s offending behaviour. 

After you have completed the questionnaires, you will be offered £5 as a thank-you for 
your participation in this study. If you wish to accept the remuneration, you will be asked 
to provide your email address following the debriefing. Please note that the email address 
you provide must be linked to a valid PayPal account in order for you to receive the £5 
remuneration. However, if you do not wish to receive the remuneration or if you cannot 
accept it because you do not have PayPal, you will not be required to provide this 
information. Your email address will remain separate from your anonymous survey 
responses. 
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What are the possible disadvantages and risks of taking part? 

It is unlikely that you will experience any distress due to taking part in this study. 
Nevertheless, if you do experience some unpleasant feelings or feel like you would like 
some support, you can contact a confidential free support service at any time of day via 
the following contact: Samaritans, Tel: 116 123, Email: jo@samaritans.org. Alternatively, 
you may wish to contact another confidential support service, SANEline, which can be 
reached from 4:30pm to 10:30pm on Tel: 0300 304 7000. 

Do I have to take part in the study? 

It is completely your choice whether or not you take part in the study and the information 
provided here is meant to help you make that decision. If you decide to take part, you do 
not have to respond to any questions that you prefer not answering. There will be no 
negative consequences if you decide not to take part. If you wish to save your responses 
and return to complete the survey at a later time, you may do so by closing your browser 
and returning to the survey via the same link you originally accessed the survey on. 
However, once two weeks have elapsed, your incomplete responses will be withdrawn 
and you will need to re-start the survey from scratch if you still wish to participate. 

Consent 

Before you commence the questionnaires, you will be presented with a consent page that 
asks you to indicate that you agree to take part in the research and that you consent to 
each aspect of the project. 

Can I withdraw consent? 

Prior to submitting your responses, you are free to withdraw from the study by simply 
closing your browser. Meanwhile, after your responses have been submitted, you may 
withdraw your data anytime within two weeks of your participation. You do not have to 
provide a reason for your withdrawal. However, when two weeks have elapsed since your 
responses were submitted, you will no longer be able to withdraw your data. 

On the following page, you will be asked to provide a word or number that is memorable 
and unique to you. This ensures that, should you wish to withdraw your anonymous data, 
the researcher can locate your responses. You will need to provide the researcher with 
this memorable word or number if you wish to withdraw your data after submitting your 
responses. You may do so by contacting the researcher via email. 

What will happen to the results of the research study?  

Your data will be statistically analysed and presented in the researcher’s PhD dissertation. 
At no point will your personal data be singled out for analysis; only data from groups of 
respondents will be used for analyses. Following completion of the study, the data will be 
retained for subsequent analyses and disseminated in journal articles and presentations. 
Your anonymous data may be shared with other researchers doing similar research, but 
your answers will remain anonymous. 
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Confidentiality and anonymity 

The answers you submit are anonymous and confidential. You will never be identified by 
name and will not be singled out in any formal write-up of the results; only group data 
will be presented. This data will not be shared with any third parties (with the possible 
exception of other researchers conducting similar research, as specified above). An 
exception to confidentiality and anonymity arises if you disclose to the researcher an 
intent to harm yourself or others or give details of a previously unreported crime you 
committed. In that case, this information may be reported to the appropriate 
organisations. However, you will not be asked about this in this study.  

Security of information obtained 

Your completed anonymous consent forms and questionnaires will be stored securely on 
a password-protected encrypted server at Edge Hill University. Anonymous data will also 
be backed up on an external hard drive that will be stored in a locked cabinet in the 
researcher’s office at Edge Hill University.  

What if there is a problem? 

If any aspect of this research concerns you please contact the researcher, who will do her 
best to answer your questions. Alternatively, you may wish to contact the research 
supervisor, whose contact details are stated at the beginning of this information sheet. If 
you remain dissatisfied, you may also contact Phil Bentley, Secretary of the Edge Hill 
University Research Ethics Sub-committee, on research@edgehill.ac.uk. 

Insurance 

The study is covered by insurance provided by Edge Hill University. 

Who is supporting the research? 

Edge Hill University is the sponsor for this study based in the United Kingdom. We will be 
using information from you in order to undertake this study. Edge Hill University is 
committed to ensuring compliance with current data protection legislation and confirms 
that all data collected is used fairly, stored safely, and not disclosed to any other person 
unlawfully. The University is a data controller and, in some instances, may be a data 
processor of this data. This means that we are responsible for looking after your 
information and using it properly.  

At Edge Hill, we are committed to respecting and protecting your personal information. 
We will keep anonymous, non-identifiable information about you for a minimum of 10 
years after the study has ended. This is in accordance with Medical Research Council good 
research practice guidelines and ensures that future researchers may benefit from the 
information your data contain. Your rights to access, change, or move your information 
are limited, as we need to manage your information in specific ways in order for the 
research to be reliable and accurate.  

You can find out more about how we use your data at edgehill.ac.uk/about/legal/privacy.   

 

https://www.edgehill.ac.uk/ig/privacy/
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Who has reviewed the study? 

This research has been reviewed by an independent group, called a Research Ethics 
Committee, to protect your interests. Specifically, the Edge Hill University Psychology 
Department Research Ethics Committee reviewed this study and gave favourable opinion.  

Contacting the research team 
 
If you would like more information about this study, please find contact details for the 
researcher and her supervisor below.  
 
Principal researcher: Robyn Mooney [email protected] 
Supervisor: Dr Helen Wall [email protected] 
Address of the research team: Department of Psychology, Edge Hill University, St Helens 
Rd, Ormskirk, UK, L39 4QP 
Thank you for taking the time to read this information sheet. 
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Study 1 Consent Form 
 
Project Title: A Systematic Investigation of the 
Links Between Personality and Offending 
Behaviour: The Roles of Trait Profiles, Level of 
Personality Functioning, and Interpersonal Style 
Researcher: Robyn Mooney  
Research Supervisor: Dr Helen Wall 

 

1. I confirm that I am aged 18 years or over.  

 

2. I have read and understood the participant information sheet and have had the 

opportunity to email the researcher to ask questions.  

 

3. I understand that I do not have to agree immediately, but I can consider the 

information that I have received and come back to the study at a later date using 

the same link I first accessed the study on.  

 

4. I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I do not have to respond 

to any questions that I prefer not answering.  

 

5. I understand that I am free to withdraw from the survey at any time by closing my 

browser, and that if I do this my partial data will not be recorded or used in this 

project. 

 

6. I understand that I am free to withdraw my data from the project any time within 

two weeks of submitting my responses, without giving any reason, without my legal 

rights being affected. I understand that I may do so by contacting the researcher via 

email and providing her with my memorable word or number. I understand that I 

must provide this memorable word or number in order to withdraw from the 

project after my responses have been submitted, as this will be the only way to 

identify my anonymous data. I understand that after two weeks have elapsed since I 

submitted my survey responses, I will no longer be able to withdraw my data. 

 

7. I understand that information relating to myself obtained as part of the study will 

remain anonymous and that I will not be personally identified in the final report of 

the study. I understand this information will also remain confidential to those 

outside of the research team (other than possibly researchers conducting similar 

research, as specified in the information sheet). I am mindful of the fact that, 

though not asked about in this study, if I disclose to the researcher an intent to 

harm myself or others or a previously unreported crime I committed, this 

information may be reported to the appropriate organisations.  

 

8. I understand that this consent form may be seen by responsible individuals from 

Edge Hill University for the purposes of monitoring research procedures. I 
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understand that this is for audit purposes only, to ensure that my consent has been 

sought and that the study is being carried out correctly.  

 

9. I understand that data will be stored securely, and that information will be 

handled in accordance with the Data Protection Act 2018 and GDPR (General Data 

Protection Regulation) guidelines. 

 

10. I agree to take part in the above study carried out by Ms Mooney (a 

postgraduate student researcher based at Edge Hill University) under the 

supervision of Dr Wall, and I am satisfied that the purpose and procedures of the 

study have been fully explained to me.  

  

 

 



344 

 

 

 

Study 1 Debrief Form 

 
Project Title: 

A Systematic Investigation of the Links Between 

Personality and Offending Behaviour: The Roles of 

Trait Profiles, Level of Personality Functioning, and 

Interpersonal Style 

Thank you for participating in this study. If you have any questions relating to the study, 

please do not hesitate to contact the researcher on the contact details located at the 

bottom of this page. 

What did I complete? 

The study you completed seeks to provide an enhanced understanding of potential links 

between personality and offending behaviour. More specifically, I am interested in 

associations among challenging and adaptive personality traits, positive and negative 

aspects of personality functioning, individual approaches to interpersonal relationships 

and interactions, and various types of offending behaviour. I am also interested in the 

similarities and differences between offenders and non-offenders in regard to these 

characteristics. If any associations are found among these characteristics and offending 

behaviour, this knowledge could lead to more person-centred, tailored approaches to 

psychological interventions for institutionalised offenders. 

 

You were asked to provide some very basic demographic information and complete a set 

of five self-report questionnaires: 

• International Personality Item Pool (IPIP-FFM). This measure assessed your 

adaptive personality traits. 

• Short Dark Triad (SD3). This brief measure was used to assess your challenging 

personality traits. 

• Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding Short Form (BIDR-16). This brief 

measure was used to assess the style with which you respond to 

questionnaires. 

• Level of Personality Functioning Scale-Brief Form (LPFS-BF). This measure 

aimed to assess your personality functioning in relation to yourself and others. 

• Inventory of Interpersonal Problems Circumplex Scales-Short Form (IIP-SC). This 

measure explored your approach to interpersonal interactions and 

relationships. 

Please note again, the questionnaire results are for research purposes only and are not a 

clinical or diagnostic assessment of you by any means. 

 

Support 

If the research has upset or distressed you in any way, you may find the following free 

confidential support agency useful: Samaritans; Tel: 116 123; Email: jo@samaritans.org. 

https://www.samaritans.org/how-we-can-help-you/samaritans-free-call-helpline-number-faqs
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Alternatively, you may wish to contact another confidential support service, SANEline, 

which can be reached from 4:30pm to 10:30pm on Tel: 0300 304 7000.  

Complaints 

If you have any complaints regarding the research you may first wish to contact the 

researcher, Ms Mooney. Alternatively, you may want to speak to the research supervisor, 

Dr Wall, on the contact details listed below. If you remain unhappy, you may also contact 

Phil Bentley, Secretary of the Edge Hill University Research Ethics Sub-committee, on 

research@edgehill.ac.uk. 

 

Results 

A summary of the anonymised results will be available in due course. If you wish to 

receive a copy, please inform the researcher as soon as possible. 

 

Withdrawal 

If you wish to withdraw your data from the study, you may do so any time within two 

weeks of having submitted your responses. To withdraw your data, please contact the 

researcher to put forth your request. Please note that you must provide the researcher 

with your memorable word or number if you wish to withdraw. After two weeks have 

passed, you will no longer be able to withdraw your data from the project. 

 

Contact details for the researcher and supervisor 

If you would like more information about this study or would like to receive a copy of the 

information sheet and/or the consent form and/or the debriefing form, please contact 

the researcher on the details below. 

 

Researcher: Robyn Mooney, [email protected] 

Research supervisor: Dr Helen Wall, [email protected] 

Address of the research team: Edge Hill University, St Helens Rd, Ormskirk, UK, L39 4QP 

 

Thank you again for taking the time to participate in this research study. 
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Appendix B – Study 2 Forms 

Study 2 Participant Information Sheet 

 
Project Title: 

A Systematic Investigation of the Links Between 

Personality and Offending Behaviour: The Roles of 

Trait Profiles, Level of Personality Functioning, and 

Interpersonal Style 

 

Contact Information 

Principal researcher: Robyn Mooney, [email protected] 

Supervisor: Dr Helen Wall, [email protected]  

Address of the research team: Department of Psychology, Edge Hill University, St Helens 

Rd, Ormskirk, UK, L39 4QP 

 

You are being invited to take part in a research study which forms part of the researcher’s 

PhD degree in Psychology (Edge Hill University, UK). Before you decide whether or not to 

take part, it is important that you understand why this research is being done and what it 

will involve. 

 

Please take time to read this information sheet carefully. You can discuss it with others if 

you wish. If you would like to request more information or ask any questions before 

taking part in the study, please feel free to contact the researcher or research supervisor 

(email addresses are provided above). Thank you for taking the time to read this 

information. 

 

What is the purpose of the study? 

The purpose of this research is to investigate potential links between personality (i.e., 

individual differences in the way people think, feel, and behave) and offending behaviour. 

More specifically, this research looks at associations among adaptive and challenging 

personality traits and attitudes, positive and negative aspects of personality functioning, 

individual approaches to interpersonal relationships and interactions, and various types 

of offending behaviour. If any associations are found among these personal 

characteristics and offending behaviour, this knowledge could lead to more person-

centred, tailored approaches to psychological interventions for institutionalised 

offenders. 
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Why have I been invited? 

You have been invited to participate in this project in order to form part of the 

community sample. To be eligible for participation, you must be a) male and b) aged 18+ 

years.  

 

What will I be asked to do? 

Taking part in this research will involve you providing some very basic demographic 

information (i.e., age, gender, and nationality) and completing a set of self-report 

questionnaires that ask about your personality, interpersonal style, empathy, attitudes, 

and offending behaviour you may have engaged in in the past. 

Please note that the results of these questionnaires are for research purposes only; this is 

not a clinical or diagnostic assessment by any means.  

 

Timescale 

If you decide to take part, the set of questionnaires should take approximately 20-30 

minutes to complete in total. After this, you will be taken to a debriefing page prepared 

by the researcher that explains the study in more detail and provides information about 

who to contact should you desire more information or support. 

 

What are the benefits of taking part? 

By taking part in this study, you will help advance a very understudied research topic. 

Specifically, your participation will help advance knowledge about adaptive and 

challenging personality traits, personality functioning, and interpersonal approaches 

among individuals with and without histories of offending behaviour. This knowledge 

could improve psychological treatment for institutionalised offenders through 

contributing to more person-centred, tailored approaches to interventions that focus on 

personality and its contribution to an individual’s offending behaviour. 

 

What are the possible disadvantages and risks of taking part? 

It is unlikely that you will experience any distress due to taking part in this study. 

Nevertheless, if you do experience some unpleasant feelings or feel like you would like 

some support, you can contact confidential, free support services at any time of day via 

the following contacts:  

National Suicide Prevention Lifeline: call 1-800-273-8255 

Crisis Text Line: Text “START” to 741741 to text with a trained Crisis Counselor 

 

Do I have to take part in the study? 

It is completely your choice whether or not you take part in the study and the information 

provided here is meant to help you make that decision. If you decide to take part, you do 

not have to respond to any questions that you prefer not answering. There will be no 
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negative consequences if you decide not to take part. If you wish to save your responses 

and return to complete the survey at a later time, you may do so by closing your browser 

and returning to the survey via the same link you originally accessed the survey on. 

However, once two weeks have elapsed, your incomplete responses will be withdrawn 

and you will need to re-start the survey from scratch if you still wish to participate. 

 

Consent 

Before you commence the questionnaires, you will be presented with a consent page that 

asks you to indicate that you agree to take part in the research and that you consent to 

each aspect of the project. 

 

Can I withdraw consent? 

Prior to submitting your responses, you are free to withdraw from the study by simply 

closing your browser. Meanwhile, after your responses have been submitted, you may 

withdraw your data anytime within two weeks of your participation. You do not have to 

provide a reason for your withdrawal. However, when two weeks have elapsed since your 

responses were submitted, you will no longer be able to withdraw your data. 

 

On the following page, you will be asked to provide a word or number that is memorable 

and unique to you. This ensures that, should you wish to withdraw your anonymous data, 

the researcher can locate your responses. You will need to provide the researcher with 

this memorable word or number if you wish to withdraw your data after submitting your 

responses. You may do so by contacting the researcher via email. 

 

What will happen to the results of the research study?  

Your data will be statistically analysed and presented in the researcher’s PhD dissertation. 

At no point will your personal data be singled out for analysis; only data from groups of 

respondents will be used for analyses. Following completion of the study, the data will be 

retained for subsequent analyses and disseminated in journal articles and presentations. 

Your anonymous data may be shared with other researchers doing similar research, but 

your answers will remain anonymous. 

 

Confidentiality and anonymity 

The answers you submit are anonymous and confidential. You will never be identified by 

name and will not be singled out in any formal write-up of the results; only group data 

will be presented. This data will not be shared with any third parties (with the possible 

exception of other researchers conducting similar research, as specified above).  
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Security of information obtained 

Your completed anonymous consent forms and questionnaires will be stored securely on 

a password-protected encrypted server at Edge Hill University, UK. Anonymous data will 

also be backed up on an external hard drive that will be stored in a locked cabinet in the 

researcher’s office at Edge Hill University.  

 

What if there is a problem? 

If any aspect of this research concerns you please contact the researcher, who will do her 

best to answer your questions. Alternatively, you may wish to contact the research 

supervisor, whose contact details are stated at the beginning of this information sheet. If 

you remain dissatisfied, you may also contact Phil Bentley, Secretary of the Edge Hill 

University Research Ethics Sub-committee, on research@edgehill.ac.uk. 

 

Insurance 

The study is covered by insurance provided by Edge Hill University. 

 

Who is supporting the research? 

Edge Hill University is the sponsor for this study based in the United Kingdom. We will be 

using information from you in order to undertake this study. Edge Hill University is 

committed to ensuring compliance with current data protection legislation and confirms 

that all data collected is used fairly, stored safely, and not disclosed to any other person 

unlawfully. The University is a data controller and, in some instances, may be a data 

processor of this data. This means that we are responsible for looking after your 

information and using it properly.  

 

At Edge Hill, we are committed to respecting and protecting your personal information. 

We will keep anonymous, non-identifiable information about you for a minimum of 10 

years after the study has ended. This is in accordance with Medical Research Council good 

research practice guidelines and ensures that future researchers may benefit from the 

information your data contain. Your rights to access, change, or move your information 

are limited, as we need to manage your information in specific ways in order for the 

research to be reliable and accurate.  

 

You can find out more about how we use your data at edgehill.ac.uk/about/legal/privacy.   

 

Who has reviewed the study? 

This research has been reviewed by an independent group, called a Research Ethics 

Committee, to protect your interests. Specifically, the Edge Hill University Psychology 

Department Research Ethics Committee reviewed this study and gave favourable opinion.  

 

https://www.edgehill.ac.uk/ig/privacy/
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Contacting the research team 

If you would like more information about this study, please find contact details for the 

researcher and her supervisor below.  

 

Principal researcher: Robyn Mooney, [email protected] 

Supervisor: Dr Helen Wall, [email protected] 

Address of the research team: Department of Psychology, Edge Hill University, St Helens 

Rd, Ormskirk, UK, L39 4QP 

 

Thank you for taking the time to read this information sheet. 
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Study 2 Consent Form 

 

Project Title: A Systematic Investigation of the 

Links Between Personality and Offending 

Behaviour: The Roles of Trait Profiles, Level of 

Personality Functioning, and Interpersonal Style 

 

Researcher: Robyn Mooney  

Research Supervisor: Dr Helen Wall 

 

1. I confirm that I am aged 18 years or over.  

 

2. I have read and understood the participant information sheet and have had the 

opportunity to email the researcher to ask questions.  

 

3. I understand that I do not have to agree immediately, but I can consider the 

information that I have received and come back to the study at a later date using 

the same link I first accessed the study on.  

 

4. I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I do not have to respond 

to any questions that I prefer not answering.  

 

5. I understand that I am free to withdraw from the survey at any time by closing 

my browser, and that if I do this my partial data will not be recorded or used in this 

project. 

 

6. I understand that I am free to withdraw my data from the project any time within 

two weeks of submitting my responses, without giving any reason, without my legal 

rights being affected. I understand that I may do so by contacting the researcher via 

email and providing her with my memorable word or number. I understand that I 

must provide this memorable word or number in order to withdraw from the 

project after my responses have been submitted, as this will be the only way to 
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identify my anonymous data. I understand that after two weeks have elapsed since I 

submitted my survey responses, I will no longer be able to withdraw my data. 

 

7. I understand that information relating to myself obtained as part of the study will 

remain anonymous and that I will not be personally identified in the final report of 

the study. I understand this information will also remain confidential to those 

outside of the research team (other than possibly researchers conducting similar 

research, as specified in the information sheet). I am mindful of the fact that, 

though not asked about in this study, if I disclose to the researcher an intent to 

harm myself or others or a previously unreported crime I committed, this 

information may be reported to the appropriate organisations.  

 

8. I understand that this consent form may be seen by responsible individuals from 

Edge Hill University for the purposes of monitoring research procedures. I 

understand that this is for audit purposes only, to ensure that my consent has been 

sought and that the study is being carried out correctly.  

 

9. I understand that data will be stored securely, and that information will be 

handled in accordance with the Data Protection Act 2018 and GDPR (General Data 

Protection Regulation) guidelines. 

 

10. I agree to take part in the above study carried out by Ms Mooney (a 

postgraduate student researcher based at Edge Hill University) under the 

supervision of Dr Wall, and I am satisfied that the purpose and procedures of the 

study have been fully explained to me.  
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Study 2 Debrief Form 

 
Project Title: 
A Systematic Investigation of the Links Between 
Personality and Offending Behaviour: The Roles of 
Trait Profiles, Level of Personality Functioning, and 
Interpersonal Style 
 
 

Thank you for participating in this study. If you have any questions relating to the study, 
please do not hesitate to contact the researcher on the contact details located at the 
bottom of this page. 
 
What did I complete? 
The study you completed seeks to provide an enhanced understanding of potential links 
between personality and offending behaviour. More specifically, I am interested in 
associations among challenging and adaptive personality traits, positive and negative 
aspects of personality functioning, individual approaches to interpersonal relationships 
and interactions, and various types of offending behaviour. I am also interested in the 
similarities and differences between offenders and non-offenders in regard to these 
characteristics. If any associations are found among these characteristics and offending 
behaviour, this knowledge could lead to more person-centred, tailored approaches to 
psychological interventions for institutionalised offenders. 
 
You were asked to provide some very basic demographic information and complete a set 
of self-report questionnaires. Please note again, the questionnaire results are for research 
purposes only and are not a clinical or diagnostic assessment of you by any means. 
 
Support 
If the research has upset or distressed you in any way, you may find the following free 
confidential support services useful:  
National Suicide Prevention Lifeline: call 1-800-273-8255 
Crisis Text Line: Text “START” to 741741 to text with a trained Crisis Counselor 
 
Complaints 
If you have any complaints regarding the research you may first wish to contact the 
researcher, Ms Mooney. Alternatively, you may want to speak to the research supervisor, 
Dr Wall, on the contact details listed below. If you remain unhappy, you may also contact 
Phil Bentley, Secretary of the Edge Hill University Research Ethics Sub-committee, on 
research@edgehill.ac.uk. 
 
Results 
A summary of the anonymised results will be available in due course. If you wish to 
receive a copy, please inform the researcher as soon as possible. 
 
Withdrawal 
If you wish to withdraw your data from the study, you may do so any time within two 
weeks of having submitted your responses. To withdraw your data, please contact the 
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researcher to put forth your request. Please note that you must provide the researcher 
with your memorable word or number if you wish to withdraw. After two weeks have 
passed, you will no longer be able to withdraw your data from the project. 
 
Contact details for the researcher and supervisor 
If you would like more information about this study or would like to receive a copy of the 
information sheet and/or the consent form and/or the debriefing form, please contact 
the researcher on the details below. 
 
Researcher: Robyn Mooney, [email protected] 
Research supervisor: Dr Helen Wall, [email protected] 
Address of the research team: Edge Hill University, St Helens Rd, Ormskirk, UK, L39 4QP 
 
Thank you again for taking the time to participate in this research study. 
 

  

mailto:MooneyR@edgehill.ac.uk
mailto:WallH@edgehill.ac.uk
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Appendix C – Study 3 Forms 

Study 3 Participant Information Sheet 

 
Project Title: 
A Systematic Investigation of the Links Between 
Personality and Offending Behaviour: The Roles of 
Trait Profiles, Level of Personality Functioning, and 
Interpersonal Style 
 
 

Contact Information 
Principal researcher: Robyn Mooney, [email protected] 
Supervisor: Dr Helen Wall, [email protected] 
Address of the research team: Department of Psychology, Edge Hill University, St Helens 
Rd, Ormskirk, UK, L39 4QP 
 
You are being invited to take part in a research study which forms part of the researcher’s 
PhD degree in Psychology (Edge Hill University, UK). Before you decide whether or not to 
take part, it is important that you understand why this research is being done and what it 
will involve. 
 
Please take time to read this information sheet carefully. You can discuss it with others if 
you wish. If you would like to request more information or ask any questions before 
taking part in the study, please feel free to contact the researcher or research supervisor 
(email addresses are provided above). Thank you for taking the time to read this 
information. 
 
What is the purpose of the study? 
The purpose of this research is to investigate potential links between personality (i.e., 
individual differences in the way people think, feel, and behave) and offending behaviour. 
More specifically, this research looks at associations among adaptive and challenging 
personality traits and attitudes, positive and negative aspects of personality functioning, 
individual approaches to interpersonal relationships and interactions, and various types 
of offending behaviour. If any associations are found among these personal 
characteristics and offending behaviour, this knowledge could lead to more person-
centred, tailored approaches to psychological interventions for institutionalised 
offenders. 
 
Why have I been invited? 
You have been invited to participate in this project in order to form part of the ex-
offender sample. To be eligible for participation, you must also be a) male and b) aged 
18+ years.  
 
What will I be asked to do? 
Taking part in this research will involve you providing some very basic demographic 
information (i.e., age, gender, and nationality) and completing a set of self-report 

mailto:MooneyR@edgehill.ac.uk
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questionnaires that ask about your personality, interpersonal style, empathy, attitudes, 
and offending behaviour you may have engaged in in the past. 
Please note that the results of these questionnaires are for research purposes only; this is 
not a clinical or diagnostic assessment by any means.  
 
Timescale 
If you decide to take part, the set of questionnaires should take approximately 20-30 
minutes to complete in total. After this, you will be taken to a debriefing page prepared 
by the researcher that explains the study in more detail and provides information about 
who to contact should you desire more information or support. 
 
What are the benefits of taking part? 
By taking part in this study, you will help advance a very understudied research topic. 
Specifically, your participation will help advance knowledge about adaptive and 
challenging personality traits, personality functioning, and interpersonal approaches 
among individuals with and without histories of offending behaviour. This knowledge 
could improve psychological treatment for institutionalised offenders through 
contributing to more person-centred, tailored approaches to interventions that focus on 
personality and its contribution to an individual’s offending behaviour. 
 
What are the possible disadvantages and risks of taking part? 
It is unlikely that you will experience any distress due to taking part in this study. 
Nevertheless, if you do experience some unpleasant feelings or feel like you would like 
some support, you can contact confidential free support services at any time of day via 
the following contacts:  
 
United Kingdom 
Samaritans 
Tel: 116 123 
Email: jo@samaritans.org 
SANEline 
Tel: 0300 304 7000 (4:30pm-10:30pm) 
 
United States 
National Suicide Prevention Lifeline 
Tel: 1-800-273-8255 
Crisis Text Line 
Text “START” to 741741 to text with a trained Crisis Counselor 
 
Do I have to take part in the study? 
It is completely your choice whether or not you take part in the study and the information 
provided here is meant to help you make that decision. If you decide to take part, you do 
not have to respond to any questions that you prefer not answering. There will be no 
negative consequences if you decide not to take part. If you wish to save your responses 
and return to complete the survey at a later time, you may do so by closing your browser 
and returning to the survey via the same link you originally accessed the survey on. 
However, once two weeks have elapsed, your incomplete responses will be withdrawn 
and you will need to re-start the survey from scratch if you still wish to participate. 

https://www.samaritans.org/how-we-can-help-you/samaritans-free-call-helpline-number-faqs
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Consent 
Before you commence the questionnaires, you will be presented with a consent page that 
asks you to indicate that you agree to take part in the research and that you consent to 
each aspect of the project. 
 
Can I withdraw consent? 
Prior to submitting your responses, you are free to withdraw from the study by simply 
closing your browser. Meanwhile, after your responses have been submitted, you may 
withdraw your data anytime within two weeks of your participation. You do not have to 
provide a reason for your withdrawal. However, when two weeks have elapsed since your 
responses were submitted, you will no longer be able to withdraw your data. 
 
On the following page, you will be asked to provide a word or number that is memorable 
and unique to you. This ensures that, should you wish to withdraw your anonymous data, 
the researcher can locate your responses. You will need to provide the researcher with 
this memorable word or number if you wish to withdraw your data after submitting your 
responses. You may do so by contacting the researcher via email. 
 
What will happen to the results of the research study?  
Your data will be statistically analysed and presented in the researcher’s PhD dissertation. 
At no point will your personal data be singled out for analysis; only data from groups of 
respondents will be used for analyses. Following completion of the study, the data will be 
retained for subsequent analyses and disseminated in journal articles and presentations. 
Your anonymous data may be shared with other researchers doing similar research, but 
your answers will remain anonymous. 
 
Confidentiality and anonymity 
The answers you submit are anonymous and confidential. You will never be identified by 
name and will not be singled out in any formal write-up of the results; only group data 
will be presented. This data will not be shared with any third parties (with the possible 
exception of other researchers conducting similar research, as specified above).  
 
Security of information obtained 
Your completed anonymous consent forms and questionnaires will be stored securely on 
a password-protected encrypted server at Edge Hill University, UK. Anonymous data will 
also be backed up on an external hard drive that will be stored in a locked cabinet in the 
researcher’s office at Edge Hill University.  
 
What if there is a problem? 
If any aspect of this research concerns you please contact the researcher, who will do her 
best to answer your questions. Alternatively, you may wish to contact the research 
supervisor, whose contact details are stated at the beginning of this information sheet. If 
you remain dissatisfied, you may also contact Phil Bentley, Secretary of the Edge Hill 
University Research Ethics Sub-committee, on research@edgehill.ac.uk. 
 
Insurance 
The study is covered by insurance provided by Edge Hill University. 



358 

 

 

 

 
Who is supporting the research? 
Edge Hill University is the sponsor for this study based in the United Kingdom. We will be 
using information from you in order to undertake this study. Edge Hill University is 
committed to ensuring compliance with current data protection legislation and confirms 
that all data collected is used fairly, stored safely, and not disclosed to any other person 
unlawfully. The University is a data controller and, in some instances, may be a data 
processor of this data. This means that we are responsible for looking after your 
information and using it properly.  
 
At Edge Hill, we are committed to respecting and protecting your personal information. 
We will keep anonymous, non-identifiable information about you for a minimum of 10 
years after the study has ended. This is in accordance with Medical Research Council good 
research practice guidelines and ensures that future researchers may benefit from the 
information your data contain. Your rights to access, change, or move your information 
are limited, as we need to manage your information in specific ways in order for the 
research to be reliable and accurate.  
 
You can find out more about how we use your data at edgehill.ac.uk/about/legal/privacy.   
 
Who has reviewed the study? 
This research has been reviewed by an independent group, called a Research Ethics 
Committee, to protect your interests. Specifically, the Edge Hill University Psychology 
Department Research Ethics Committee reviewed this study and gave favourable opinion.  
 
Contacting the research team 
If you would like more information about this study, please find contact details for the 
researcher and her supervisor below.  
 
Principal researcher: Robyn Mooney, [email protected] 
Supervisor: Dr Helen Wall, [email protected] 
Address of the research team: Department of Psychology, Edge Hill University, St Helens 
Rd, Ormskirk, UK, L39 4QP 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read this information sheet. 
 
  

https://www.edgehill.ac.uk/ig/privacy/
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Study 3 Consent Form 

 
Project Title: A Systematic Investigation of the 
Links Between Personality and Offending 
Behaviour: The Roles of Trait Profiles, Level of 
Personality Functioning, and Interpersonal Style 
Researcher: Robyn Mooney  
Research Supervisor: Dr Helen Wall 

 

1. I confirm that I am aged 18 years or over.  

 

2. I have read and understood the participant information sheet and have had the 

opportunity to email the researcher to ask questions.  

 

3. I understand that I do not have to agree immediately, but I can consider the 

information that I have received and come back to the study at a later date using 

the same link I first accessed the study on.  

 

4. I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I do not have to respond 

to any questions that I prefer not answering.  

 

5. I understand that I am free to withdraw from the survey at any time by closing my 

browser, and that if I do this my partial data will not be recorded or used in this 

project. 

 

6. I understand that I am free to withdraw my data from the project any time within 

two weeks of submitting my responses, without giving any reason, without my legal 

rights being affected. I understand that I may do so by contacting the researcher via 

email and providing her with my memorable word or number. I understand that I 

must provide this memorable word or number in order to withdraw from the 

project after my responses have been submitted, as this will be the only way to 

identify my anonymous data. I understand that after two weeks have elapsed since I 

submitted my survey responses, I will no longer be able to withdraw my data. 

 

7. I understand that information relating to myself obtained as part of the study will 

remain anonymous and that I will not be personally identified in the final report of 

the study. I understand this information will also remain confidential to those 

outside of the research team (other than possibly researchers conducting similar 

research, as specified in the information sheet). I am mindful of the fact that, 

though not asked about in this study, if I disclose to the researcher an intent to 

harm myself or others, this information may be reported to the appropriate 

organisations.  

 

8. I understand that this consent form may be seen by responsible individuals from 

Edge Hill University for the purposes of monitoring research procedures. I 
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understand that this is for audit purposes only, to ensure that my consent has been 

sought and that the study is being carried out correctly.  

 

9. I understand that data will be stored securely, and that information will be 

handled in accordance with the Data Protection Act 2018 and GDPR (General Data 

Protection Regulation) guidelines. 

 

10. I agree to take part in the above study carried out by Ms Mooney (a 

postgraduate student researcher based at Edge Hill University) under the 

supervision of Dr Wall, and I am satisfied that the purpose and procedures of the 

study have been fully explained to me.  
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Study 3 Debrief Form 

 
Project Title: 
A Systematic Investigation of the Links Between 
Personality and Offending Behaviour: The Roles of 
Trait Profiles, Level of Personality Functioning, and 
Interpersonal Style 
 
 

Thank you for participating in this study. If you have any questions relating to the study, 
please do not hesitate to contact the researcher on the contact details located at the 
bottom of this page. 
 
What did I complete? 
The study you completed seeks to provide an enhanced understanding of potential links 
between personality and offending behaviour. More specifically, I am interested in 
associations among challenging and adaptive personality traits, positive and negative 
aspects of personality functioning, individual approaches to interpersonal relationships 
and interactions, and various types of offending behaviour. I am also interested in the 
similarities and differences between offenders and non-offenders in regard to these 
characteristics. If any associations are found among these characteristics and offending 
behaviour, this knowledge could lead to more person-centred, tailored approaches to 
psychological interventions for institutionalised offenders. 
 
You were asked to provide some very basic demographic information and complete a set 
of self-report questionnaires. Please note again, the questionnaire results are for research 
purposes only and are not a clinical or diagnostic assessment of you by any means. 
 
Support 
If the research has upset or distressed you in any way, you may find the following free 
confidential support agencies useful:  
 
United Kingdom 
Samaritans 
Tel: 116 123 
Email: jo@samaritans.org 
SANEline 
Tel: 0300 304 7000 (4:30pm-10:30pm) 
 
United States 
National Suicide Prevention Lifeline 
Tel: 1-800-273-8255 
Crisis Text Line 
Text “START” to 741741 to text with a trained Crisis Counselor 
 
 
 
Complaints 

https://www.samaritans.org/how-we-can-help-you/samaritans-free-call-helpline-number-faqs
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If you have any complaints regarding the research you may first wish to contact the 
researcher, Ms Mooney. Alternatively, you may want to speak to the research supervisor, 
Dr Wall, on the contact details listed below. If you remain unhappy, you may also contact 
Phil Bentley, Secretary of the Edge Hill University Research Ethics Sub-committee, on 
research@edgehill.ac.uk. 
 
Results 
A summary of the anonymised results will be available in due course. If you wish to 
receive a copy, please inform the researcher as soon as possible. 
 
Withdrawal 
If you wish to withdraw your data from the study, you may do so any time within two 
weeks of having submitted your responses. To withdraw your data, please contact the 
researcher to put forth your request. Please note that you must provide the researcher 
with your memorable word or number if you wish to withdraw. After two weeks have 
passed, you will no longer be able to withdraw your data from the project. 
 
Contact details for the researcher and supervisor 
If you would like more information about this study or would like to receive a copy of the 
information sheet and/or the consent form and/or the debriefing form, please contact 
the researcher on the details below. 
 
Researcher: Robyn Mooney, [email protected] 
Research supervisor: Dr Helen Wall, [email protected] 
Address of the research team: Edge Hill University, St Helens Rd, Ormskirk, UK, L39 4QP 
 
Thank you again for taking the time to participate in this research study. 
 
  

mailto:MooneyR@edgehill.ac.uk
mailto:WallH@edgehill.ac.uk
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Appendix D – Short Dark Triad 

Jones & Paulhus, 2014 

Please indicate how much you agree with each of the following statements using the 
following rating scale: 
 

Disagree 
strongly 

Disagree Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Agree Agree strongly 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
Describe yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish to be in the future. Describe 
yourself as you honestly see yourself, in relation to other people you know of the same sex 
as you are, and roughly your same age. 
 
So that you can describe yourself in an honest manner, your responses will be kept in 
absolute confidence. 
 
Please read each statement carefully, and then select the number that corresponds to 
your reply. 

 

Item Reverse 

Scored? 

Trait 

It’s not wise to tell your secrets.  Machiavellianism 

I like to use clever manipulation to get my way.  Machiavellianism 

Whatever it takes, you must get the important people on 

your side. 

 Machiavellianism 

I avoid direct conflict with other people because they 

may be useful in the future. 

 Machiavellianism 

It’s wise to keep track of information that you can use 

against people later. 

 Machiavellianism 

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

There are things you should hide from other people to 

preserve your reputation. 

 Machiavellianism 

You should make sure your plans benefit yourself, not 

others. 

 Machiavellianism 

Most people can be manipulated.  Machiavellianism 

I like to get revenge on authorities.  Psychopathy 

I avoid dangerous situations. Y Psychopathy 

Payback needs to be quick and nasty.  Psychopathy 

People often say I’m out of control.  Psychopathy 

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

People who mess with me always regret it.  Psychopathy 
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I have never gotten into trouble with the law. Y Psychopathy 

I enjoy having sex with people I hardly know.  Psychopathy 

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

I insist on getting the respect I deserve.  Narcissism 

People see me as a natural leader.  Narcissism 

I hate being the centre of attention. Y Narcissism 

Many group activities tend to be dull without me.  Narcissism 

I know that I am special because everyone keeps telling 

me so. 

 Narcissism 

I like to get acquainted with important people.  Narcissism 

I feel embarrassed if someone compliments me. Y Narcissism 

I have been compared to famous people.  Narcissism 

I am an average person. Y Narcissism 
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Appendix E - International Personality Item Pool-Five Factor Model 

Goldberg, 1999 

Please indicate how much you agree with each of the following statements using the 
following rating scale: 
 

Disagree 
strongly 

Disagree Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Agree Agree strongly 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
Describe yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish to be in the future. Describe 
yourself as you honestly see yourself, in relation to other people you know of the same sex 
as you are, and roughly your same age. 
 
So that you can describe yourself in an honest manner, your responses will be kept in 
absolute confidence. 
 
Please read each statement carefully, and then select the number that corresponds to 
your reply. 
 

Item Reverse 

Scored? 

Trait 

I am the life of the party.  Extraversion 

I don’t talk a lot. Y Extraversion 

I feel comfortable around people.  Extraversion 

I keep in the background. Y Extraversion 

I start conversations.  Extraversion 

I have little to say. Y Extraversion 

I talk to a lot of different people at parties.  Extraversion 

I don’t like to draw attention to myself. Y Extraversion 

I don’t mind being the centre of attention.  Extraversion 

I am quiet around strangers. Y Extraversion 

I am interested in people.  Agreeableness 

I feel little concern for others. Y Agreeableness 

I insult people. Y Agreeableness 

I sympathize with others’ feelings.  Agreeableness 

I am not interested in other people’s problems. Y Agreeableness 

I have a soft heart.  Agreeableness 

I am not really interested in others. Y Agreeableness 

I take time out for others.  Agreeableness 

I feel others’ emotions.  Agreeableness 

I make people feel at ease.  Agreeableness 

I am always prepared.  Conscientiousness 
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I leave my belongings around. Y Conscientiousness 

I pay attention to details.  Conscientiousness 

I make a mess of things. Y Conscientiousness 

I get chores done right away.  Conscientiousness 

I often forget to put things back in their proper place. Y Conscientiousness 

I like order.  Conscientiousness 

I shirk my duties. Y Conscientiousness 

I follow a schedule.  Conscientiousness 

I am exacting in my work.  Conscientiousness 

I get stressed out easily.  Neuroticism 

I am relaxed most of the time. Y Neuroticism 

I worry about things.  Neuroticism 

I seldom feel blue. Y Neuroticism 

I am easily disturbed.  Neuroticism 

I get upset easily.  Neuroticism 

I change my mood a lot.  Neuroticism 

I have frequent mood swings.  Neuroticism 

I get irritated easily.  Neuroticism 

I often feel blue.  Neuroticism 

I have a rich vocabulary.  Openness 

I have difficulty understanding abstract ideas. Y Openness 

I have a vivid imagination.  Openness 

I am not interested in abstract ideas. Y Openness 

I have excellent ideas.  Openness 

I do not have a good imagination. Y Openness 

I am quick to understand things.  Openness 

I use difficult words.  Openness 

I spend time reflecting on things.  Openness 

I am full of ideas.  Openness 
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Appendix F - Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding Short Form 

Hart et al., 2015 

Please indicate how much you agree with each of the following statements using the 
following rating scale: 
 

Disagree 
strongly 

Disagree Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Agree Agree strongly 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
Describe yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish to be in the future. Describe 
yourself as you honestly see yourself, in relation to other people you know of the same sex 
as you are, and roughly your same age. 
 
So that you can describe yourself in an honest manner, your responses will be kept in 
absolute confidence. 
 
Please read each statement carefully, and then select the number that corresponds to 
your reply. 
 

Item Reverse 

Scored? 

Subscale 

I sometimes tell lies if I have to.  Impression management 

I never cover up my mistakes.  Impression management 

There have been occasions when I have taken 

advantage of someone. 

 Impression management 

I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive 

and forget. 

 Impression management 

I have said something bad about a friend behind 

his/her back. 

 Impression management 

When I hear people talking privately, I avoid 

listening. 

 Impression management 

I never take things that don’t belong to me.  Impression management 

I don’t gossip about other people’s business.  Impression management 

I have not always been honest with myself. Y Self-deceptive 

enhancement 

I always know why I like things.  Self-deceptive 

enhancement 

It’s hard for me to shut off a disturbing thought. Y Self-deceptive 

enhancement 

I never regret my decisions.  Self-deceptive 

enhancement 
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I sometimes lose out on things because I can’t 

make up my mind soon enough. 

Y Self-deceptive 

enhancement 

I am a completely rational person.  Self-deceptive 

enhancement 

I am very confident of my judgements.  Self-deceptive 

enhancement 

I have sometimes doubted my ability as a lover. Y Self-deceptive 

enhancement 
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Appendix G - Level of Personality Functioning Scale-Brief Form 

Hutsebaut et al., 2016 

Report which of the following statements apply to you. Only choose ‘yes’ if this has been 

the case for at least a year.  

1 I often do not know who I really am  

Yes/No 

2 I often think very negatively about myself 

 Yes/No 

3 My emotions change without me having a grip on them 

 Yes/No 

4 I have clear aims in my life and succeed in achieving those (R) 

 Yes/No 

5 I often do not understand my own thoughts and feelings 

 Yes/No 

6 I am often very strict with myself 

 Yes/No 

7 I often have difficulty understanding the thoughts and feelings of others 

 Yes/No 

8 I often find it hard to tolerate it when others have a different opinion 

 Yes /No 

9 I often do not fully understand why my behavior has a certain effect on others

 Yes/No 

10 My relationships and friendships never last long 

 Yes/No 

11 There is almost no one who is really close to me 

 Yes/No 

12 I often do not succeed in working cooperatively with others in an equal way

 Yes/No  
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Appendix H - Inventory of Interpersonal Problems-Short Circumplex Form 

Soldz et al., 1995 

Please indicate how much you agree with each of the following statements using the 
following rating scale: 
 

Disagree 
strongly 

Disagree Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Agree Agree strongly 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
 

Item Octant 

It is hard for me to understand another person’s point of view. PA (Domineering) 

It is hard for me to be supportive of another person’s goals in 

life. 

BC (Vindictive) 

It is hard for me to show affection to people. DE (Cold) 

It is hard for me to join in groups. FG (Socially Avoidant) 

It is hard for me to tell a person to stop bothering me. HI (Nonassertive) 

It is hard for me to let other people know when I am angry. JK (Exploitable) 

It is hard for me to attend to my own welfare when somebody 

else is needy. 

LM (Overly Nurturant) 

It is hard for me to keep things private from other people. NO (Intrusive) 

I am too aggressive toward other people. PA (Domineering) 

It is hard for me to feel good about another person’s 

happiness. 

BC (Vindictive) 

It is hard for me to experience a feeling of love for another 

person. 

DE (Cold) 

It is hard for me to introduce myself to new people. FG (Socially Avoidant) 

It is hard for me to confront people with problems that come 

up. 

HI (Nonassertive) 

It is hard for me to be assertive without worrying about 

hurting the other person’s feelings. 

JK (Exploitable) 

I try to please other people too much. LM (Overly Nurturant) 

I open up to people too much. NO (Intrusive) 

I try to control other people too much. PA (Domineering) 

I am too suspicious of other people. BC (Vindictive) 

It is hard for me to feel close to other people. DE (Cold) 

It is hard for me to socialize with other people. FG (Socially Avoidant) 

It is hard for me to be assertive with another person. HI (Nonassertive) 

I am too easily persuaded by other people. JK (Exploitable) 

I put other people’s needs before my own too much. LM (Overly Nurturant) 

I want to be noticed too much. NO (Intrusive) 
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I argue with other people too much. PA (Domineering) 

I want to get revenge against people too much. BC (Vindictive) 

I keep other people at a distance too much. DE (Cold) 

It is hard for me to ask other people to get together socially 

with me. 

FG (Socially Avoidant) 

It is hard for me to be firm when I need to be. HI (Nonassertive) 

I let other people take advantage of me too much. JK (Exploitable) 

I am affected by another person’s misery too much. LM (Overly Nurturant) 

I tell personal things to other people too much. NO (Intrusive) 
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Appendix I - Irritability Scale 

Caprara, Cinanni, et al., 1985 

Please indicate how much you agree with each of the following statements using the 
following rating scale: 
 

Disagree 
strongly 

Disagree Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Agree Agree strongly 

1 2 3 4 5 
 

1. I easily fly off the handle with those who don’t listen or understand. 

2. I am often in a bad mood. 

3. Usually when someone shows a lack of respect for me, I let it go by. (R) 

4. I have never been touchy. (R) 

5. It makes my blood boil to have somebody make fun of me. 

6. I think I have a lot of patience. (R) 

7. When 1 am irritated I need to vent my feelings immediately. 

8. When I am tired I easily lose control. 

9. I think I am rather touchy. 

10. When I am irritated I can’t tolerate discussions. 

11. I could not put anyone in his place, even if it were necessary. (R) 

12. I can’t think of any good reason for resorting to violence. (R) 

13. I often feel like a powder keg ready to explode. 

14. I seldom strike back even if someone hits me first. (R) 

15. I can’t help being a little rude to people I don’t like. 

16. Sometimes when I am angry I lose control over my actions. 

17. I do not know of anyone who would wish to harm me. (R) 

18. Sometimes I really want to pick a fight. 

19. I do not like to make practical jokes. (R) 

20. When I am right, I am right. 

21. I never get mad enough to throw things. (R) 

22. When someone raises his voice I raise mine higher. 

23. Sometimes people bother me just by being around. 

24. Some people irritate me if they just open their mouth. 

25. Sometimes I shout, hit and kick and let off steam. 

26. I don’t think I am a very tolerant person. 

27. Even when I am very irritated I never swear. (R) 

28. It is others who provoke my aggression. 

29. Whoever insults me or my family is looking for trouble. 

30. It takes very little for things to bug me.  
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Appendix J - Questionnaire of Cognitive and Affective Empathy 

Reniers et al., 2011 

Please indicate how much you agree with each of the following statements using the 
following rating scale: 
 

Disagree 
strongly 

Disagree Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Agree Agree strongly 

1 2 3 4 5 

     

Cognitive 
Empathy 

Item 

I can easily work out what another person might want to talk about. 

I can tell if someone is masking their true emotion. 

I can sense if I am intruding, even if the other person does not tell me. 

I am good at predicting how someone will feel. 

I am good at predicting what someone will do. 

I am quick to spot when someone in a group is feeling awkward or uncomfortable. 

I can pick up quickly if someone says one thing but means another. 

I can easily tell if someone else is interested or bored with what I am saying. 

I can easily tell if someone else wants to enter a conversation. 

Other people tell me I am good at understanding how they are feeling and what 
they are thinking. 

I try to look at everybody’s side of a disagreement before I make a decision. 

Before criticizing somebody, I try to imagine how I would feel if I was in their place. 

When I am upset at someone, I usually try to “put myself in his shoes” for a while. 

I always try to consider the other fellow’s feelings before I do something. 

I sometimes try to understand my friends better by imagining how things look 
from their perspective. 

I can usually appreciate the other person’s viewpoint, even if I do not agree with it. 

(R) I sometimes find it difficult to see things from the “other guy’s” point of view. 

Before I do something I try to consider how my friends will react to it. 

I find it easy to put myself in somebody else’s shoes. 

Affective 
Empathy 

I am happy when I am with a cheerful group and sad when the others are glum. 

It worries me when others are worrying and panicky. 

People I am with have a strong influence on my mood. 

I am inclined to get nervous when others around me seem to be nervous. 

(R) I usually stay emotionally detached when watching a film. 

(R) I am usually objective when I watch a film or play, and I don’t often get 
completely caught up in it. 

I often get deeply involved with the feelings of a character in a film, play, or novel. 

(R) It is hard for me to see why some things upset people so much. 

I often get emotionally involved with my friends’ problems. 

Friends talk to me about their problems as they say that I am very understanding. 

It affects me very much when one of my friends seems upset. 

I get very upset when I see someone cry. 
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Appendix K - Criminal Sentiments Scale-Modified 

Simourd, 1997 

*NOTE: the original scale uses A/U/D to denote agree/undecided/disagree, but these were 

converted to a numerical rating scale in this research. 

 
Please indicate how much you agree with each of the following statements using the 
following rating scale: 
 

Disagree  Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Agree 

1 2 3 

 
 
LAW 

1. Pretty well all laws deserve our respect. (R) 

2. It’s our duty to obey all laws. (R) 

3. Laws are usually bad.  

4. The law is rotten to the core.  

5. You cannot respect the law because it’s there only to help a small and selfish group of 

people. 

6. All laws should be obeyed just because they are laws. (R) 

7. The law does not help the average person.  

8. The law is good. (R) 

9. Law and justice are the same thing. (R) 

10. The law makes slaves out of most people for a few people on the top. 

 

COURTS 

11. Almost any jury can be fixed.  

12. You cannot get justice in court.  

13. Lawyers are honest. (R) 

14. The prosecution often produces fake witnesses.  

15. Judges are honest and kind. (R) 

16. Court decisions are pretty well always fair. (R) 

17. Pretty well anything can be fixed in court if you have enough money.  

18. A judge is a good person. (R) 
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POLICE 

19. The police are honest. (R) 

20. A cop is a friend to people in need. (R) 

21. Life would be better with fewer cops.  

22. The police should be paid more for their work. (R) 

23. The police are as crooked as the people they arrest. 

24. Society would be better off if there were more police. (R) 

25. The police almost never help people. 

 

TOLERANCE FOR LAW VIOLATIONS 

26. Sometimes a person like me has to break the law to get ahead in life. 

27. Most successful people broke the law to get ahead in life. 

28. You should always obey the law, even if it keeps you from getting ahead in life. (R) 

29. It’s OK to break the law as long as you don’t get caught. 

30. Most people would commit crimes if they wouldn’t get caught.  

31. There is never a good reason to break the law. (R) 

32. A hungry man has the right to steal.  

33. It’s OK to get around the law as long as you don’t actually break it. 

34. You should only obey those laws that are reasonable. 

35. You’re crazy to work for a living if there’s an easier way, even if it means breaking the 

law. 

 

IDENTIFICATION WITH CRIMINAL OTHERS 

36. People who have broken the law have the same sorts of ideas about life as me.  

37. I prefer to be with people who obey the law rather than people who break the law. (R) 

38. I’m more like a professional criminal than people who break the law now and then.  

39. People who have been in trouble with the law are more like me than people who 

don’t have trouble with the law.  

40. I have very little in common with people who never break the law.  

41. No one who breaks the law can be my friend. (R) 
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Appendix L - Self-Report Measure of Adult Offending 

Teague et al., 2008 

Please indicate approximately how many times you have engaged in each of the following 
behaviours using the following rating scale: 
 

Never 1-3 times 4-10 times 11-20 times 20+ times 

1 2 3 4 5 
 

Your responses will be kept confidential.  
Please read each statement carefully, then select the number that corresponds to your 
reply. 
 

1. Purposely damaged or destroyed other property that did not belong to you, including 
public property. 
 
2. Tagged or put graffiti on walls, bus panels, trains, or other public places. 
 
3. Stole or tried to steal something worth less than £50. 
 
4. Stole or tried to steal something worth more than £50. 
 
5. Stole or tried to steal a car, motorbike, or any other motor vehicle that did not belong 
to you. 
 
6. Took a car, motorbike, or any other vehicle for a ride or drive without the owner’s 
permission. 
 
7. Hacked into or misused a computer or computer site. 
 
8. Knowingly bought, sold, or held stolen goods (or tried to do any of these things). 
 
9. Tried to cheat someone by selling them something that was worthless or not what you 
said it was (including drugs). 
 
10. Used, or tried to use, credit cards/cheques without the owner’s permission. 
 
11. Purposefully set fire or tried to set fire to a building, car, or other property. 
 
12. Sold marijuana or hash (“pot”, “grass”). 
 
13. Sold hard drugs such as heroin, cocaine, LSD, etc. 
 
14. Gotten involved in a gang fight (taken part in a fight between two or more groups). 
 
15. Used physical force (strong-arm methods) to get money or things from another 
person. 
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16. Hit or threatened to hit another person. 
 
17. Attacked someone with the idea of seriously hurting or killing them. 
 
18. Pressured or pushed someone such as a date or a friend to go further sexually than 
they wanted to do. 
 
19. Physically hurt or threatened to hurt someone to get them to have sex with you. 
 


