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Abstract 

Researchers have called for faking-resistant measures of psychopathic personality that can be 

self-administered in high-stakes contexts (e.g., hiring). We developed and validated an implicit 

measure of psychopathy contextualized in workplace situations. We first detail how the measure is 

framed, conceptualized, and rooted in psychopathy literature. We then describe the item development 

process, and Study 1 involves expert review and refining the item list. In Study 2 (N = 396), we 

examine internal consistency and factor structure for a 22-item version of the measure. In Study 3 (N = 

251), we demonstrate test-retest reliability, construct-related validity, and provide initial evidence for 

criterion-related validity through a two-wave study. Study 4 analyzes the measure using item response 

theory, based on a sample of 6,746 job seekers, demonstrating effectiveness for measuring high levels 

of psychopathy. In Study 5 (N = 219) we provide evidence of faking-resistance and criterion-related 

validity with behavioural (two weeks later) and self-report (one year later) outcomes. Finally, Study 6 

provides promising evidence of incremental validity using an organizational sample (N = 615). Overall, 

scores on this new implicit measure are reliable, with acceptable construct-related, criterion-related, 

and incremental validity, while also being faking-resistant. Implications for use in workplace settings 

are discussed. 
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Development, Validation, and Faking-resistance of an Implicit Measure of Psychopathy in the 

Workplace 

Manipulative, deceitful, arrogant, insensitive, remorseless, cold-hearted, egocentric, risky, and 

parasitic; these are some adjectives commonly used to describe people high on trait psychopathy. 

Psychopathy in the workplace has been of particular interest to the field of psychology over the past 

two decades (Babiak, 2007; Smith et al., 2014) and is usually referred to as corporate psychopathy, 

successful psychopathy, professional psychopathy, or workplace psychopathy. Although there may be 

minor differences among these terms (e.g., “corporate” and “industrial” usually describing white-collar 

professions specifically), they are often used interchangeably. 

 Henley (2002) found individuals scoring high on psychopathic personality prefer risky work 

activities, a solitary work style, a desire to control or lead, and enjoy collecting wealth or prestige, but 

avoid careers with high dependency on others, objectively boring, or stereotypically female. They are 

also drawn to law enforcement and military professions, along with business, contact sports, and 

politics (Smith et al., 2014). Some aspects of psychopathy can be adaptive, and even beneficial, in 

some contexts. For instance, Lilienfeld et al. (2012) analyzed personality data for 42 U.S. Presidents 

and found components of corporate psychopathy were correlated with better ratings of performance, 

persuasiveness, crisis management, and leadership ability.  

 However, workplace psychopathy is associated with many negative outcomes for organizations 

(Boddy et al., 2010; Mathieu & Babiak, 2016b), which largely outnumber its potential benefits (Smith 

& Lilienfeld, 2013). For instance, high levels of psychopathic personality are associated with high 

degrees of counterproductive work behaviours (CWBs) such as theft and interpersonal abuse (Scherer 

et al., 2013), unethical decision-making (Stevens et al., 2012), white-collar crime (Pardue et al., 2013) 

and more (see Lilienfeld et al., 2015). Psychopathy levels are also associated with worse task 
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performance, such as consistent losses for hedge fund managers (ten Brinke et al., 2018). A meta-

analysis by Landay et al. (2019) showed a negative (but curvilinear) relationship between psychopathic 

personality and leadership effectiveness. Importantly, leaders with psychopathic tendencies can also 

impact colleagues or subordinates at work: They are more likely to use an abusive and authoritarian 

leadership style, which results in conflicts, bullying, lower affective well-being and increased CWBs by 

subordinates (Boddy, 2011; Scherer et al., 2013), as well as decreased job satisfaction and higher 

turnover intent among colleagues and subordinates (Boddy et al., 2010; Mathieu & Babiak, 2016b). To 

quantify the negative impacts of potential psychopathic tendencies in leaders, researchers estimated 

that abusive supervision cost organizations $23.8 billion in the U.S. alone (Tepper et al., 2006), and a 

single psychopathic leader may cause up to $100 million worth of damage or 40% staff turnover in a 

single year (Boddy et al., 2015). With regard to white-collar crime, a recent Association of Certified 

Fraud Examiners (ACFE) report suggests that fraud and embezzlement amount to $1.08 trillion in the 

U.S. annually (ACFE, 2020).  

Given the risks of hiring or promoting individuals with highly psychopathic personality, 

especially into leadership positions where they have autonomy and control over others, it is surprising 

that existing hiring tools are limited in their ability to accurately and efficiently screen for these people 

(Smith & Lilienfeld, 2013). Existing measures of psychopathy generally fall into the following 

categories: (1) They require a detailed clinical assessment which is very resource-intensive, especially 

for organizations using it for non-clinical purposes; (2) They require a third-party rater who has 

experience with the individual (e.g., a co-worker), which comes with the inherent issues of laypeople 

over-estimating levels of psychopathy in others (Caponecchia et al., 2012); (3) They are overt self-

reports and thus highly susceptible to faking and socially desirable responding, which is magnified in 

incentivized or high-stakes contexts (Kelsey, 2016; Smith & Lilienfeld, 2013). 
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 Implicit personality measures, such as Conditional Reasoning Tests (CRTs), have been 

suggested as a potential answer to these problems. CRTs are still self-administered, yet their implicit 

nature makes them more resistant to faking (Bowler & Bowler, 2014; Galić et al., 2014), even when 

given an incentive (LeBreton et al., 2007; Wiita et al., 2020). In fact, both personality and CRT 

researchers have specifically called for developing CRTs as the most promising method for assessing 

psychopathy (and other dark, socially undesirable personality traits) in a workplace setting (James & 

LeBreton, 2012; O’Boyle et al., 2012; Spain et al., 2014; Wu & Lebreton, 2011).  

 The current research aims to answer these calls and to develop and validate an implicit measure 

of psychopathy in the workplace, labelled the Conditional Reasoning Test for Workplace Psychopathy 

(CRT-WP). As such, we contribute to the workplace psychopathy, personality, and implicit 

measurement (e.g., CRT) literatures in the following ways. First, by using a hybrid approach 

combining best-practice in CRT development (James & LeBreton, 2012; LeBreton et al. 2020) with 

classical test development building from established theories/models of psychopathy (e.g., Hare, 1985; 

Lilienfeld & Andrews, 1996; Patrick, 2010), we develop justification mechanisms and work-related 

conditional reasoning problems designed to assess psychopathic tendencies in organizational settings. 

We then refine our measure based on expert review (Study 1) and factor analysis (Study 2) to ensure 

content adequacy, theoretical relevance, and practicality. In Study 3, we provide initial evidence of the 

temporal stability, construct-related validity (via relationships with established measures of 

psychopathy), and criterion-related validity (via relationships with CWBs) of CRT-WP scores. Study 4 

explores the item- and test-level functioning from an Item Response Theory (IRT) standpoint, 

providing detailed information about the effectiveness of the CRT-WP to measure high levels of 

psychopathy. Study 5 demonstrates the faking-resistant nature of the CRT-WP in contrast to other 

relevant overt measures (dark triad, honesty-humility, integrity) and provides additional evidence of 
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criterion-related validity with both behavioural outcomes (e.g., selfish decisions in a dictator game) and 

self-reports of CWBs and cyber-loafing one year later. Finally, Study 6 provides evidence for the 

incremental validity of CRT-WP scores to predict CWBs beyond self-reported personality measures in 

an organizational sample. Importantly, the CRT-WP is designed as a workplace-contextualized 

measure (thus enhancing its job-relevance) of sub-clinical levels of the personality trait of psychopathy, 

but it is not designed or intended to make clinical assessments or a binary psychopath/non-psychopath 

decision. Instead, it measures levels of a personality trait on a continuum, similar to most common 

personality inventories. Overall, we provide an implicit measure of sub-clinical and workplace-

contextualized psychopathy with scores that are reliable and valid. 

Workplace Psychopathy 

 Babiak (1995) described psychopaths in the workplace as charismatic, influential, and viewed 

positively by most co-workers, but also highly manipulative, coercive, oppressive, and viewed more 

negatively by those who were less “useful” to them. Babiak suggested that these “corporate 

psychopaths” have the same fundamental personality traits as other psychopaths, but lack the easily 

detectable anti-social behaviours commonly associated with criminal psychopaths (e.g., physical 

violence, crime) or use ways to avoid getting caught (e.g., by acting behind office doors).  

 Defining corporate psychopathy is difficult, and researchers are still exploring how and why 

these successful psychopaths differ from the typical criminal psychopaths who often have trouble with 

the law from an early age (Hare, 1985). There are three competing models to explain their differences 

and similarities (Lilienfeld et al., 2015). First, the moderated-expression model states that “successful” 

psychopathy results from some of the core traits and behaviours being mitigated by other factors like 

intelligence or effective parenting. Second, the differential-configuration model posits that successful 

psychopaths possess different or additional traits compared to criminal psychopaths, for instance high 
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conscientiousness and boldness (Lilienfeld et al., 2015). Finally, the differential-severity model states 

that corporate psychopathy is simply a milder expression of clinical psychopathy. While other 

explanations have been provided, for instance using neurobiological differences (Gao & Raine, 2010), 

there is the least, and limited, empirical support for the third model (Lilienfeld et al., 2015), some for 

the first (Blickle & Schütte, 2017; Boddy et al., 2010), and the most for the second (Vergauwe et al., 

2021).  

 Organizations often evaluate employees or applicants using personality tests (e.g., 

conscientiousness, integrity), however, assessing psychopathic personality is rarely considered 

(Mathieu & Babiak, 2016b) despite the potential to help reduce occurrences of abusive supervision, 

unethical decision making, and manipulation. Doing so could help prevent people with psychopathic 

traits from reaching leadership roles or positions of authority over the public (i.e., law enforcement) or 

clients (i.e., health care). It is important to emphasize that psychopathy is not considered a mental 

disorder (e.g., in the DSM-V), but other personality constructs are (e.g., narcissistic or antisocial 

personality disorders). Thus, as we describe in more detail below, while designing the CRT-WP we 

deliberately eliminated dimensions of psychopathy related criminal tendencies or history, which could 

be connected to mental disorders (e.g., antisocial personality) and thus risks of being legally challenged 

(e.g., based on the Americans with Disabilities Act in the United States). As we discuss next, the lack 

of psychopathic personality assessment in hiring is largely because existing measures have various 

practical challenges. 

Existing Psychopathy Measures 

 In Table 1, we summarize the issues with applying existing measures of psychopathic 

personality to organizational settings. For instance, what is considered by most as the best assessment 

of clinical psychopathy, the Psychopathy Checklist-Revised (PCL-R; Hare, 1980), requires a clinical 
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professional performing a multifaceted assessment, which would be (a) too costly for most 

organizations, (b) likely lead to negative reactions from employees or applicants, and/or (c) open 

organizations to legal challenges. The B-Scan 360 (Babiak & Hare, 2012) and the Psychopathy 

Measure – Management Research Version (PM-MRV; Boddy, 2011) require raters familiar with the 

targets’ behaviours and tendencies (e.g., coworkers) to make a valid assessment, which is unpractical in 

hiring contexts, for example. The B-Scan also replicates the same structure as (and strongly correlates 

with) the PCL-R, which could result in similar legal issues.  

Perhaps more importantly, all existing self-report measures are susceptible to impression 

management or faking. These self-report measures include items such as “I sometimes enjoy hurting 

those who care about me”, which can be easily recognized as measuring an undesirable behaviour, and 

thus easily faked (Mathieu & Babiak, 2016b). This problem inherent to face-valid self-report measures 

becomes magnified when psychopathic personality is the focus, as the trait itself is partially defined by 

the ability to lie, deceive, and manipulate (Kelsey, 2016; Kelsey et al., 2015). Psychopathy is positively 

correlated with both intentions to fake and past faking behaviour in hiring contexts too (Fisher et al., 

2018; Roulin & Krings, 2016). There is evidence that faking is an issue for the Self-Report 

Psychopathy scale (SRP; Paulhus et al., 2012), the Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy scale (LSRP; 

Levenson et al., 1995), and the Triarchic Psychopathy Measure (TriPM; Patrick, 2010), three popular 

self-report measures of psychopathy (Kelley et al., 2018; Kelsey, 2016; Kelsey et al., 2015; Rogers et 

al., 2002). The Psychopathic Personality Inventory Revised (PPI-R; Lilienfeld & Andrews, 1996) is the 

only one to include “validity scales” that measure virtuous and deviant responding. Yet, it is still 

vulnerable to some degree of faking (Edens et al., 2001; Kelsey et al., 2015; Kelsey, 2016; Marcus et 

al., 2018). Moreover, although the virtuous responding scale of the PPI-R can in fact detect those who 

are responding in the most positive light (Anderson et al., 2013), explicit faking is different from 
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virtuous responding (for an in-depth explanation, see Burns & Christiansen, 2011). To our knowledge, 

there is no research on the susceptibility to faking of the B-Scan Self (Mathieu & Babiak, 2016b), 

though since it is a workplace version of the SRP, it may prove to be equally susceptible. 

 Self-report measures are still the most commonly used method to assess psychopathy in the 

workplace (Mathieu & Babiak, 2016b; Verschuere et al., 2014), although researchers have argued that 

faking seriously limits their validities (Verschuere et al., 2014), that measures without faking detection 

scales are of questionable utility (Robinson & Rogers, 2015), or perhaps that self-report measures 

should not be used to measure psychopathy at all (Kelsey, 2016; Kelsey et al., 2015). In response, 

several researchers have suggested that implicit measures, like CRTs, could be the most promising 

method for measuring dark personality traits, such as psychopathy, for work-related purposes (O’Boyle 

et al., 2012; Spain et al., 2014; Wu & LeBreton, 2011). Building on these recommendations, we 

describe below the development of an implicit (CRT-based) measure of workplace psychopathy that is 

self-administered (i.e., low-cost and not requiring expert raters), was developed using non-criminal 

samples, and prevents faking even when presented with an incentive.  

Implicit Measurement of Personality through Conditional Reasoning Tests 

A conditional reasoning problem gives a set of logical premises in the context of a scenario, and 

a series of response options for test-takers to select the most logical one. A set of these problems make 

up a CRT, which measures conditional reasoning and logical decision-making. James (1998) 

hypothesized that this CRT format could be used to measure implicit personality. He argued that 

differences in one’s personality are reflected in attitudinal tendencies and biases to favour, adopt, and 

choose certain options in everyday life. For example, consider two individuals having issues 

understanding some of the material on an upcoming test. The first person, high in trait Achievement 

Motivation, is likely to have an implicit tendency to believe that hard work and continued effort pays 
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off, so they continue to study. The second person, low in Achievement Motivation, may implicitly start 

to distance themselves from the importance of the test and doubt their ability to improve, resulting in 

them choosing to give up studying. Thus, if we design conditional reasoning problems that present 

scenarios such as this, with response options that are associated with different attitudinal tendencies 

and biases, we should be able to implicitly measure the personality trait of interest without the 

respondent knowing that this is what is being measured.  

The first step to creating a CRT which implicitly measures personality is to develop a set of 

“justification mechanisms” (JMs; James et al., 2004; Schoen et al., 2021). JMs are descriptions of these 

reasoning processes, tendencies, and biases that are inherent to the personality construct of interest. 

JMs are established by consulting the literature to consider theories, conceptualizations, and previous 

measures of the construct. Although some CRTs have designed JMs to capture newly created purely 

implicit constructs, as we describe in detail below, we used a hybrid approach to build JMs derived 

from established models of psychopathy. Once JMs have been identified, conditional reasoning 

problems that measure those JMs are created. Each CRT problem, or item, measures one or more JM. 

For every conditional reasoning problem there are four possible response options, and the goal is to 

measure levels of the personality trait with an individual’s responses. Essentially, this is achieved by 

implicitly directing respondents to make a dichotomous choice between two meaningful options. Two 

of the four response options are designed to be easily recognized as “incorrect” and illogical solutions 

to the problem, and are thus quickly eliminated by test-takers. The remaining two options are designed 

to be equally logical and “correct” solutions. However, one relies on relevant biases, tendencies and 

beliefs which aligns with high levels of the personality construct of interest, while the other aligns with 

tendencies and beliefs associated with low levels.  
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 When James et al. (2004) originally put forth the CRT-A, they established consistent scale 

reliabilities and correlations with relevant performance measures. For instance, the CRT-A predicts 

various CWBs (Berry et al., 2010; Galić, 2016; Galić et al., 2014). Unlike the self-report measures 

listed earlier, there is ample evidence that CRT-based measures prevent faking through their implicit 

nature. Even when given an incentive, such as being told that results would influence chances of being 

hired, CRTs are still resistant to faking (LeBreton et al., 2007; Wiita et al., 2020). However, this 

requires that the implicit nature remains intact, as research demonstrates that participants can fake if 

told how the test functions beforehand (Bowler et al., 2013; LeBreton et al., 2007; Wiita et al., 2020). 

Development of the CRT-WP 

We used a hybrid approach in the development of the CRT-WP, whereby we followed the 

guidelines from the CRT literature (e.g., James & LeBreton, 2012), but instead of generating JMs to 

capture a new implicit construct (i.e., implicit psychopathy), we relied on established theories and 

models of (explicit) psychopathy to guide our framing of the biases, tendencies, and ways of thinking 

for the implicit side of psychopathic personality. As such, we began with consulting a wealth of 

literature on psychopathy theories and measurement. Over 60 peer-reviewed articles and manuals 

related to the psychopathy measures referenced earlier (i.e., PCL-R, SRP, PPI, LSRP, TriPM) were 

reviewed to ensure that the CRT-WP was not inherently biased toward any particular conceptualization 

of psychopathy. However, we excluded the clinical elements of psychopathy (i.e., particular to the 

PCL-R and SRP) to follow the sub-clinical route (i.e., similar to the theories behind the PPI-R, LSRP, 

and TriPM). This, alongside contextualizing the CRT-WP in strictly workplace-relevant situations, 

makes our implicit measure better-positioned for use in employment settings (Smith & Lilienfeld, 

2013). It also clearly disconnects the CRT-WP content from personality traits related to mental 

disorders (e.g., antisocial personality) and thus offers better legal protection (e.g., against potential 
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claims based on the Americans with Disabilities Act in the United States or similar legislations 

elsewhere). 

Justification Mechanisms 

The JM development process for the CRT-WP was focused on workplace psychopathy, as the 

JMs for criminal psychopathy may be different for some traits (i.e., fearlessness) in different contexts 

(Lilienfeld et al., 2015). We generated six JMs to comprehensively cover the factors from the main 

existing measures of psychopathy: Externalization, Carefree Impulsivity, Social Superiority, 

Fearlessness, Ruthless Self-Interest, and Insensitivity. Table 2 presents the descriptions (i.e., the 

necessary biases in thinking and mental justifications) for the six JMs and highlights how each of them 

covers core traits/factors from established models and (explicit) measures psychopathy (i.e., PPI/PPI-R, 

TriPM, and LSRP). As noted above, it was a methodological and theoretical decision for the JMs to not 

cover factors related to non-job-relevant behaviours (in the PCL-R and SRP) such as “revocation of 

conditional release,” “juvenile delinquency,” and “short-term marital relationships”, since they cover 

content that may be illegal, or at least unethical, to ask employees or applicants. As a result, the CRT-

WP aligns with conceptualizations of psychopathy where criminal or anti-social behaviours are 

considered an outcome, but not part of the construct (like in the PPI-R and TriPM). Some JMs, such as 

social superiority, may be related to other dark triad traits (narcissism and Machiavellianism). This is 

consistent with existing measures of psychopathy that regularly overlap with these two constructs (see 

Table 2), and the three factors of the dark triad are also empirically inter-correlated (O’Boyle et al., 

2012). 

Item Generation 

Item generation followed a similar process to that of the CRTs for Aggression (James et al., 

2004), and Creative Personality (Schoen et al., 2018). In both cases, the authors suggested that CRTs 



DEVELOPING AND VALIDATING THE CRT-WP 13 

should ideally include 18 to 25 items. We thus initially generated twice as many items as desired 

(Hinkin, 1998). We wrote ten items for each of the six JMs, resulting in a total of 60 items. Although 

CRT items often cover more than one JM, and rarely produce clean factors perfectly aligned with the 

JMs (James & LeBreton, 2012), we wrote items specifically centred on one JM and thus one factor 

from established theories/models of psychopathy. All our items were written as work-specific scenarios 

because we intend to capture work-related psychopathic tendencies, but also to enhance face validity 

(i.e., to make it more believable that the CRT-WP is measuring problem-solving ability in the 

workplace and increase respondents’ desires to select the right answer). Below is an example item from 

the CRT-WP, two others are available in Appendix A of the online supplement.  

Firing employees is an essential part of operating an organization. Generally, no employees 

want to be fired. As a result, sometimes when employees are aware that their organization is 

considering firing people, they become very worried and begin to act differently. In these 

desperate times, some people will find ways to make co-workers look bad in order to make 

them a more likely target for the upcoming firings. Many of these co-workers who get targeted 

do in fact get fired as a result. 

What is most true about the co-workers who were fired? 

A) They are the most obnoxious employees in company meetings 

B) They are casualties of a survival-of-the-fittest environment 

C) They benefit from having strong memory skills in this situation 

D) They are being targeted by unfair and dirty tactics 

Recall that respondents are told that this is a conditional reasoning test, so they are truly trying 

to use their best analytical skills to select the correct response option. It is evident that options a and c 

do not serve as a logical response, guiding respondents to the other two choices with equally logical 

responses: a psychopathic option (b) or a non-psychopathic option (d). Selecting the psychopathic 

option is scored +1, the non-psychopathic options -1, and illogical options zero. A total score 

measuring psychopathic tendencies and biases can then be computed (James et al., 2004). We note that 

the complete list of items is not included here, nor in supplementary material. This approach is 



DEVELOPING AND VALIDATING THE CRT-WP 14 

consistent with previously developed CRTs for implicit personality. Indeed, the validity and faking-

resistance of the implicit measure relies on its true nature and content being unknown to the test-takers. 

Thus, making all items public could compromise the CRT-WP’s integrity. However, the authors will 

provide all items and scoring instructions to researchers interested in using the CRT-WP upon request.  

Overview of Studies 

We present six separate studies below. Study 1 involved a panel of subject-matter-experts 

(SMEs) who sorted and reviewed the preliminary 60 items. Study 2 includes an initial data collection 

where the remaining items were given to an online sample, and the factor structure and reliability of the 

measure were assessed. In Study 3, the refined version of the CRT-WP was completed by another 

online sample to examine the psychometric properties of the CRT-WP scores (e.g., construct-related 

validity, test-retest reliability) via two waves of data collection. Study 4 examined the CRT content 

using item response theory analyses with a large sample of actual job seekers. In Study 5, the faking-

resistance of the CRT-WP was assessed by assigning participants to either an honest or simulated 

hiring condition, and then examining how their scores were associated with behavioural measures (e.g., 

selfish decisions) and self-reports (e.g., CWBs) collected at later time points. Finally, in Study 6 we 

show that CRT-WP scores account for incremental variance in CWBs above and beyond self-reported 

personality measures in an organizational context. 

Study 1 – Item and Scale Revision with Subject Matter Experts 

Methods 

Fourteen SMEs participated in this initial review study: 13 graduate students in 

industrial/organizational (n = 8) and forensic (n = 5) psychology programs who were taking courses on 

psychometric assessment and development, and one professional clinical psychologist. Since the CRT-
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WP is meant to measure sub-clinical levels of psychopathic personality, these SMEs were deemed 

appropriate. SMEs were given a paper-and-pencil document that contained the names and descriptions 

of each JM (similar to Table 2), and the list of 60 initially developed CRT-WP items in a randomized 

order. First, SMEs were asked to identify which JM each item was measuring (e.g., Ruthless Self-

Interest). Second, they were also asked to identify which of the four response options represented a 

high/low degree of that JM (e.g., high and low degrees of Ruthless Self-Interest). SMEs were also 

given an example item which demonstrated how to complete the task and could comment on confusing 

wording or difficulties in understanding items and response options. 

The responses of the SMEs were analyzed using percent agreement, and ability to identify the 

correct response options for each item. Any item that did not reach 75% agreement on the identification 

of the JM, as well as both high and low response options, would be either removed from the item list or 

re-worded based on SMEs’ comments, dependent on how many items met the cut-off score for each 

JM (Hinkin, 1998). These guidelines were set beforehand so that there could be an adequate number of 

items for each JM included in the final version. 

Results and Discussion 

Items were classified into three categories based on their percent agreement: (1) items which 

scored above the 75% cut-off percentage on all three aspects the SMEs had to assess (which JM the 

item measured, identifying both the low and high JM responses – a total of 26 items); (2) items which 

scored above the cut-off percentage on the identification of the low and high response options, but 

below the cut-off score on the JM identification (20 items); (3) items that did not reach the percentage 

agreement cut-off for at least one of the low/high response identifications (14 items). For a complete 

breakdown of percent agreement, see Table S1 of the online supplement. Items in the first category 

were kept “as is” and those in the third category were eliminated. Items in the second category were 
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reassessed for confusing wording or whether they were best suited to measure a JM other than the one 

intended. Of the 20 items, 17 were reworked or re-assigned to a different JM and three were eliminated. 

For items that were reworked, this generally involved slight edits to provide more detail in the item 

stem, better align the response options with the intended JM, or ensure the psychopathic and non-

psychopathic options were equally logical. In total, this phase of the development process resulted in 

43 items (6 Externalization, 6 Carefree Impulsivity, 6 Social Superiority, 8 Fearlessness, 9 Ruthless 

Self-Interest, 8 Insensitivity).2 

Study 2 – Exploratory Factor Analysis and Initial Reliabilities 

 Carrying forward the refined list of items from Study 1, in Study 2 we attempted to find a clear 

and interpretable factor structure within the CRT-WP, while also eliminating poorly functioning items 

using exploratory factor analyses (EFAs). This study was thus largely exploratory. 

Method 

Sample  

Participants were recruited using Mechanical Turk (MTurk). MTurk samples are more diverse 

and produce results at least as valid/reliable as undergraduate student samples (Hauser et al., 2019; 

Landers & Behrend, 2015). The study was restricted to MTurk users who had already completed at 

least 100 prior surveys with at least a 90% approval rating (by using Cloud Research and their 

additional paid recruiting resources, as suggested by Hauser et al., 2019), were at least 18 years old, 

and were from the United States or Canada. We obtained 497 complete responses, but 76 respondents 

 
2 Seven of the 10 fearlessness items required re-wording or being moved to another JM (carefree impulsivity). Our initial 

definitions for carefree impulsivity and fearlessness were thus slightly altered based on SMEs’ comments to distinguish the 

two concepts (i.e., spontaneity, lack of long-term planning, and tendency for impulsive decisions vs. preference for high-

risk behaviours and the lack of anxiety or fear experienced in those situations).  
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were removed based on their responses to attention check items (e.g., “I eat concrete daily”). Another 

common gauge of attention used in previous CRT research is the number of illogical response options 

selected by respondents. James et al. (2004) and Schoen et al. (2018) suggest to remove any participant 

who selects at least 25% illogical response options. We followed this guideline and eliminated 25 

participants who selected 11 or more of these options. We note that many of the 76 participants who 

failed the attention checks also endorsed more than 25% of illogical CRT response options, 

highlighting the overlap between the two approaches. Our final sample was 396 (almost 10 participants 

per item ratio), which is satisfactory for EFA (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). 

 Mean age was 37.36 (SD = 10.89). Participants were 60.4% male and 39.4% female, 78.5% 

White, 9.1% Black, 5.1% Hispanic, 4.8% East Asian, 1.0% South Asian, and 1.6% Native/Aboriginal, 

Pacific Islander, or Other. Regarding education, 66.9% reported having at least some college/university 

education, 32.1% were high school graduates, while 1% had less than a high school education. When 

asked about employment, 87.6% of participants reported working at least part-time (62.6% full-time), 

7.1% were unemployed, 2.5% were students, and 1.5% were retired.  

Procedure and Scoring  

The consent form told participants that they were being given the Conditional Reasoning Test 

for Workplace Problems, which measured problem-solving and logical reasoning in relation to 

different work-related problems. The use of passive deception here was necessary, given the implicit 

nature of the CRT-WP. However (here and in all subsequent studies) participants were debriefed about 

the true nature of the test, and the reason for the deception at the end of the study. Participants 

completed the 43 CRT-WP items from Study 1, presented in a randomized order, and a demographic 

questionnaire. For each CRT-WP item, selecting a “psychopathic” or “high JM” response option was 

scored as a +1, either of the two illogical response options as 0, and the “non-psychopathic” or “low 
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JM” response option as -1. CRT-WP scores represent the sum across all items. Previous CRT research 

has used this scoring system, although others have also been used (James & LeBreton, 2012). A short 

measure (IPIP-20; Goldberg, 1999) was included simply to embed the attention check items. Mean 

completion time was 28.78 minutes (SD = 9.73), compensation was USD $3, and participants were 

debriefed on the true nature of the CRT-WP. 

Results 

 Response frequencies for all 43 items can be found in Table S2 of the online supplement. In 

theory, since high levels of psychopathy are less common in the general population (Coid et al., 2009), 

the psychopathic response options should be selected less frequently than the non-psychopathic ones. 

However, any one item does not assess whether someone scores high on psychopathy or not, and some 

JMs (e.g., fearlessness) can be associated with positive outcomes. For instance, one item had 77.5% of 

respondents choose the high JM (psychopathic) response. Additionally, previous research recommends 

that the two illogical options combined should not exceed 5% selection for any item, as this is 

indicative of poor item content (James, 1998; James & McIntyre, 2000). Two items, for which 15.4% 

and 5% of respondents chose the illogical response options, were thus removed. 

 We conducted EFAs with categorical factor indicators in Mplus version 7.4 (Muthén & 

Muthén, 2017). The Geomin rotation method was used with an oblique rotation due to expected 

intercorrelations between factors. Since multiple EFAs were being conducted to determine the best 

factor structure, various indicators were compared including eigenvalues, χ2, CFI, RMSEA, SRMR, 

interpretability, and reliability coefficients. Given the categorical scoring, the Kuder-Richardson-20 

coefficient (KR-20; Kuder & Richardson, 1937) was used to measure reliability as recommended by 

previous CRT research (see James & LeBreton, 2012; LeBreton et al., 2020). 
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 For each round of EFA, we computed indicators of fit for 1-6 factor models. Items were 

considered problematic, and removed, if they did not load strongly on any factor (i.e., factor loadings 

lower than .20; following the guidelines for CRT validation provided by James and LeBreton, 2012) or 

if they forced an additional factor beyond an already theoretically-meaningful structure (e.g., a three-

factor structure with two clearly interpretable factors, but a third factor with seemingly random items). 

Following five iterations of this EFA process, and removal of items which had problematic response 

rates (e.g., high endorsement of illogical options), 22 items remained. EFAs of this final 22-item 

version showed fit indices had levelled off and there were no non-significant factor loadings. Although 

two items showed some cross-loading on both factors, a subsequent EFA without these items 

demonstrated poorer fit and there was no longer a discernable best factor structure. As a result, the 22-

item version was considered the final version. 

 The resulting fit indices for 1- to 6-factor models from this final 22-item EFA are presented in 

Table S3 of the online supplement. Both interpretability and fit indices reaching acceptable thresholds 

support this model as the best structure (e.g., χ2/df = 1.00, CFI = 0.99, SRMR = 0.07). According to χ2 

difference tests, the 3-factor model is superior to the 2-factor model, however it is lacking theoretical 

meaningfulness. The rotated loadings for the 22 items in this final 2-factor structure are presented in 

Table S4 of the online supplement. Total scores were computed for both factors and the overall 22-item 

measure.3 Correlations between CRT-WP overall and factor scores as well as dichotomously-coded 

demographic variables are presented in Table 3, along with means, standard deviations, and reliability 

coefficients. 

 
3 At this stage, twelve additional participants were removed based on choosing six or more illogical responses, as the 25% 

cut-off had changed (from 11 to 6) due to the decreased number of items (from 43 to 22). 
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Discussion 

 The negative values for the means of the final 22-item CRT-WP (M = -8.34, SD = 6.49) and its 

two factors (Ms -5.68 and -2.68, SDs = 3.21 and 4.99, respectively) indicated that most people were 

choosing more non-psychopathic options than psychopathic ones. This was expected given that only 

few people are highly psychopathic. Although most of the factor loadings are lower than the normal .50 

- .70 threshold range (Conway & Huffcutt, 2003), this is expected because of the categorical items and 

EFA approach and typical in CRT research (James & LeBreton, 2012; LeBreton et al., 2020). In 

addition, KR-20 reliabilities for both factors and the overall CRT-WP were high (ranging from .77 to 

.80). 

 Factor 1 covers more individual-oriented psychopathy (one’s own thoughts and behaviours) and 

includes all carefree impulsivity and fearlessness items, along with items from externalization and 

social superiority that focus on one hypothetical character. Factor 2 covers other-oriented psychopathy 

(thoughts and behaviours directed at others) and includes ruthless-self interest and insensitivity items, 

along with externalization and social superiority items that do not have one specific person to focus on, 

but instead provide general scenarios (e.g., talked about how “some employees” or “some people in 

leadership positions” behave toward others). This two-factor structure makes theoretical sense when 

compared with other psychopathy measures described in Table 2. For example, the other-oriented 

psychopathy factor consists of the JMs covered by the primary factor of the LSRP, whereas the 

individual-oriented psychopathy factor covers almost exclusively the elements of the secondary LSRP 

factor. Similarly, the other-oriented factor of the CRT-WP aligns with factor 1 of the PCL-R/SRP, 

which describes psychopaths as remorseless or manipulative. The individual-oriented factor covers 

factor 2 of the PCL-R/SRP, which is focused on chronic instability, social deviance, and impulsive 

decision-making. In comparison to the Triarchic model of psychopathy, the individual-oriented factor 
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of the CRT-WP aligns with disinhibition and boldness, while the other-oriented factor aligns with 

meanness.  

Although we treat this factor structure as providing theoretical support for the content of the 

CRT-WP, consistent with previous CRT research (James & LeBreton, 2012), we recommend using the 

overall composite score. This is because the overall measure is designed to cover one construct (i.e., 

workplace psychopathy), but individual items may cover more than one JM, as mentioned earlier. As a 

result, we will only discuss overall CRT-WP scores from this point onward, although future research 

may want to return to confirm the suggested two-factor structure or explore alternative ones.  

 Study 3 – Two-wave Study with Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Validity Assessment 

 The goal of Study 3 was to further demonstrate the reliability and validity of the new and 

refined version of the CRT-WP. In Wave-1, participants completed the revised 22-item CRT-WP in a 

randomized order. Like in Study 2, the same three attention-check items were embedded within the 

mini-IPIP for wave one, alongside the same demographic questions. One week later (Wave-2), 

participants were invited back to complete the CRT-WP again, as well as two overt self-report 

measures of psychopathy (i.e., the TriPM and SRP-III), a self-report of CWBs, and a measure of 

socially-desirable responding. Confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were conducted on Wave-1 of 

CRT-WP data using Mplus version 7.4.  

 Correlating scores from Wave-1 and Wave-2 provides an estimate of test-retest reliability for 

the CRT-WP. Previous CRTs in the literature have demonstrated good test-retest reliability in multiple 

studies, with values ranging from .74 to .87 (James et al., 2004, James et al., 2005; Schoen et al., 2018). 

Therefore, scores on the CRT-WP from the two waves should be positively related, with a value in the 

range of those reported in past CRT validation efforts.  
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Hypothesis 1: Participants’ CRT-WP scores from Wave-1 and Wave-2 will be positively 

correlated, demonstrating test-retest reliability. 

 Additionally, scores on an implicit/covert CRT and overt self-report measures of the same 

construct should be significantly but not strongly correlated (James et al., 2004, James et al., 2005; 

Schoen et al., 2018), with correlations typically around .30 or lower (James & LeBreton, 2012; 

LeBreton et al., 2020). For instance, James and LeBreton (2012) correlations ranging from .14 to .23 

between the CRT-A and self-reports of aggression, whereas Schoen et al. (2018) reported 

correlations.18 to .33. for CRT-CP and self-reports of creativity. In theory, this occurs due to overt and 

covert measures assessing different dimensions or components of the same construct (Bing et al., 

2007). To reduce common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003), CRT-WP scores from Wave-1were 

correlated with Wave-2 overt measures.  

Hypothesis 2: CRT-WP scores and (a) SRP-III and (b) TriPM scores will be positively 

correlated. 

 Existing implicit CRTs have predicted relevant outcomes for the construct assessed, such as 

aggressive behaviours or CWBs (James et al., 2005; James & LeBreton, 2012). Although the current 

study does not have an objective measure of psychopathic behaviours at work, self-reported 

perpetration of CWBs was used as a proxy. The positive relationship between psychopathy and 

increased CWBs was discussed above, and is well-documented in the literature (Boddy, 2011; Scherer 

et al., 2013). Therefore, it is expected that participants’ scores on the CRT-WP will be significantly 

associated with self-reported CWBs.  

 Hypothesis 3: CRT-WP scores will be positively correlated with self-reported CWBs. 
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 Finally, the hallmark of the CRT-WP is that it is implicit and covert, which should prevent 

respondents from engaging in impression management or faking to artificially reduce their scores. As a 

result, CRT-WP scores should be unrelated to socially desirable responding while the overt measures 

should be significantly related to it.  

Hypothesis 4: CRT-WP scores will not be correlated with socially desirable responding, while 

the SRP-III and TriPM will be. 

Methods 

Sample  

For Wave-1, data were collected from 301 MTurk users who did not complete Study 2. The 

same recruitment/screening criteria were applied. Sample size was decided based on recommendations 

for CFA analyses (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006), accounting for the expected removal of some 

participants. Based on responses to attention check items, 37 respondents were removed. Thirteen more 

participants were removed based on having selected six or more illogical responses, resulting in a final 

sample of 251 participants for Wave-1. 

 The sample was 58.2% male, 40.2% female, and 1.6% identifying as “Other.” Mean age was 

36.71 (SD = 10.46). Most participants were White (77.7%), with 8.4% Black, 4.8% Latino, 4% East 

Asian, 1.2% South Asian, and 4% combined Middle Eastern, Native/Aboriginal, Pacific Islander, or 

“Other.” Regarding education, 68.9% reported having at least some college/university education, while 

31.1% reported being a high school graduate. The sample was 88.4% employed (68.5% full-time), 

5.2% unemployed, 4% students, 1.6% retired, and 0.8% “Other.” Mean completion time for was 25.83 

minutes (SD = 10.48). Given that Wave-1 only consisted of the CRT-WP and demographics, along 
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with consent and debriefing forms, it is estimated that mean completion time for the CRT-WP 

specifically is approximately 18-19 minutes. 

 One week later, 208 (81.89%) participants returned for Wave-2. Using the same criteria as 

before, four participants were removed based on attention check items and six participants were 

removed due to selecting six or more illogical responses on the CRT-WP. Thus, 198 participants made 

up the final sample for Wave-2. There was no significant difference in Wave-1 CRT-WP scores 

between participants who returned vs. did not, t (248) = 0.17, d  = 0.03 (see Table S5 for details). 

Measures 

 CRT-WP. The 22-item version of the CRT-WP following Study 2 was used. The measure 

continued to be scored in the same +1, 0, and -1 format, and we computed an overall 22-item score. For 

both waves, item order was randomized. Reliability coefficients are reported in Table 4. 

 Self-reported Psychopathy. First, participants were asked to complete the Self-Report 

Psychopathy scale (SRP-III; Paulhus et al., 2012). We used a 34-item version (Mahmut et al., 2011), 

with a 5-point Likert-scale response format ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). 

This version has previously demonstrated good reliability and validity in a community, non-clinical 

sample. It covers the four sub-scales: callous affect, erratic lifestyle, interpersonal manipulation, and 

criminal tendencies. An example item is “I sometimes enjoy hurting the people who care for me” 

(callous affect). The criminal tendencies sub-scale was not included in the composite score for the SRP 

because it assessed an aspect of psychopathy that was purposefully not covered by the CRT-WP. 

 The second measure of self-report psychopathy was the brief version of the Triarchic 

Psychopathy Measure (TriPM; Patrick, 2010), which consists of 58 items measuring the three factors of 

boldness, meanness, and disinhibition. Participants respond using a scale of 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 
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(Strongly Agree). An example item is “I sometimes insult people on purpose to get a reaction from 

them” (meanness). Both reliability and validity for the brief TriPM have been established (Patrick, 

2010). Both an overall composite score and individual factor scores were calculated. 

 Counterproductive Work Behaviours. CWBs were measured by the Counterproductive Work 

Behaviour Checklist (CWB-C; Spector et al., 2006). It is a 33-item measure which consists of five 

subscales: abuse, production deviance, sabotage, theft, and withdrawal. Participants indicate how often 

they engage in each CWB on a scale from 1 (Never) to 5 (Daily or Almost Daily). An example item is 

“Blamed someone at work for an error you made” (abuse). Respondents were instructed to answer with 

respect to their current job or (e.g., for unemployed MTurk users) their last job if they did not currently 

have one. Total composite scores and individual factor scores were calculated. 

 Socially Desirable Responding. We used the 8-item impression management factor of the 

Balanced Inventory for Desirable Responding (BIDR-16; Hart et al., 2015), which measures deliberate 

false presentation. This short version of the BIDR has scale properties similar to the original version 

and is scored in the same manner (Hart et al., 2015). Respondents rate each item on a 7-point scale 

from 1 (Not True) to 7 (Very True), and we used a continuous scoring as recommended by Hart et al. 

An example is “When I hear people talking privately, I avoid listening”. 

Results 

Wave-1  

The frequency of response selections for each item was similar to that of Study 2, with no item 

having a meaningfully different distribution. We compared a series of theoretically-meaningful models 

using CFA in Mplus: A 1-factor model, the 2-factor model found in Study 2, a 3-factor model which 

attempted to mimic the Triarchic conceptualization of psychopathy; a 6-factor model aligned with our 
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six JMs; and a final model with a 2nd order structure (one first-order factor for each JM and one 

overarching “psychopathy” factor)4. The fit indices for these five models are presented in Table S6 of 

the online supplement. All models showed good fit, including the 1-factor and 2-factor models. 

Wave-2  

The means, standard deviations, reliability coefficients, and inter-correlations for all Wave-1/2 

variables are presented in Table 4. The KR-20 reliability coefficients for the CRT-WP was larger in 

Wave-2 than in Wave-1 (or Study 2), indicating good internal consistency. Supporting Hypothesis 1, 

the correlation between CRT-WP scores from Wave 1 and Wave 2 (r = .72) demonstrated acceptable 

temporal stability (or test-retest reliability).  

As expected, CRT-WP scores from Wave-1 had significant weak positive correlations with both 

the SRP-III (r = .31, p < .001) and the TriPM (r = .18, p = .01), supporting both Hypotheses 2a and 2b. 

We examined whether CRT-WP scores from Wave-1 predicted CWB scores from wave two. The 

correlation was significant (r = .18, p = .01), supporting Hypothesis 3. 

Finally, overall CRT-WP scores from Wave-1 or Wave-2 were not significantly correlated with 

impression management (rs = -.10 and -.11), whereas overt measures of psychopathy were (i.e., r = -.40 

for the SRP-III, r = -.34 for the TriPM), supporting Hypothesis 4.5  

Additional unplanned analyses were performed to explore the so-called “channeling 

hypothesis” (Bing et al., 2007). According to this hypothesis, and integrative models of personality, 

explicit/overt and implicit/covert measures assess different elements of the same construct. Similar to 

 
4 At the request of an anonymous reviewer, we also tested a bifactor model with the two factors from the 2-factor model and 

one general psychopathy factor. The fit for this model was worse (e.g., RMSEA = .03, CFI = .82) than other models. 
5 All the relationships between Wave-1 CRT-WP scores and Wave-2 variables (i.e., CRT-WP, SRP, TriPM, CWB) were 

also replicated using a full-information maximum likelihood (FIML) model and results were identical to those using data 

from returning participants only (see Table S7 in our online supplement). 
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how an iceberg has a visible portion above the surface, and a hidden portion below the surface, explicit 

personality is overt and self-reportable, whereas implicit personality is unobservable by conscious 

thought and only appears in tendencies, biases, and so on. Thus, to get a complete picture of the entire 

construct (i.e., the whole iceberg) both observable and implicit portions should be considered. As such, 

we explored whether adding the interaction between the overt (SRP-III or TriPM) and implicit (CRT-

WP) measures of psychopathy would explain additional variance in CWBs beyond the main effects of 

these predictors alone. In both cases, the interaction term was significant. That is, interactions between 

the SRP-III and CRT-WP (∆F = 10.17, p < .01, ∆R2 = .03, ß = .68), and the TriPM and the CRT-WP 

(∆F = 3.90, p = .05, ∆R2 = .01, ß = .73), were both helpful in predicting CWBs beyond the two pairs of 

measures alone (see Table S8 and Figure S1 of the online supplement). 

Although Study 3 was not designed to test incremental validity, we also explored whether the 

CRT-WP scores provided incremental prediction of CWBs above and beyond the SRP or the TriPM 

scores, using regression analyses. In both cases, the CRT-WP was not a significant predictor when the 

SRP (β = .02, p = .76) or the TriPM (β = .49, p < .001) were entered first in the regression. 

Discussion 

 The results of this third study provide further evidence for the reliability and factor-structure, 

and preliminary evidence for the validity of the CRT-WP. Estimates of internal consistency were high, 

and Wave-1 and Wave-2 scores indicated acceptable test-retest reliability. In line with previous 

literature showing weak but significant relationships between CRTs and overt measures of the same 

constructs (James et al., 2004; Schoen et al., 2018), the CRT-WP was weakly, yet significantly, 

correlated with both the SRP-III and the TriPM. These correlations fell within the hypothesized range 

for implicit measures, providing support for that the CRT-WP as a measure of psychopathy. Indeed, 

although overt self-report measures of the same construct should correlate highly, covert and overt 
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measures assess the construct differently and thus produce weaker intercorrelations (e.g., Bing et al., 

2007). In addition, our implicit measure was workplace-specific, whereas other measures were not. 

CRT-WP scores being unrelated to impression management also provides initial evidence that the 

measure is working covertly as intended. In contrast, scores on the overt self-report measures of 

psychopathy were moderately to strongly correlated with impression management. Taken together, 

these findings highlight the potential value of the CRT-WP to both the psychopathy literature and its 

assessment in practice. 

 CRT-WP scores from Wave-1 were significantly related to CWB scores. Although the 

correlation is relatively weak in magnitude (r = .18), a meta-analysis reported an uncorrected 

correlation of r = .06 between (overt) psychopathy and CWBs (O’Boyle et al., 2012), suggesting that 

this correlation can be viewed favourably. In addition, CWBs were also self-reported in an overt 

manner, and our findings show that they were also susceptible to impression management (r = -.46, p < 

.001), suggesting that some participants may have under-reported their CWBs. Because timing of 

measurement, item characteristics, and social desirability are important sources of common method 

variance bias (e.g., Podsakoff et al., 2003), it partly explains why measures of psychopathy (i.e., SRP, 

TriPM) that were, measured concurrently, overt, explicit, self-reported, and also prone to impression 

management were more strongly related to self-reported CWBs than the CRT-WP.6 This might also 

explain why CRT-WP scores did not provide incremental prediction of CWBs beyond SRP or TriPM 

scores. Yet, we acknowledge that the correlations between the CRT-WP and CWBs scores should 

ideally have been higher, relative to those for self-reports of psychopathy. Similarly, CRT-WP scores 

should ideally provide incremental validity over self-report measures of psychopathy or dark 

 
6 Following Lindell and Whitney’s (2001) method-variance marker approach, we computed partial correlations between the 

SRP, Tri-PM, or the CRT-WP (at T1 and T2) and CWBs, controlling for BIDR-IM. In support of our argument, when 

compared to raw correlations, corrected ones were substantially reduced for the SRP (from .49 to .37) and the TriPM (from 

.51 to .42), while the reduction is slightly smaller for the CRT-WP (.18 to .15 for T1, .14 to .10 for T2).   
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personality. This is why we continued to explore CWB as a key outcome (see Studies 5 and 6). Future 

studies could also include an objective measure of CWBs to assess predictive validity (e.g., recorded 

reports of counterproductive or deviant behaviors). 

Lastly, there was a consistent negative correlation between all three psychopathy measures and 

age. These correlations are likely evidence of the steady decline of “negative” personality traits, 

including psychopathy, with age (Olver & Wong, 2015). Our correlations can be viewed as further 

evidence that all three measures are capturing the same construct. Importantly, the CRT-WP was not 

correlated with any other demographic variable, while the SRP-III and TriPM were both significantly 

correlated with participant sex, with men scoring higher in psychopathy. One explanation is that men 

truly do score higher on psychopathy (Coid et al., 2009), but the CRT-WP fails to capture this 

tendency. Alternatively, research suggests that the existing conceptualizations of psychopathy 

(especially the PCL-R and SRP-III) could be biased toward measuring traits and tendencies more 

common among male psychopaths (Forouzan & Cooke, 2005). Since the PCL-R and SRP frameworks 

were primarily developed with male samples, past research has suggested that these measures do not 

cover the female-specific psychopathic traits and tendencies. Women high in psychopathy are likely to 

have the same underlying personality as it relates to psychopathy, but how it is expressed through 

behaviour is different (for a review, see Nicholls & Petrila, 2005). The lack of correlation with 

participant sex would suggest that the CRT-WP may be a more sex-neutral measure of psychopathic 

tendencies which can measure both expressions equally. 

Study 4 – Item Response Theory (IRT) Analysis of CRT-WP Items 

Both DeSimone and James (2015) and Smith et al. (2020) underline the importance of 

conducting Item Response Theory (IRT) analyses as the final step in developing, refining, and 

validating items of implicit CRTs. IRT refers to a set of processes and models which can be used to 
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understand psychological measures (Embretson & Reise, 2000). Classical test theory assumes that test 

items make up a larger scale which measures a particular construct equally well regardless of the level 

of that construct. IRT focuses on scores for each individual item, is not concerned with “overall” 

scores, and instead assesses how accurate each item is at measuring the latent construct, or Theta (θ), at 

all levels of that construct (Embretson & Reise, 2000). Therefore, it is important to link CRT items 

(and indirectly the overall scale) to the underlying latent construct (e.g., psychopathy) using IRT to 

supplement traditional analyses. Moreover, IRT informs us about whether items are better at measuring 

low or high levels of the trait, and how well each item can discriminate those levels.  

As participants complete an implicit measure of personality, they believe the test is assessing 

their logical reasoning ability. The response options are designed so that respondents are unknowingly 

restricted to two equally correct options, and thus which one they choose (or their best “guess” between 

the two) is guided by their implicit biases or tendencies. For these reasons, 2-PL models have been 

used in previous IRT research using implicit CRTs (DeSimone & James, 2015; Galić et al., 2014; 

Theriault, 2019). The fit of different models can be compared using traditional fit indices like BIC and 

-2 loglikelihood ratio. We thus compare 1-PL, 2-PL, and 3-PL models, and predict that:  

Hypothesis 4: The CRT-WP will demonstrate better fit to the 2-PL IRT model when compared 

to the 1-PL or 3-PL models. 

Recall that justification mechanisms (JMs) describe the implicit biases, tendencies, and 

inclinations of an underlying personality trait. CRT items are written based on those JMs. However, 

individuals high on the trait or construct may not necessarily possess high levels of all JMs, and 

multiple JMs often guide thinking or behaviour in any given situation. Therefore, people higher in 

psychopathic personality should choose the psychopathic (i.e., “correct”) option more often and CRT-

WP items should show a positive relationship between the latent trait (θ) and discrimination 
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parameters. DeSimone and James (2015) found that this was true for 21 of the 22 CRT-A items. We 

thus predict:  

Hypothesis 5: There will be a positive relationship between estimates of latent psychopathy and 

discrimination parameters for each CRT-WP item. 

Finally, the Item Characteristic Curves (ICCs) resulting from IRT analyses illustrate how each 

CRT-WP item functions, how much information it provides (through the difficulty and discrimination 

parameters), and how well it contributes to the overall measurement. Smith et al. (2020) noted that 

ICCs help understand which items work well, while flagging poorly functioning items due to a lack of 

discrimination or a “difficulty” level that is too low or high. ICCs could then be used to further refine 

the CRT-WP by identifying items in need of additional analyses and consideration. 

Research Question 1: Do the ICCs show adequate difficulty or discrimination levels for the 

CRT-WP items? 

Methods 

Sample  

Data were collected between March 2022 and August 2023 from potential job applicants 

interested in learning more about the selection process of a branch of the Canadian federal government. 

Potential job applicants could complete a practice cognitive ability test on the organization’s website 

and were invited to complete the CRT-WP as well for research purposes. A total of 26,489 surveys 

were started, with 8,583 choosing to complete the optional CRT-WP portion, resulting in 6,746 

potential applicants with usable responses (based on attentiveness, completion, and the number of 

illogical responses on CRT-WP items). Participants were 58.0% male with a mean age of 28.07 (SD = 

9.60). Participants identified as 50.5% White/Caucasian, 25.4% Visible Minorities, 4.8% Indigenous 
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persons, and 2.1% identified as a person with a disability. The highest level of education completed 

was high school for 46.5%, community/professional college for 19.6%, while 31.0% had completed at 

least some university. 

Measures 

 CRT-WP. The same 22-item version of the CRT-WP following Study 3 was used. The measure 

was scored using the same format, and we computed an overall 22-item score. 

Results & Discussion 

All IRT analyses were conducted using IRTPRO version 6.0 for Windows. Hypothesis 4 was 

tested by running 1-PL, 2-PL, and 3-PL IRT models for the CRT-WP items, and comparing fit indices 

(e.g., χ2 difference, BIC). Consistent with Hypothesis 4, the 2-PL model showed superior fit indices to 

the 1-PL(Δχ2 (21) = 642.1, p < .001) and the 3-PL model (Δχ2 (21) = 90.4, p < .001) 7. This result also 

aligns with previous research examining the CRT-A with IRT (DeSimone & James, 2015; Galić et al., 

2014; Theriault, 2019)8. This supports that the guessing parameter is not incrementally relevant to 

measuring the underlying trait (e.g., psychopathy) because test-takers are being guided by implicit 

biases and tendencies when selecting the (psychopathic or non-psychopathic) option. Further analysis 

of the 2-PL model suggested that four (of the 22) items had poor fit according to S-X2 statistics (see 

Table S9 of Online Supplement). However, exploring the frequency tables of these items and 

comparing them to the rest of the scale did not reveal any discernable differences in response frequency 

or patterns.  

 
7 We also explored a 2-dimensional IRT model based on the 2-factor model of Study 2. This 2-dimensional model did fit the 

data better than the unidimensional 2-PL model (Δχ2 (21) = 84.6, p < .001), but the difference was not appreciable, similar 

to DeSimone and James (2015). Since CRTs are scored unidimensionally, the 2-PL model was retained. 
8 In response to a helpful suggestion from an anonymous reviewer, we also conducted all IRT analyses using the Nominal 

Response Model. While the fit was much worse compared to the unidimensional models (similar to DeSimone & James, 

2015), these analyses did reveal that six items included an illogical response option with a probability of selection that 

significantly increased (to over 10-20% likelihood) at higher levels of Theta. Future work could re-phrase these six illogical 

response options to make them even less logical, ideally decreasing the expected response frequency. 
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Hypothesis 5 was tested by analyzing the relationship between θ (latent psychopathy) and 

discrimination for each CRT-WP item using the best-fitting model (i.e., 2PL) and examining the ICCs. 

Supporting Hypothesis 5, all discrimination parameters were positive, indicating that endorsing the 

psychopathic option for each item did in fact relate to higher levels of the same underlying trait. 

Discrimination parameters ranged from 0.30 to 1.33, with an average of 0.70. The items with lower 

discrimination values are less able to differentiate between levels of the underlying trait, and thus 

provide less information.   

 For RQ1, 17 of 22 item ICCs displayed the point of median probability between +1 and +3 

levels of theta, with one item at +0.75 and the other three at +3.87 or higher. This means that for a test-

taker to select the psychopathic option, they need to be on the higher end of trait psychopathy. This is 

consistent with the CRT-WP’s goal to identify and screen the individuals with higher-levels of 

workplace psychopathic personality, while being less concerned with whether someone is “extremely 

low” or “very low” on the trait. Accordingly, the total information curve peaks at +1.8 levels of Theta, 

and individual information curves show that most items are contributing significant information to the 

overall measurement. These difficulty and discrimination parameters can be found in Table S9, and the 

ICC and information curves in Figure S2-4, of the Online Supplement.  

 Overall, our IRT analyses of the CRT-WP was conducted in line with the recommendation of 

Smith et al. (2020) and following previous implicit personality research (i.e., with the CRT-A). In 

general, the results dictate that (1) guessing is not an important parameter in why participants select 

either the psychopathic or non-psychopathic option, suggesting that responses rather capture biases and 

underlying personality; (2) all items are measuring the same underlying trait; and (3) both individual 

items and the overall CRT-WP are best at identifying and measuring high levels of that trait (i.e., high 

psychopathy). Not all items were perfect in terms of fit, discrimination, or the information provided, 
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but most items met the standards in all three of those areas. Only one item showed poor performance in 

both fit and information provided, so future validation efforts may explore removal of this item for 

parsimony. Compared to previous IRT research with the CRT-A (DeSimone & James, 2015), the 

performance of CRT-WP items in this study were satisfactory and contribute to further evidence that 

the implicit measure is generally functioning as intended. 

Study 5 – Three-wave Study on Faking-Resistance and Criterion-Related Validity 

The objective of this fifth study was to assess the faking-resistant nature of the CRT-WP in a 

simulated hiring scenario, while also providing additional evidence for criterion-related validity by 

using behavioural and time-separated outcomes.  

A key benefit of CRTs is their resistance to impression management or faking because of their 

implicit and covert nature. It is thus important to demonstrate faking-resistance for the CRT-WP. We 

therefore compare CRT-WP scores between test-takers instructed to remain completely honest vs. to 

imagine completing the measures as part of a hiring process for an attractive job. As noted earlier, overt 

self-report measures of psychopathy (and personality in general) are susceptible to faking and 

impression management (Kelsey, 2016; Mathieu & Babiak, 2016a), and people high in psychopathy are 

more likely to fake in hiring contexts (Roulin & Krings, 2016). However, research contends that 

implicit measures like CRTs prevent faking even when participants are provided with an incentive 

(LeBreton et al., 2007; Wiita et al., 2020). Thus, it is hypothesized that participants will be able to fake 

overt personality measures, but not the implicit CRT-WP, in a simulated hiring scenario.  

Hypothesis 6: Scores in a simulated hiring (vs. honest) context will be significantly different (in 

favourable directions) for all overt personality measures, but not for the CRT-WP. 
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Impulsivity and selfish behaviour are two facets central to conceptualizations of psychopathy 

(e.g., Hare, 1985; Lilienfeld & Andrews, 1996), and are reflected in the JMs at the core of CRT-WP 

(see Table 2). Additionally, resulting from tendencies of disinhibition and self-interest, cheating 

behaviours have been related to psychopathic personality in many studies (e.g., Ljubin-Golub et al., 

2020). The CRT-WP should thus be associated with impulsivity, cheating, and selfish behaviour.  

Hypothesis 7: CRT-WP scores will be positively correlated with behavioural indicators of (a) 

impulsivity, (b) cheating, and (c) selfish behaviour. 

Finally, as mentioned above (Study 3), the relationship between high levels of psychopathy and 

increased perpetration of CWBs is well-documented in the literature (Boddy, 2011; Scherer et al., 

2013). Further, recent research has identified that psychopathy is especially predictive of deviant online 

behaviours such as cyberloafing, even more so than other dark traits (Moor & Anderson, 2019). 

Therefore, it is expected that:  

Hypotheses 8: CRT-WP scores will be positively correlated with (a) CWBs and (b) 

cyberloafing. 

Method 

Sample  

We collected complete data from 249 Prolific users living in the United Kingdom and Ireland. 

We screened participants to have management experience, be 18 years old, fluent in English, and be 

willing to complete studies involving deception. One participant failed to meet these criteria, and only 

six participants failed any attention-check items or chose illogical responses on 25% or more of the 

CRT-WP items, leaving 243 participants. An extra 24 participants failed an additional screening check 
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at the end of the survey by responding “No” to a question confirming management experience. Thus, 

the final sample for Wave-1 was N = 219. Mean completion time was 27.03 minutes (SD = 10.58). 

 Overall, participants were 53% female, 90% Caucasian, 59.9% university-educated, and 85.9% 

employed (65.8% full-time), with a mean age of 38.49 years (SD = 10.78). When participants were 

invited back two weeks later, 192 participants (87.67%) returned to complete Wave-2. And, 155 

participants (70.77%) returned to complete Wave-3 one year later.9 Participants were compensated with 

£4.50 for completing Wave-1, £1.00 base compensation for Wave-2 with the potential to earn up to 

£4.85 more depending on their performance on the tasks and games, and £1.00 for completing Wave-3. 

Sample attrition was random and unrelated to demographic characteristics (except age) and, most 

importantly, CRT-WP scores, t(217) = 0.51, d = 0.11, p = .61 for Wave 2 and t(217) = 0.08, d = 0.01, p 

= .94 for Wave 3 (see Table S10 of the Supplement for details). 

Procedure & Design  

In Wave-1, participants were randomly assigned to either an honest or a simulated-hiring 

condition. Those in the honest condition were told to remain as honest as possible while responding to 

a series of assessments/measures. Those in the simulated-hiring condition were told to imagine they 

were completing the measures as part of the hiring process for a very attractive, well-paying job. Such 

experimental conditions and instructions are typical to personality faking research (Viswesvaran & 

Ones, 1999).10 Participants completed the CRT-WP, overt measures of personality (with three 

attention-check items embedded), and demographic questions.  

 
9 We also conducted analyses with only the N = 116 individuals who reported being still employed at the time of the Wave 3 

data collection (during the Covid-19 pandemic), but results were equivalent to those with N = 155.  
10 Analyses of a manipulation check item confirmed that the manipulation worked: In the honest condition, 99.1% of 

participants responded with “Strongly Agree” when asked if they completed the measures as honestly as possible. Similarly, 

98.3% of participants in the simulated hiring condition responded they either “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” that they 

completed the measures as seriously as they would if they were applying for a real job. 
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Participants who successfully completed Wave-1 were eligible to take part in Wave-2 two 

weeks later. It included three behavioral tasks designed to measure impulsivity, cheating, and selfish 

decision-making (see Measures below) and a debriefing form informing them about the true nature of 

the study. One year later, Wave-3 included measures of CWBs and cyberloafing, and a debriefing. 

Measures 

 CRT-WP. The same 22-item version of the CRT-WP was used here, with the same instructions 

and scoring as previous studies. 

 HEXACO. The HEXACO-60 (Ashton & Lee, 2009) includes the traditional “Big Five” 

personality traits (emotional stability, extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness) 

plus honesty-humility, which is conceptually and empirically related to psychopathy (Lee & Ashton, 

2005). The 60 items measure the six factors listed above (10 items each), and participants respond on a 

scale of 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). An example item is “I would never accept a bribe, 

even if it were large” (honesty-humility).  

 Dark Triad. The Short Dark Triad (SD3; Jones & Paulhus, 2011) is a 27-item measure with 

three factors: Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy (9 items each). It was chosen because 

two widely-used self-report measures of psychopathy were used in Study 3, but it was not yet known 

how the CRT-WP would relate to other “dark” personality traits. Participants indicate the extent to 

which they agree with each item on a scale of 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). An example 

is “Make sure your plans benefit yourself, not others” (Machiavellianism). Two items of the SD3 

psychopathy factor were considered irrelevant to workplace psychopathy (“I enjoy having sex with 

people I hardly know” and “I have never gotten into trouble with the law”) and removed to accurately 

assess convergent validity. 
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 Integrity. The TSD-Integrity (Catano et al., 2018) is a 10-item overt self-report measure of 

integrous personality. The 10 items are taken from other big five traits but deemed the most critical to 

the conceptualization of someone who has high integrity. Participants indicate the extent to which each 

statement or adjective is characteristic of themselves on a 7-point Likert scale from 1 (extremely 

uncharacteristic) to 7 (extremely characteristic). An example item is “I always have a place for 

everything and everything in its place” (conscientiousness). 

 Impulsivity. The Balloon Analogue Risk Task (BART; Lejuez et al., 2002) is an interactive 

task that measures impulsivity and risk-taking behaviours in adolescents (Aklin et al., 2005; 

MacPherson et al., 2010). Participants are presented with an opportunity to earn money by pumping up 

a series of virtual balloons (i.e., each click on an “inflate balloon” button adds money to a running total, 

which they can “bank” when they want). Importantly, there is a randomized point of explosion for each 

balloon: the balloon will explode if the participant chooses to inflate beyond this point, and they lose 

any unbanked money. It is recommended that participants are presented with anywhere between 10 and 

30 balloons, or trials (Wallsten et al., 2005). BART was embedded within a Qualtrics survey using 

JavaScript (a screenshot can be seen in Figure S5 of the online supplement). A group of graduate 

students pilot-tested the functionality of this version across different devices and web browsers. Before 

starting the BART, participants were presented with the same screenshot as Figure S5 and were given 

detailed instructions about the rules and guidelines for the task. They completed 10 trials (10 balloons), 

each balloon inflation was set at £0.01 GBP, with the maximum breaking point of each balloon set at 

32 inflations, which was the medium breakpoint established in the original BART research (Lejuez et 

al., 2002). BART outcomes include the total amount of money earned, number of balloons exploded, 

and the average number of inflations per balloon. 
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 Cheating. The number matrix task presented by Wiltermuth (2011) was used as a measure of 

cheating. Participants were presented with ten matrices (12 numbers in each) and asked to find the two 

numbers in each matrix which added up to 10.00 exactly (see examples in Figure S6 of the online 

supplement). They were told to simply click the “Solved” box below each matrix to indicate that they 

had solved it (they did not need to specifically identify the two numbers). However, only five matrices 

actually had a correct solution, but the other five were unsolvable. Thus, participants should be under 

the impression that the researcher would not be able to verify their answers, signalling an opportunity 

to cheat. Participants were given 5 minutes to complete as many matrices (presented in a randomized 

order) as possible, and were paid £0.10 GBP for each matrix they reported solving. Cheating 

behaviours was based on how many unsolvable matrices participants indicated solving (of the ones 

they attempted). 

 Selfish Decision-making. A revised version of the traditional dictator game was used to assess 

selfish decision-making. We adapted the task so that participants are not actually paired with another 

participant, but are told that they are in order to induce the dilemma of allocating a reward between 

themselves and another person. First, participants were told that they were randomly paired with 

another participant in the study using their Prolific IDs, and that their pair had earned extra 

compensation based on their performance on the previous tasks. When advancing from this page, a 

fake “loading” icon was displayed for 2.5 seconds to give participants the impression that pairing and 

calculation were taking place, before automatically advancing to the next page. Thus, every participant 

was then told that they were randomly assigned the role of “The Decider”, which allowed them to 

decide how much of the compensation they gave themselves and their hypothetical partner. The 

structure of the response options was taken from Brosig-Koch et al. (2017), where there are 11 payment 

options (i.e., an 11-point scale) for the participant to select, ranging from a very self-interested choice 
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(£0.75 GBP for them and £0 for their partner) to least self-interested choice (£0.25/£1.00, respectively). 

Each consecutive option offers a decrease of £0.05 for the participant but an increase of £0.10 for their 

partner, so that the total sum of money increases (from £0.75 to £1.25) as the participants themselves 

receive less (£0.75 to £0.25), giving some incentive to choose the options on the upper end of the scale. 

Counterproductive Work Behaviours. CWBs were measured by the CWB-C (Spector et al., 

2006) similar to Study 3, with the same instructions.  

Cyberloafing. An adapted version of the scale by Akbulut et al. (2016) was used to measure 

cyberloafing, which is defined as using the internet for non-work activities during work hours. This 

version used in the current study contained 4 factors (sharing, shopping, accessing online content, and 

online gaming/gambling) and 25 items overall. We decided to exclude the real-time updating factor 

because it focuses on Twitter specifically and would thus be irrelevant to participants without Twitter. 

Participants responded to each item based on how often they engaged in that behaviour during work 

hours on a 5-point scale from 1 (Never) to 5 (Every day or Almost Everyday). An example item is “I 

post status updates on social networks” (sharing). 

Results 

 We used independent samples t-tests to test Hypothesis 6, which predicted that faking would be 

possible for all overt measures of personality but not the CRT-WP, by comparing whether the means 

were different between the honest and the simulated-hiring conditions. Results are presented in Table 5. 

As hypothesized, there were significant differences between the two conditions for all overt personality 

measures (ds ranging from |0.30| to |0.73|). Participants were able to “fake good” in the hiring condition 

and obtained significantly higher mean scores for openness, conscientiousness, agreeableness, 

extraversion, honesty-humility, integrity, and narcissism, but significantly lower scores for 

emotionality, Machiavellianism, and psychopathy. However, also as hypothesized, there were no 
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significant differences between the honest and simulated hiring conditions for the implicit CRT-WP (d 

= 0.07). These results suggest that participants were unable to fake on the CRT-WP, likely because 

they were unaware of what it was measuring.  

 Descriptive statistics, reliability coefficients, and intercorrelations for the CRT-WP and all 

outcome variables are presented in Table 6.11 The internal consistency of the CRT-WP was consistent 

with previous studies (KR-20 = .82). None of the BART outcomes (money won, number of balloons 

exploded, or the average number of pumps per balloon) were significantly correlated with the CRT-

WP, failing to support Hypothesis 7a. Regarding the percentage of unsolvable matrices that participants 

reported solving, the correlation with CRT-WP scores was not significant, failing to support 

Hypothesis 7b. However, supporting Hypothesis 7c, the CRT-WP was significantly negatively 

correlated to the dictator game choice (r = -.24, p < .001), indicating that participants who scored 

higher on the CRT-WP made more self-interested choices. Moreover, in the simulated hiring condition 

specifically the correlation between selfish behaviour in the dictator game and the CRT-WP (r = -.36) 

was larger than with any overt personality measure (r’s ranging from -.17 to .22). 

Finally, CRT-WP scores were significantly predictive of self-reported production deviance (r = 

.20), theft (r = .20), and the overall CWB composite score (r = .20) measured one year later, supporting 

Hypothesis 8a. Additionally, CRT-WP scores were significantly positively correlated with three of the 

four cyberloafing factors (online shopping, r = .24; accessing online content, r = .30; online gaming/ 

betting, r = .26), and the cyberloafing composite score as well (r = .22), supporting Hypothesis 8b.  

 
11 Since there were no differences in how participants responded to the CRT-WP between conditions, correlations between 

the CRT-WP and Wave-2/3 outcomes were computed on the whole sample (see Table 6). However, since participants 

responded differently to all overt personality measures depending on their condition, we reported these correlations 

separately per condition in Tables S11 to S16 of the online supplement. For full correlations between the CRT-WP and 

factor-level scores of the cyberloafing and CWB scales, refer to Table S17 of the online supplement. 
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Given the number of participants not returning to complete Waves 2/3, we also compared 

results of models based on available data (using a maximum likelihood estimator) to a full information 

maximum likelihood model (see Newman, 2014). Results are available in Table S18 and were identical 

between the two for all outcomes. In addition, in a preliminary attempt to examine the incremental 

validity of the CRT-WP, we tested a regression model. The self-reported psychopathy score from the 

“dark triad” was entered first. The CRT-WP score entered subsequently and explained incremental 

variance in selfish behaviors in the dictator game (ΔR2 = .04, p = .003). The overt self-reported measure 

of psychopathy was not a significant predictor of selfish behaviors (β = -.06, p = .39), but the CRT-WP 

was (β = -.22, p = .003).12 

Discussion 

 Overall, the results of Study 5 provide some additional support for the validity of the CRT-WP. 

Wave-1 results show that participants were unable to engage in faking or impression management to 

artificially lower their scores on the implicit CRT-WP, while they did for all other (overt) personality 

measures. The only surprising result was that participants in the hiring condition artificially raised their 

level of narcissism, when this is generally seen as an undesirable trait. Yet, participants in the hiring 

condition were asked “What job or type of job did you imagine applying for in this scenario?”, and 

many of them responded with jobs commonly associated with leadership and power. Therefore, it is 

possible that participants believed that some level of narcissism was desirable for such positions, which 

would be supported by a meta-analysis indicating that narcissism has a curvilinear relationship with 

leadership success (Grijalva et al., 2015). 

 
12 Identical findings were observed in an alternative regression model where all three dark triad measures were entered first. 

CRT-WP scores also accounted for incremental variance beyond the self-reported psychopathy score for the cyberloafing 

factors of “accessing online content” (ΔR2 = .05, p = .005; β = .23, p = .005) and “online betting” (ΔR2 = .02, p = .05; β = 

.16, p = .047). 
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 Wave-1 findings further supported the construct-related validity of the CRT-WP scores. Indeed, 

CRT-WP scores were related to scores for other personality variables that they should be theoretically 

related to. For example, CRT-WP scores were negatively related to honesty-humility and integrity (r = 

-.25 and -.24), but positively correlated with overt psychopathy (r = .20), as well as Machiavellianism 

and narcissism (r = .27 and .28) for participants who were responding honestly. The CRT-WP being 

positively related to all sub-scales of the dark triad is not surprising given the content of the items, 

considering that aspects of Machiavellianism overlap with some JMs such as social superiority. In 

addition, there is empirical overlap between measures of the three elements of the dark triad (O’Boyle 

et al., 2012). Although many of these correlations are relatively small, this is standard for overt and 

covert/implicit measures of the same construct (Bing et al., 2007). 

In terms of criterion-related validity, evidence was mixed. CRT-WP scores were related with 

more selfish choices in the dictator game, providing promising evidence that it can predict behaviours 

theoretically related to psychopathy, such as self-interested behaviour. CRT-WP scores also scores 

predicted CWB and cyberloafing behaviours measured over one year later. Although both measures 

were self-report and may be influenced by impression management, these results provide additional 

evidence for the criterion-related validity of the CRT-WP and confirm the findings from Study 3. 

However, CRT-WP scores were not associated with impulsive behaviour as measured by the BART or 

cheating as measured by the number matrix task (although relationships were in the expected direction 

for cheating). 

 Beyond the CRT-WP, in the honest condition, agreeableness and honesty-humility were related 

to less, while overt Machiavellianism and psychopathy were related to more, selfish choices made in 

the dictator game. However, these relationships were not observed in the hiring condition, except for 

honesty-humility. Interestingly, none of the overt variables were related to the BART outcomes, with 
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two exceptions: In the hiring condition, agreeableness was negatively correlated with the number of 

balloons exploded, whereas men had significantly more pumps per balloon than women. This could be 

due to the randomized explosion points or the number of trials used in the current study, which was at 

the very minimum recommended (Wallsten et al., 2005), or because the BART has been mainly 

validated for adolescents while the mean age of this sample was almost 40 years old. Scores on the 

TSD-integrity were unrelated to any of the performance behaviours in Wave-2, in either condition. 

Overall, these results further show that overt measures of personality (except maybe honesty-humility) 

do not function appropriately when used in a hiring situation.  

Study 6 – CRT-WP Validity in the Workplace 

The objective of this final study was to provide additional evidence for the criterion-related 

validity of the CRT-WP, as well as evidence for incremental validity over and above self-report 

measures of personality, given the somewhat mixed findings from Studies 3 and 5, in a workplace 

setting.  

While Studies 3 and 5 already demonstrate that the CRT-WP is associated with CWBs (and 

other outcomes, such as selfish decision-making and cyberloafing), both these studies relied on online 

samples (i.e., MTurk and Prolific). It is therefore important to provide evidence of criterion-related 

validity using an organizational sample. In addition, Studies 3 and 5 were not designed specifically to 

examine the incremental validity of the CRT-WP beyond other personality measures that organizations 

might consider as alternative assessments. For example, Catano et al. (2018) proposed a short 

personality-based measure of integrity derived from Big-Five items that was associated with CWBs. 

Alternatively, organizations could explore facet-level personality measures that are conceptually 

related to integrity or elements of psychopathy. For instance, Krueger et al. (2012) developed a short 

self-report measure of irresponsibility derived from a maladaptive personality traits model, whereas 
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Goldberg et al. (2006) proposed a short measure of cautiousness as a facet of Conscientiousness. Both 

these constructs are conceptually associated with the psychopathy elements (i.e., the CRT-WP JMs of 

carefree impulsivity and fearlessness). While such self-report measures would be more prone to faking 

or impression management than the implicit CRT-WP (as demonstrated in Study 4), organizations 

might still consider such tools because of their ease of use. Since psychopathy and conceptually similar 

constructs are particularly relevant to predict the abuse element of CWB (e.g., Boddy, 2011), we 

propose the following: 

Hypothesis 9: CRT-WP scores will display incremental validity over conceptually related self-

report personality measures in the prediction of (a) overall CWBs, and (b) the abuse factor of 

CWBs. 

Methods 

Sample and Procedure  

Employees (N = 2754) working operations and maintenance jobs (e.g., technicians, engineers) 

in a branch of the Canadian federal government were invited to participate. Data collection took place 

in two phases. At Time 1, they were asked to complete an online questionnaire including the CRT-WP, 

three self-reported personality measures, and demographic information. A total of 820 individuals 

started the questionnaire (i.e., 30% response rate), but 183 did not provide complete responses, and 22 

were excluded for endorsing six or more illogical responses to the CRT-WP. This led to usable data 

from 615 employees. Most of the sample identified as men (89.8%, with 6.8% as women) and White 

(91.7%, with 1.8% as visible minority, and 2.8% as Indigenous). Employees were on average 35.92 

years old (SD = 7.13) and had been working for this organization for 12.63 years (SD = 6.18). At Time 

2 (two weeks later), participants were invited back to complete a CWB measure, and 292 individuals 

did. 
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Measures 

CRT-WP. We used the same 22-item CRT-WP measure (KR-20 = .82) as in Studies 3-5.  

Self-report personality measures. We included three self-report measures conceptually related 

to psychopathy (or dark personality traits): First, we used the same 10-item TSD-Integrity scale used in 

Study 5 (α = .79; Catano et al., 2018) with a 7-point scale (1 = extremely uncharacteristic to 7 = 

extremely characteristic). Second, we used a 10-item Cautiousness measure from the IPIP (α = .83; 

e.g., “I choose my words with care”; Goldberg et al., 2006) with a 5-point scale (1 = very inaccurate to 

5 = very accurate). Finally, we used a 7-item Irresponsibility Scale from the PID-5 (α = .72; e.g., “I 

make promises that I don’t intend to keep”; Krueger et al., 2012).  

CWB. We used the same 30-item CWB-C measure (α = .84; Spector et al., 2006) as in Studies 

3 and 5. 

Results 

Correlations between our main study variables showed that CRT-WP scores were moderately 

but significantly correlated with the scores of all self-report personality measures at Time 1 (based on N 

= 615; integrity, r = -.13, p < .001; cautiousness, r = -.16, p < .001; and irresponsibility, r = .19, p < 

.001). In addition, CRT-WP scores were significantly associated with both overall CWB scores (r = 

.20, p < .001), and particularly scores on the abuse factor (r = .22, p < .001), from Time 2 (based on N 

= 292). A full correlation table is provided in Table S19 of the Online Supplement. 

To test Hypothesis 9, we conducted two sets of hierarchical regression analyses aimed at 

examining the incremental validity of CRT-WP scores in predicting CWB scores and abuse factor 

scores, above and beyond scores from the three self-report personality measures. Results are presented 

in Table 7. They also include relative weight analyses (using the RWA Web tool; Tonidandel & 

LeBreton, 2011) to illustrate the importance of CRT-WP scores in predicting variance for both 
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outcomes. Supporting Hypothesis 9, CRT-WP scores did provide incremental validity for predicting 

overall CWB scores (β = .13, p = .02; ΔR2 = .02; Relative weight = 17.81%) and abuse specifically (β = 

.17, p < .01; ΔR2 = .03; Relative weight = 28.12%) over and above the three self-report personality 

scores.  

Discussion 

 The findings from Study 6 replicate and expand on the results presented in Studies 3 and 5, 

using a sample of actual employees. First, CRT-WP scores were significantly but only moderately 

correlated with scores on three self-report measures of personality traits conceptually related to 

psychopathy (or facets of psychopathy): negatively with integrity and cautiousness, but positively with 

irresponsibility. This provides additional evidence for the construct-related validity of CRT-WP scores. 

Second, consistent with Studies 3 and 5, CRT-WP scores measured in a workplace setting were 

positively associated with CWBs. CRT-WP scores were particularly related to abuse, which is 

consistent with past psychopathy research (Boddy, 2011; Scherer et al., 2013). These results provide 

additional evidence of the criterion-related validity of CRT-WP scores. Finally, we found promising 

evidence that CRT-WP scores accounted for incremental variance above and beyond the three self-

reports described above. This is practically meaningful because, although such self-report measures are 

more prone to faking in selection settings (as shown in Study 5), organizations could consider using 

them instead of (e.g., because of the shorter time commitment) or alongside an implicit measure. 

General Discussion 

 In summary, the results of our six studies provide preliminary evidence to support our implicit 

measure of workplace psychopathy (the CRT-WP) in terms of content coverage, theoretical relevance, 

internal consistency, test-retest reliability, construct-related validity, criterion-related validity (ranging 

from two-week to one-year time lags), incremental validity, and faking-resistance when compared to 
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overt self-report measures. Importantly, these findings are based on a variety of samples (including 

North American MTurk respondents, a large sample of real job seekers, experienced managers from the 

UK, and an organizational sample), research designs or analytical approaches (e.g., factor analysis, 

IRT, experimental manipulation), and criteria (e.g., self-reports, behavioural).13 Although more 

research is needed to fully validate the CRT-WP, it appears to be a reliable and valid measure of work-

related psychopathic tendencies, beliefs, and behaviours, that cannot be faked while the implicit nature 

of the test is maintained. CRT-WP scores are also largely unrelated to sex, and show small 

relationships with age and ethnicity (especially in our large and more generalizable sample for Study 4 

– but see Table S20 for a summary across studies), suggesting limited potential for adverse impact.  

Theoretical Implications 

Researchers have repeatedly stated the need for a self-administered measure of psychopathy 

that is resistant to faking, especially for use in organizational contexts  (Lilienfeld et al., 2015; Smith & 

Lilienfeld, 2013; Wu & LeBreton, 2011), and implicit approaches, for instance using the CRT 

methodology, have been suggested as a promising way to produce such a measure (O’Boyle et al., 

2012; Spain et al., 2014). We created and validated the CRT-WP as an answer to these calls, combining 

best-practice recommendations in CRT development (e.g., James & LeBreton, 2012; LeBreton et al., 

2020; Schoen et al., 2021) and conceptual foundations from established psychopathy theories and 

models. Theoretically, the present research provides preliminary evidence that the CRT methodology 

can be used to assess “darker” personality traits, such as psychopathy. Practically, the CRT-WP is still 

self-administered yet avoids common issues with overt, self-report measures for work-related purposes. 

 
13 We also provide the item-total correlations for the 22-items of the CRT-WP across all studies in Table S21, confirming 

that all correlations are positive and significant (except for two items in Study 3 Wave-2). We also present the item-outcome 

correlations for key variables across Studies 3-6 in Table S22. Both tables can be found in the online supplement. 
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 The development of the CRT-WP, including the content coverage and factor structure, also has 

implications for future research in the area. The two factors that emerged based on factor analysis in 

Study 2, labeled as individual-oriented and other-oriented psychopathy, were generally aligned with the 

structure emerging from self-report psychopathy measures, for instance the “primary” and “secondary” 

factors in the SRP and LSRP. This is especially relevant, given that JMs and items were created as an 

amalgamation of key conceptualizations of psychopathy, but using an implicit measurement approach. 

The interaction analyses performed in Study 3 also supported the channeling hypothesis, confirming 

that there are benefits to combining overt and implicit measures of psychopathy (Bing et al., 2007). 

This research highlights the potential of developing and using implicit measures (e.g., CRTs) to 

assess dark personality traits in a workplace setting. Although CRTs have not yet become very popular 

(LeBreton et al., 2020), they are uniquely suited for situations where other measurement approaches 

face issues. Although any personality construct could benefit from having an implicit measure (given 

that all overt personality measures were faked in Study 5), they may prove most useful to assess highly 

desirable (or undesirable) constructs, since these may result in the most faking, as is the case with the 

CRT for aggression (James et al., 2005). For instance, it could be beneficial to develop implicit 

measures for other constructs important to organizations (e.g., other “dark” personality traits). 

Practical Implications 

Although more research is certainly needed before the CRT-WP can be implemented in 

organizational settings, the results of our six studies provide preliminary evidence that it could 

represent a valuable tool for organizations, for instance to assess individuals for selection or promotion. 

Its self-administered nature makes it practical and cost-efficient, as it is not requiring a third-party rater 

who may inaccurately assess the construct of psychopathy, and which is highly impractical in a hiring 

context. However, unlike traditional self-report measures, the CRT-WP is not susceptible to impression 
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management and faking. As such, it could be very useful for jobs or organizations in which deterring 

abusive and unethical leadership is a priority (e.g., military, law enforcement). The CRT-WP also 

shows no correlations with participant sex and no or small relationships with ethnicity (see Table S21), 

while overt measures of psychopathy do correlate with participant sex and could have potential for 

adverse impact.  

One practical weakness of CRTs compared to their overt counterparts is the longer assessment 

time. The amount of text for each item, along with the fact that participants may spend minutes on each 

item trying to deduce the “correct” answer, means CRTs may take longer to complete than overt scales. 

Estimates from the first wave of Study 2 would suggest it takes an average of 18-19 minutes for 

participants to complete the 22-item CRT-WP. That said, the value of this trade-off likely depends on 

the job and the organization. For example, the CRT-WP may not be worthwhile to assess or select 

entry-level employees. Overall, the CRT-WP has potential as a valuable tool to identify potential “red 

flags” (a) for managers or leaders in government or private organizations, or individuals in positions of 

power or authority (i.e., that are attractive to individuals higher on psychopathy and where they can do 

the most “damage”); (b) when used alongside other valid predictors of job performance (e.g., structured 

interviews, cognitive ability tests); and (c) in the final stages of the selection process to screen a final 

pool of candidates that has already been narrowed down by other measures.  

Consistent with recommendations from Jones and Arnold (2008), we would encourage 

organizations interested in using the CRT-WP to avoid terms like “psychopathy”, both for applicants or 

employees who complete the assessment or managers potentially making decisions based on CRT-WP 

scores. For example, referring to the construct of psychopathy directly, when debriefing test-takers 

about their results or scores, could (a) incorrectly lead applicants to believe that a clinical assessment of 

mental health disorders was used (when the CRT-WP was designed to be disconnected from such 
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disorders); and (b) lead to negative reactions from test-takers as non-experts often associate 

“psychopathy” with serial killers and other extreme cases due to overuse in entertainment and media 

(Caponecchia et al., 2012). However, providing feedback and transparency in assessment tools is 

important for organizations, and we recommend using similar but less inciting language such as “dark 

personality/leadership tendencies”. Finally, we recommend that organizations use the number of 

illogical response options selected by a test-taker in the CRT-WP as an indicator of attentiveness or 

response quality. In line with past CRT work, scores of individuals selecting over 25% of illogical 

responses should be considered as invalid, and the person should ideally be asked to retake the CRT-

WP. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

One limitation of the current research is the reliance on self-report measures for some outcome 

variables, which might create issues with social desirability (see the correlations between CWBs and 

the BIDR in Study 3). Therefore, future research examining the predictive validity of the CRT-WP 

should use objective measures of outcome variables, if possible, similar to Wave-2 of Study 5. Studies 

conducted with employees or job applicants could use performance appraisal data or documented 

complaints, for example. Second, future research should seek to determine whether the CRT-WP 

assesses workplace-specific psychopathy as it intends to. This aim can be accomplished by including a 

work-related self-report measure of psychopathy (e.g., B-Scan Self; Mathieu & Babiak, 2016b) and 

determining whether CRT-WP scores are more strongly related to scores on that work-related measure 

compared to a self-report measure of general psychopathy. Third, while we include real job seekers in 

Study 4, they completed the CRT-WP in a low-stakes situation (i.e., for practice/preparation). Thus, 

before the CRT-WP can be used in hiring processes, studies should be conducted with real job 

applicants completing the test in a high-stakes context. Future research should also explore the possible 
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designation of cut-off scores. According to previous CRT research, there is no definitive answer 

regarding how to consistently apply or justify cut-off scores for use by organizations (James & 

LeBreton, 2012), especially when considering different jobs (i.e., hospital manager vs. professional 

football coach).  

Future research should also examine test-taker reactions to the CRT-WP (and other implicit 

CRTs, in general) and the ability of the CRT-WP to prevent faking when participants are aware of what 

it is actually measuring. Regarding the former, it is important to determine whether the implicit (and 

somewhat deceptive) nature of the CRT-WP causes test-takers to have less favourable reactions to 

assessment. This would have significant implications if organizations use the CRT-WP to evaluate 

employees or applicants, as these test-takers may have negative attitudes toward the organization as a 

result, which can lead to refusing job offers and more (McCarthy et al., 2017). Second, the faking 

resistance of CRTs is generally conditional upon their implicit nature remaining intact. Yet, 

participants can fake CRTs when informed about how the test truly works beforehand (Bowler et al., 

2013; LeBreton et al., 2007; Wiita et al., 2020). Recently, Wiita et al. (2020) and Schoen et al. (2022) 

added faking detection scales to CRTs, to give them a second layer of protection against faking. Such 

scales involve embedding additional items using the same format within the CRTs, but alter the 

response options so that these new items only have one correct answer that is high on the trait of 

interest. Respondents unaware of the trait being measured should (and do) still select that option 

because it is the only “correct” one from a conditional reasoning standpoint. However, those privy to 

the nature of the CRT and attempting to fake to lower their scores get caught because they consistently 

avoid that (i.e., more aggressive or low achievement) option on these items. Future research should 

follow a similar procedure to develop a faking-detection scale for the CRT-WP so that it is both 

proactively faking-preventative and reactively faking-detecting. 
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Conclusion 

 In summary, the current research presents the theoretical foundations and initial psychometric 

evidence for an implicit measure of workplace psychopathy, and suggests that it has benefits over overt 

measures of psychopathic personality. The development of the CRT-WP fills multiple gaps in the 

personality literature as it is the first, to our knowledge, to measure of work-related psychopathy that is 

both self-reported and faking-resistant. In theory, the CRT-WP could help identify or screen 

individuals with high levels of psychopathic tendencies who may be causing abusive, toxic, and 

unethical work environments.
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Table 1 

Existing Measures of Psychopathy and their Issues with Use in Hiring 

Measure Target Use Issues for Use in Hiring 

1. PCL-R Forensic - Conceptualized and validated using criminals, which 

have demonstrated differences from corporate 

psychopaths 

- Requires expert rater and lengthy/invasive 

assessment 

2. SRP Forensic and Non-

Forensic 

- Conceptualized and validated using criminals, which 

have demonstrated differences from corporate 

psychopaths 

- Susceptible to faking and social desirability 

3. PPI-R Non-Forensic and 

Forensic 

- Conceptualized with mainly students and 

“community” samples, which likely do not capture 

workplace specifics 

- Susceptible to faking, although detects social 

desirability 

4. LSRP Forensic and Non-

Forensic 

- Conceptualized and validated using criminals, which 

have demonstrated differences from corporate 

psychopaths 

- Susceptible to faking and social desirability 

5. TriPM Non-Forensic and 

Forensic 

- Conceptualized with mainly students and 

“community” samples, which likely do not capture 

workplace specifics 

- Susceptible to faking and social desirability 

6. PM-MRV Corporate - Uses untrained raters to make assessments of others 

- The rater must have familiarity with the target, 

therefore it is unlikely it could be used to rate a new 

applicant 

7. B-Scan 360 Corporate - Uses untrained raters to make assessments of others 

- The rater must have familiarity with the target, 

therefore it is unlikely it could be used to rate a new 

applicant 

8. B-Scan Self Corporate - Conceptualized using PCL-R framework of 

psychopathy which was based on criminals 

- Susceptible to faking and social desirability 

Note. The ordering of “forensic and non-forensic” or “non-forensic and forensic” signifies which target 

population the measure was designed for first, and who it later became used for secondarily. PCL-R = 

Psychopathy Checklist – Revised; SRP = Self-Report Psychopathy scale; PPI-R = Psychopathic Personality 

Inventory – Revised; LSRP = Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy Scale; TriPM = Triarchic Psychopathy 

Measure; PM-MRV = Psychopathy Measure – Management Research Version. 
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Table 2 

CRT-WP Justification Mechanisms and Content Coverage 

CRT-WP Justification Mechanisms Conceptual Overlap with Models of Psychopathy  

Name Description PCL-R/SRP PPI-R TriPM LSRP 

1. Externalization 

A bias to automatically attribute fault for negative occurrences 

and failures, and an unconscious need to rationalize shifting 

blame, to other people or external factors. This tendency results in 

a “global irresponsibility” for undesired actions and outcomes, 

even when they clearly resulted from choices under their control. 

Mentally justifying the deflection of blame to others or external 

causes is a way to absolve themselves of any wrongdoings and 

protect their ego. Even when consciously analyzing a negative 

outcome, there is an unconscious need to find an ultimate target 

of blame that is not the self. 

- Irresponsibility 

- Failure to accept 

responsibility 

- Blame 

externalization 
- Disinhibition - Primary 

2. Carefree 

Impulsivity 

An inclination for actions and decisions guided by impulsivity 

instead of reasoning, deliberation, or long-term planning. 

Impulsive and spontaneous decision-making are automatically 

categorized as exciting and interesting, while more careful 

thought is categorized as boring and basic. A careful way thinking 

and reasoning before acting is labelled as a deficiency that most 

“regular” people value and need, while “above-average” 

individuals (like themselves) can engage in more exciting and 

spontaneous ways of thinking. 

- Poor behaviour 

control 

- Lack of long-term 

goals 

- Impulsivity 

- Carefree non-

planfulness 

- Impulsive non-

conformity 

- Disinhibition - Secondary 

3. Social 

Superiority 

A persisting belief that one’s social status and social skills are 

superior to generally everyone around them. Individuals with this 

bias believe that they can charm and persuade others in any 

situation and justify doing so simply because they have the skill. 

They also believe that they are a dominant, alpha social 

personality that should be considered above others. They also 

rationalize that these social characteristics (e.g., dominance, 

influence, persuasiveness) should be valued and rewarded by 

everyone, and those who do not share them must be inferior. 

- Glib/Superficial 

charm 

- Grandiose estimation  

of self 

- Pathological lying B 

- Social potency - Boldness 
- Primary & 

Secondary A 
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4. Fearlessness 

A bias in interpreting high-stress situations as stimulating and to 

frame risky behaviors or decisions as bold and brave. There is a 

predisposition to interpret the level of fear or anxiety that most 

people experience in stressful situations as a sign or weakness. 

This tendency results in an unconscious inclination for high-risk 

behaviours along with a high tolerance/resilience for uncertainty 

in potential outcomes. This differs from carefree impulsivity in 

that individuals rationalize (though in a biased way) their high-

risk choices even after deliberation, as fearlessness and boldness 

are ingrained as core values. 

- Need for stimulation B 

- Fearlessness 

- Stress immunity 
- Boldness - Secondary 

5. Ruthless Self-

Interest 

A predisposition to see situations as opportunities for self-

promotion with complete disregard for anyone or anything other 

than the self. The belief and value systems are biased toward 

achieving individual goals and advancement at any cost, thereby 

justifying exploitation, manipulation, or negative impacts felt by 

others. It is rationalized that ruthlessness is part of being strong, 

and that one needs to engage in these behaviours to guard against 

the threat that someone may surpass or do better than them. There 

is a survival-of-the-fittest mentality. 

- Cunning and 

manipulativeness 

- Callousness 

- Parasitic lifestyle 

- Machiavellian 

egocentricity 
- Meanness - Primary 

6. Insensitivity 

A disinclination to feel concern, guilt, remorse, or consideration 

to the feelings of others when interpreting events or relationships. 

Guided by a deep-rooted belief that the self is more important 

than others, who are framed as simple background characters,  

considering the feelings of others is an unconsciously low priority 

and often automatically ignored. The innate framing of others as 

low importance results in an indifference toward their emotions, 

beliefs, or desires, and an overall lack of empathy. This differs 

from ruthless self-interest in that insensitivity is always present, 

even in situations where there is nothing to gain. 

- Lack of remorse/ 

guilt B 

- Shallow affect 

- Lack of empathy 

- Coldheartedness - Meanness - Primary 

Note. It is acceptable for the JMs to have some degree of overlap according to the other implicit CRTs which have already been developed (James 

et al., 2004). Only the factors of the PCL-R and SRP related to criminal behaviour are not covered, which is by choice. A Social Superiority covers 

both primary and secondary factors of the LSRP. B These factors are somewhat covered by other JMs as well.
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Table 3 

Descriptive Statistics, Reliability Coefficients, and Correlations for the 22-Item CRT-WP in Study 2 

 
Scale M SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 

1. Factor 1 -10 to 10 -5.68 3.21 (.77)       

2. Factor 2 -12 to 12 -2.66 5.00 .22** (.80)      

3. CRT-WP -22 to 22 -8.34 6.49 .66** .88** (.80)     

4. Sex 1-2 1.40 0.49 -.03 -.10* -.09 -    

5. Ethnicity 1-2 1.21 0.41 .16** -.07 .03 .03 -   

6. Education 1-2 1.53 0.50 -.02 .00 -.01 .01 -.04 -  

7. Employment 1-2 1.12 0.33 -.11* -.03 -.08 .07 -.02 .13** - 

8. Age - 37.54 10.92 -.11* -.18** -.19** .14** -.14** -.01 .07 

Note. N = 384 (pairwise deletion; with 383 for sex and age). Sex (1 = male, 2 = female). Ethnicity (1 = White, 2 

= minority). Education (1 = university, 2 = non-university). Employment (1 = employed, 2 = unemployed, 

student, and retired). KR-20 reliability coefficients are presented in parentheses. * p < .05. ** p < .01 (two-

tailed).
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Table 4 

Descriptive Statistics, Reliability Coefficients, and Correlations for Study 3 

 
M SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 

1. W1 CRT-WP -9.16 6.78 (.83)             

2. W2 CRT-WP -9.94 7.32 .72** (.87)            

3. SRP-III Overall 2.01 0.55 .32** .26** (.90)           

4. TriPM Overall 2.25 0.41 .19** .19** .85** (.91)          

5. TriPM Bold. 3.02 0.70 .07 .13 .40** .61** (.90)         

6. TriPM Mean. 1.83 0.54 .26** .24** .83** .81** .27** (.89)        

7. TriPM Disin. 1.91 0.60 .06 .03 .55** .62** -.14* .46** (.90)       

8. BIDR IM 4.54 1.16 -.10 -.11 -.40** -.34** .18** -.38** -.54** -      

9. CWBs  1.30 0.37 .18* .13 .49** .52** .03 .45** .59** -.46** (.95)     

10. Sex 1.40 0.49 -.03 -.03 -.28** -.23** -.22** -.27** .01 .03 -.14 -    

11. Ethnicity 1.21 0.41 .03 .04 -.00 -.02 -.01 -.03 .01 .02 -.02 .01 -   

12. Education 1.49 0.50 -.04 -.00 .12 .15 .03 .09 .19* -.02 .08 -.03 -.12 -  

13. Employment 1.10 0.30 -.12 -.06 -.19** -.16* -.25** -.07 .01 -.04 -.07 .05 .05 .06 - 

14. Age 37.70 10.79 -.25** -.22** -.26** -.19** -.08 -.16* -.15* .20 -.11 .13 -.13 .02 -.01 

Note. N = 198 (pairwise deletion; with 197 for BIDR and 196 for CWB and sex). Sex (1 = male, 2 = female). Education (1 = university, 2 = non-university). 

Ethnicity (1 = White, 2 = non-White). Employment (1 = employed, 2 = unemployed, student, and retired). W1 = Wave one. W2 = Wave two. IM = 

Impression management. KR-20 and Cronbach’s α reliability coefficients are presented in parentheses. * p < .05. ** p < .01 (two-tailed). 
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Table 5 

Results of Independent Samples t-Tests for Study 5 Wave-1 Variables – Comparing Honest and 

Simulated Hiring Conditions 

Variable 
Honest 

Mean 

Hiring 

Mean 
t p d 

95% CI 

Lower Upper 

CRT-WP -12.43 -12.83 .51 n.s. 0.07 -1.13 1.93 

Openness 3.61 3.80 -2.16 * -0.30 -.36 -.02 

Conscientiousness 3.85 4.18 -4.47 *** -0.62 -.46 -.18 

Agreeableness 3.17 3.57 -4.64 *** -0.62 -.57 -.23 

Extraversion 3.23 3.73 -5.26 *** -0.70 -.69 -.32 

Emotionality 3.22 2.79 4.56 *** 0.60 .25 .63 

Honesty-Humility 3.46 3.69 -2.66 ** -0.35 -.41 -.06 

Machiavellianism 3.06 2.81 2.77 ** 0.37 .07 .43 

Narcissism 2.45 2.91 -5.46 *** -0.73 -.63 -.30 

Psychopathy 2.11 1.89 2.70 ** 0.36 .06 .38 

TSD-Integrity 4.99 5.53 -4.61 *** -0.63 -.76 -.31 

Note. df = 217. “Psychopathy” refers to the calculated Psychopathy scores using the Short Dark Triad without 

the two items which refer to criminal tendencies and sexual deviancy, which are beyond the scope of the CRT-

WP. t = observed t-value, two-tailed. d = Cohen’s d measure of effect size. * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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Table 6 

Study 5 Descriptive Statistics, Reliability Coefficients, and Correlations for the CRT-WP and outcomes from Waves-2/3 

 
Wave M SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 

1. CRT-WP 1 -12.64 5.72 (.82)           

2. BART Total Win 2 66.39 24.88 -.09 -          

3. BART Explosions 2 4.28 1.49 -.04 -.26** -         

4. BART Avg. Pumps 2 10.42 3.35 -.07 .77** .29** -        

5. Matrix Cheating % 2 0.18 0.29 .10 -.06 -.06 .01 -       

6. Dictator Choice 2 4.71 2.33 -.24** -.12 -.11 -.18* -.10 -      

7. Cyberloafing Overall 3 2.07 0.82 .22* -.12 -.08 -.11 .09 .07 (.95)     

8. CWB Overall 3 1.22 0.29 .20* -.00 -.06 -.01 -.08 -.07 .50** (.87)    

9. Age 1 38.49 10.78 -.04 -.04 .03 -.06 -.01 -.14 -.28** -.09 -   

10. Sex 1 1.53 0.50 -.01 -.08 -.11 -.13 .22** -.09 .03 -.03 -.09 -  

11. Ethnicity 1 1.10 0.30 .16* .07 -.05 .10 -.04 -.08 .04 .10 -.18** -.05 - 

12. Education 1 1.40 0.49 -.01 -.01 -.06 -.08 .09 .03 -.05 -.16* -.02 .09 -.06 

Note. All correlations are based on pairwise deletion due to drastically different sample sizes between waves. N = 219 for Wave 1, 186-192 for Wave 2, and 154-155 for 

Wave 3 (although correlations between wave 2-3 were based on the available 139 responses). Descriptive statistics and reliability coefficients for each variable are given 

for the wave it was included in which has the largest N. BART Explosions refers to the number of balloons where participants reached the explosion point, across 10 

trials. BART Avg. Pumps refers to the average number of pumps that participants used across all 10 trials. The average number of pumps for only unexploded balloons 

was also calculated but resulted in no significant differences. Matrix Cheating % refers to the percentage of unsolvable matrices that participants reported solving of the 

ones that they attempted during the time limit. Dictator choices ranged from 1 (most selfish) to 11 (least selfish). Sex (1 = male, 2 = female). Ethnicity (1 = White, 2 = 

minority). Education (1 = university, 2 = non-university). * p < .05. ** p < .01 (two-tailed). 
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Table 7 

Study 6 Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting CWB (top) and Abuse (bottom) 

Predictors b SE β R
2
 ΔR2 

Rescaled Relative 

Weight (%) 

 Overall CWB 

Model 1       .12**    

Constant 1.51 .14 -    

   TSD-Integrity -.05** .02 -.16      

   Cautiousness -.05* .04 -.16      

   Irresponsibility .07 .04 .12      

Model 2       .14** .02*   

Constant 1.57 .14 -   - 

  TSD-Integrity -.04* .02 -.16    32.03 

  Cautiousness -.05* .02 -.15    27.74 

   Irresponsibility .06 .04 .10    22.42 

   CRT-WP .01* .00 .13    17.81 

 Abuse Factor 

Model 1       .10**    

  Constant 1.63 .16 -    

  TSD-Integrity -.04 .02 -.13      

  Cautiousness -.08** .02 -.22      

  Irresponsibility .03 .04 .04      

Model 2       .13** .03**   

Constant 1.72 .02 -   - 

  TSD-Integrity -.04 .02 -.12    19.50 

  Cautiousness -.07** .02 -.21    40.94 

  Irresponsibility .01 .04 .02    11.44 

  CRT-WP .01** .00 .17    28.12 

Note. N = 292. Relative weights bootstrapped 10,000 times. * p < .05. ** p < .01.  

 


